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Report To The Chalrman
Nuclear Regulatory Commlssmn

NRC Needs Alternative To e
. . . . lii“

Mandatory Relocation For Maintaining
Objectivity Of Resident Inspectors ]
‘ ‘ _ , eg

Since 1978, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission o : ; B
has stationed resident snspeciors at nuclear , . A
powerplant sites. A continuing concern 1s the B o
auility of these inspectors, or residents, to retain 4
thewr objectivity over an extended peniod of time, 7 . ;3
NRC plans to relocate residents at least every 5 _
vears 2s one way 10 help a2ssure objectivity. . 1
However, residents are likely to incur personal ) , :{;_g
financial hargship--on the average of §7,700-- g
upon refocation, because federal employee re-
location allowances are less than actual reloca- ( ‘ -

tion costs Therefore, NRC has not yet required
tesidents torelocate duetoconcernthat many of
them mught resign.

G A0 believes there are batter wavs to preserve o i
rag-dents’ ob:estivily than Dy mancaung reloca- :

ton withun a set yime pernod NARC shouid make

maore uyse ¢! a'ternative measures now being

used by some regional inspechion offices 1o help

acsure that residents objectively perform therr

d.:es These measures couldbe usedinconjung-

11on with 3 fienble relocation policy which en.

courages--butl coes not mandate--peniodic

telocations.
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INTRODUCTION

The Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) 2nd electric .,
utilities each have important responsibilities in making cure that
cemmercial nucleac powerplants are properly built and safely
operated., Utilizies construct and operate these plants, while NRC
sets the regulaticns, s:andards, and guides for construction and
operation. Furthermore, NRC is expected to ensure, through i:s
inspection and enforcement program, that utilities are fulfilling
their responsibilities for guality construction and safe
powerplant operaticns. '

In Janvary 1975, when NRC was created as an independent
reguiatory agency out of the Atomic Energy Commission,:it had re-
sponsibility for inspecting 53 operating nuclear powerplants and

63 plants under construction, Now, NRC's 4inspection responsibili-

ties include B0 nuclear powerplants licensed to operate and
anocther €4 plants under construction, NRC has increased its total
inspection staff from about 200 inspectors in 1975 to about 475 by
the end of 1982.

Until the late 1970s, NRC'sS nuclear powerplant inspections .
were made by inspectors assigned to NRC's five regional offices.
Regional inspectors specialized in carrying out certain parts of
KRC's inspection program such as fire protection, plant security,
training and requalification of plant personnel, and quality as-
surance, . These inspectors traveled to powerplants from regional
offices to perform their assigned parts of NRC's inspection pro-
gram. However, because of time spent (1) preparing for inspec-
tions, (2) traveling to and from plants, and (3) documenting and
evaluazing inspection findings, only about 25 percent of the
regional inspectors' time was spent at plant sites. Furthermore,
much of this time was devoted to reviewing records rather than ob-
serving work in progress or conducting independent tests and
neasurements.

In June 1977, :ne NP2 Commissioners decided to station ore
inpector full-time at each operating nuclear powerplant and at
selected plants under construction. Implementation started during
the scmmer of 1378 wizh the relocation of 20 inspectors from
recional offices to 20 ruclear powerplant sites, Each residen:
inspeczor (resident) received technical sugport from NRC's
tegional inspection cffices. NRC intended that residents wouid te
its "eves and ears™ a: plaat sites, '

In 1381, KRZ'c [ --:3s3ioners expanded the resident progranm,
At least one resiien: .45 assigned at each site with*a nuclear
powerplant under csn:ezuction or in operation, with additional
residents assigned %c siiec on the basis of plant designs, past
utility performance, and availability of adequately trained
inspectors. As shown telow, NRC had assigned res{dents to §2
nuclear powerplant sites as of pDecember 1982, Funding for the
program has grown from adbout $2.7 million in fiscal year 1978 to
about $11.4 million in fiscal year 1982, : :
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BeSLORR PILLFRLANT SITES WITH

ELRIOENT INSPECTOPRS

Nurbar of sites

with two 3
with one or more o
inzsector {ngspectors Total A
Single unie ‘ 4
Cpecating 12 10 22 g
Under ccnstruction 22 S ‘ 27 i
{note a) A
ralti-unit fi
Operazing 2 20 22 'ﬁ
Under coasirusticn - Jo . RAJ 3
{noe a) P
Total L 4sb 82 o
4:rcludes plansts consiructesd tas undergoing tests before
peration,
Drive sites had rire than tus inspectors assigned. For example,’ ‘
four residens

$ are assigned to the Three Mile Island site.

One of the rajor concerns raised when NRC established tha
progream was the petential loss of residents’ objectivity, Ffor .
example, in the repsrt accompanying the NRC authorization bill for
fiscal year 1979, the House Cormittee On Interstate and Foreign
Commecrce (now the Comrmittee on Energy and Commerce) remarked:

“The cosrittee Lelieves that the placement of an.
NRC employee at the site of an operating reactor
or one under construction might lead to a famil-
tarity vith the operator or contractor which
irpairs the ingpector’s objectivity. This
O234L722100 1S 12 nd way mean: 2D raise Jues~
1273 a3 2O tre ctacaster o integrity of any
in3secior. Pasidsnt ingpeciors will Bave more
frajient €2n2222 with the Operasor or contracier
tnan they have witn ciher NAD employees, and the
likelihood of lety <nan eotal objectivity muse
te vieved as a ritiral outgrewth of this ghenome

evcn., [Lvery eff.:2 Pyttt be exerted %0 gquard
2321n8t this posaizility.”

NPT zelieved 30 18 =inleize this risk by carefally

telectiry o3 tenny, [, cirg thetr duty tours at 3 site to )

years, and ensurirg >y trey had freguent contact with ceglonal .
1*g7ectors, sciarvisars, and other resident inspectors.. In addie 4
tion, KRS develcsed 2 s:rice code of conduct (or them vhich o
Frohibits activities sucn as car pooling vith utiliey esployees,



tro 1883, NAT artenfed the 3-year dusy tour to & rarinmum of S
vaars tacaute it -as cLncarned that residents might resign rather
than relocate. NARS's Office of lnsdector and Auditor found that

elocati1on costs they incurred in initially meving to thelr as-
ighed plant si1%es were generally greater than what NRC could
etr~Surse under governrens reiccazion allowances. NRC was con-
ecned hat residentt migns resign rather than face financial

locses--tnen estimased by NAC a2 about $4,700 per relocation--thus

adversely affecaing the inssection prosrax. wWhen NRC decided to
extend raximur duty sours from 3 to S years, it also intended to
assign rore than one resident to each site. Therefore, KRC

teasoned, a minimum of two at each site would reduce the potential

shat they might loge their objectivity as a result of longer duty
tours.

In 1981 NRC also rerquested legislative authority to pay
residents higher trelocation allowances. The legislative proposal
wvags included fn the fiscal years 1982 and 1983 KRC authorization
t1ll sassed by the Senate, but {2 wvas subsequently deleted by the
Houge and Senate conference comnistee. Furthermore, the legisla-
tive prcposal was oppssed by both the Ceneral Services Adminisgtra-
tion and the Offfice of Yanajerent and Budget because of {ts pre-
ferential treatment of NRC residents over other federal employees
and because of its estirmated cost. NRC estimates that, if {t
odtains authority to pay residents higher relocation allovances,
the annual cost of relocating them will increase from about’
$600,000 to somewhere between $860,000 and S1.4 million.

In lieu of giving NRC the avthority it sought, the Congress
directed NRC to conduct a study of financial hardships due to
relocation. On April 29, 1983, NRC submitted its report, entitled
*Study of Financial Irmpacts on Resident Inspectors,® to the
Congress. Among other thiags, NRC estimated that the average
future financial loss a resident wvill {ncur with relocation is
adout $7,700 and endorsed the earlier legislative proposal
intended to reduce this hardship. .

The first groud of NAl's resident inspeciors will be
rirzlening thelr Seyear duty tours in tne sumrer of 1963, KRT had
sxzactad ohat 11 residenss vould be relocated in 1983, and that an
2evaje of 72 annual relocations would eventually be required.
Tmig estirate Included narral acirition and transfers into and c.s
¢! =ne program as weil 13 relocations ar~ong sises,

in Tacexter 15820, rowevep, NAC'Ss Exacutive Cirector for
“;ecat12ns aythorized tte alrinjstrators of NAC's {ive regional
rétyceg o= racorrend -7 “ig ajpreval, on 4 Case<ty-case Dasis,
sdtensjcrng of duty ¢ .1: teyond 9 years afcer c:ns{dertnq the
t:t1%e3ng fa2%0r8: - ¢ -

~ethe gosident’s cuerall pecrforeance, including continued
odjeceivity.

--whether the rerozeness of site location, the presence or
adsence of other residents at the site, and the level of
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dav-to-day resicnal office contac: 2ffect the rezident's
peciorrance and odjeczivity over tine.

--The personal desires and career goals of :hgiindiv:dual.

-~Hurane co2~c.dcerations where a family move could create an
undae hacishis, '

-=Aréihar sre nuciear faciliay's regulatory performance calls
{2 =ains3:ining the resident for continuity or replacing
his cr her fcr a fresh look. » .

-=wWhezher 2vailadle positions a2 other sites, NRC regional
offices, or NRC headquarters are commensurate with the
experience, qualifications, and career development of the:
individgal and NRC needs. , g

, | :
-=The overall safety impact of rotation of a number of 1
residencts during a short period of time. =

~=The recraiting/staffing impact of rotation of a number of
residenzs diring a short period of time. )

The directive a=~nouncing this policy modification states that it .
is in effect un2il NRC obtaing legal authority to pay resident -
fnspectors’ relocazion allovances in amounts above current federal
regulations. . , :

CB2ECTIVES, SCCFE, AND METHRODOLOGY

NPC's mandatory resident inspector relocation policy was
scheduled to e irglemented beginning in the summer of 1983, 1In .
addition, the Cengress directed KRC to study and report on the
financial hardship issue by April 4, 1983. For these reasons, we
eval.dted the issue of maintenance of resident {nspector objec-
tivity. Cur evaluation included an asgsessment of KRRC's experience
20 éaze wi1n this issue; a review of NRC's mandatory relocation
Fo1icy 1n ter=< =f 125 razionale, esti{maced cost, and potential
tTzasts 2a NAITs Jserall nuclear piWecplant {nspection pregran;
and an aralys:s ! alternative ways of assuring that residen:s
£ain%a1n theLr llteciivity.

We discussal t-ese issues with officials of NRC's Office of
irspection and f~f2rcerent in Retresdy, Maryland, and {n the N&2
rezional offices 22 Vingy of Frussiy, Fennsylvania, and Atlanza,
Georgta. 7These re:iznal offices inspect a relatively large n.-cec
6f p.0l03r Fle0°0 %3, We also exa~ired ingpection program
poticies and yr o .res a3 well as stuldies of NRC's residen:
inspeceion Lr-ic1c, We tequested each of NRC's {Ive reglional
al=inistratazs . Llentify a1l cases in which NRC management had g
concluded tnat r-t.i4nt and teqional inspectors had compromised -
thetir odbjectivisy. N

In addition, ve discussed NRC's relocation policy with four
forrer regional inspectors, four former residents, and 21 curcent

‘ -



teqidents, We gid

tnsprctors on a randd

rat select shese forrmer or current NFC
- Sagis. Our criteria for selec:ing :iatex-

vie.ees tncluded (1) coverase of ail five of Nal's regicons,(2)
ready asceszibility to us of nuclear powerplant sites, and (3)
avaitlasility of current and former inspection persoannel.

NAr

NJclear
p:aer:lan:

Pecion 1

“i1llstcone
Pilgrim
Susguehanna
Yankee-Rowe

Fezion 11

NRC

Hatch
Segqueyah
wat:s Barcre

Region I[II

Cook
Dresden
Quad Cities

Reaion IV

NET

Cooper 3tation
For: Calhoun
Fozt St. “vrain

Fezizn V

Tre

o
insy n
ever, that the ¢
cross=-gacsion of
BRSO re

Ciatlo Canyon
San GCndf{re

resales of
ectors are

£ currens

fi1ve tegions.,

we also disc.s

Susw Staticns of Pesidents
Interviewed bv GAO

Connecticut
Massachusetts
Pennsylvania
Massachusetts

Ceorgia
_ Tennessee
Tennessee

Michigan
Illinois
Illinois

Nebraska
Nebraska
Colorado

California
Californtia

tscussions with NPC's former and curcent
*azistically proiectable., Wwe telieve, Now-
ts discussed in this report represent 3 guodd
nt
3

-t since we intervicwsed adout 16 percent
~r=3, tncluding i1aspectors f{rem all of NRJY

’

sed the resident inspection program and

relncation policy with inspectors in two states--Connecticut and
vassachusetts-~-taving nuclear plant inspection programs; with




off1cials of wne Inmstitute cf Nucleer Power Operations;! with

off{i1cials of si» electric ui1liztes (listed below) operasing

ruclear powerplants a2t e:ght of tnhe plant locations where w2 it
interviewad resident inspesiors; and with rezresentatives of E
three aroups (listed belcw) with longstanding and active interests L
in nuciear power and nuclear rejulation. B¢
Eleceric utilitr 2rsanizazions

Boston Edison Comg2ny, Besten, Massacusetts _ -,
Commonwealth £dison Comgany, Chicago, 1llinois . -
Northeast Kuclear gnersy Company, Hartford, Connecticut
Omaha pudblic power Zompany, Omaha, Nebraska

Pacific Gas and Electric Company, San Francisco, California -7
Tennessee Valley Authcrity, Chattanooga, Tennessee -

Cittzen croups interes:ed in ruclear power

Crizizal Mass
Friends 0f the far:hy .
Union of Concerned Scientists

Finally, through tne: rzassies in washington, D.C., we T
obtained the views of the nuclaar regulatory organizations of . .
Canada, France, Germany, and Japan concerning their nuclear power- '
plant inspection programs, These countries all have major nyclear
power programs. Of these countries, however, only Canada uses
resident 1nspectors.

We did not obtain official NRC comments on this report. We
did, however, discuss the report with representatives of the NRC
Executive Director fcor Operations, and their comments have been
incorporated as we believed appropriate. :

sxcép: as noted atove, we conducted our audit in accordance .
wvith generally accegted government auditing standards., Audit work A7
was perfcrmed during ine period of October 1982 through July 1983. .

.
-
¢

© e

I7he fnstitute of Nuci=2:r Fower Operations is a non-profit
organization es:ablxszod by nuclear utilities after the accident
at the Three Mile 1slasd nuclear powerplant to assist utilities
in improving the safe:: of operations at nuclear powerplants,
The Institute conducss periodic inspections of utilities
constructing and operating nuclear powerplants, .
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THELTI R3T BITCTS WIIVERS THMAN pARMIATISIY BRLISITION
7 HELT ASSLAC SLEIoEuT [MNCPECTIP OAJEITIVITY B
NAT has actathed caraiderable frzocrtance to assucing Slae
FeLicenss COJect ve Tazfors Sleir ducties, LecaJsse they vork
dadly a% misless praerzizncs and ate in freguent COnZACh wish
ueilsty secscrnel,

There ase 22 fund2rentel vays of helping to provide this
atss.rance, Cne 313 tC minitor e iadividual inspecior’s perfor-
rance, inciiding his o Per cllecitvity., <The other, whica KRS
seles%ed wren 31 estaziisned $ts resident tnspector progras, is to
telocate each 1nspecior periodically so thas the inspector does
not lose his or her ctieciivity over tire. KRC has not, hovever,
17plerenzed this randatory relocation policy. NRC {s concerned
that, due 25 the {irancial hacdship inspectors can f{ncur in moving
to nev nstlear poeerzian: sites, rany right resign rather than N
reizsrate., 30 this Ricgeced, NAC tellevesr the 1lo0ss Of these expe- L
Tiensed i1nspectors wdilé hurt the quality of {ts inspection pro- b

¥
grar., Cur review tended to confirn NRC's concern. Nineteen of 219 _ fé
tesilents we talced 23 sa1é 2hat, considering the potential ) s
firancial hardships, ley would seek other amployment {f NRC re- IR
Gilrel hem to relocate. 1In 4ddition, while KRC’s capabilities !
for ats2351n3 objectivity are limited, to date it has not foind L

lcsg of objectivity to Se a significan: prodlenm.’

On the other hand, ve belleve occasicnal relocations of o
tesidents are Generally healthy. Not only does it provide some L
atsurance that they retain thelir odjectivity, but it also allovs i
them to broaden thetr tases of experience. On balance, hovevaer,
we believe mandatory relocation every $ years {s unnecessary,
parttcularly in viewv of the possibility that KRC might lose many
experienced irspectass, Alternative measures, which some NRC
te3i10nal offices ate c.rrently using to a 1imited extent, could
irprove the inspectisn progran and help NRC ranagers assess hov
obyecrsively 1ag7e2%%03 zesfore thelr dutizs., These =eisuces,
coupied wizn a flexizle relocation policy whien generally encouc-
ates Bat does not ~a-3date relocation, should help NRS managezent

o W itas

N
PRSI

YT g

s e

* i A,

ratntain and possidly i1=prove the {ngpection program. S
T F3JEQTIVITY vy %37 BE THE
L AnEMTITWAS CRISinrlll AIILYES 7O 3t

As roted carlier, **e¢ 3dility of residents %20 retain their

rrcest ity Sver pEo "t ezsrs of dity at nuclear powerplace ;
c.%e3 w43 3 7ajeT €It - alen NRD estatlistued 2ne projram in N ¥
'9Ye, NED Believeld c- .t <he longer an ingpector was assigned 23

spacific powerplant s.ite, th¢ Greater the likelihood that the

inspecicr would lese s:i-e of his or her objectivity.

in Noverder 1979, -+ reporied that, particularly where only
one 17specior 18 assigned to a nuclear powerplant site, the loss

?




of & resident's obsectiv red to be 'a legitinete concern.!

o

1%y arpea
We rezsoned thas qu e onsite, inspectezs will prelably become
acguainted with rany plant empioyvees on a first name basis, The
longer inspectors remain a% tha plant, the more they may ccns*der

therselves 2 part of that plant's, “‘can zational structur They
may even begin to defend it azainst cutsiders who raise quostzons
concerning i:s design, construction, or operaiion., Beca2use of
these consicderaticns, we believed it would be hard for inspectors
to indefinitely maintain their objectivity, par ticularly if they
were the only resident assxgned to thEI’ respectlve plants.

Largely because of 2 coﬁhxna’ion of ‘concern over objectiv:ty
and lack of experience with the resident inspector concept, NRC
rromulgated a sirict code of conduckt which applied to them and, to
some exten%, to their immediate families. Other than the general
supervision provided out of its recional office, however, the code
of conduct was the only step NRC took to permit {t to measure or
evaluate refidents' maintenance of objectivity.

NRC ncw has about 5 years of experience with its resident
inspection rrogram. To date, based on the general supervision of
residenss and experience with the code of conduct, NRC has not
found loss of objectivisy to be a significant problem. As stated
in a December 6, 1952, paper on the resident inspection program .
from NRC's Executive Director for Operations to the NRC .
Commissioners:

“Overall, it is the staff's judcment that the
raintenance of objectivity by Resident
Inspectors has no:, so far, proven to be a
significant problem. 1t is important to note,
however, that a claim of success in this matter
is only as good a2s our inexact ability to recog-
nize and react to the often subtle changes in
the objectiveness of an employee's actions over
a span of several vears. Additionally, those
originally assigned as Resident Inspec:ors have,
in qeneral, tean exgarienced NRC inspectors,
vhicna has ¢ontrinssed to their unders:anding cf
the irportance of objectivity.” .
* Daring the prograr's § years, is has been expanded to include
134 res:dents stationed at B2 nuclear pewerplant sites.” However,
2=1v once during th:is period has NRC managemen: decided that a
tes.dent corpromised his ctleczivizy. In that case, the inspecicr
Fuolicly stazted his crinions 2dout an NPT drug investigation and
£lane secirity meas.res., The insrec:or's cpinions generally sug-
porsed the uiliwy'y ratcar than NAJI's position. Because of the
ingpector’s gadliciy "+atad views, NRI maragerent decided that it
would have tO reass.:t nNim. Fe las er resxgned from ﬁhc. o

t=placing Resident Inspectors At Nucleat‘éowerplanﬁsé 'IsiIti
working?®, EMD-£0-28, November 15, 1979, SR




2 Wil management aisc dexcicel wnet 2

Doving the get perisd Wil
rezicnal inspecigt--rather then a residenz~-had cenprenises his
corectivity oy accepiling free tickets to an entertainment event
fror a ytility empioyee. 1In this case, NRC suspended the inspec-
tor for 20 days without pay and prohibited him from further
inspections of the utility's plant. :

Furthermore, NRC's decision in 1981 to extend residents' duty
tours fror J years to 5 vears was tased on its conclusion that (1)
maintainins their ot

signing two or mo

e o each of rmany nuclear powerplant sites would
reduce the risk of ¢

o
jectivity had not been a problem and (2) as-
ecreased cbjectivity.

Of the foreigr nuclear regulatory agencies we vxsited, only
the Canadian Atomic Energy Control Board has resident inspectors.
The Board said that for about 20 years it has had two 2ssigned to
each nuclesr powerplant., The Board added that it has not identi-
fied any potential cases of lost objectivity and it does not
require inspectors to periodically relocate.

VAMCATORY EELOCATICN MY WIAKENW
NFC'S INSPECTION FEOGFANM

Mandatory pertod:ic relocation of residents is intended to
prcvide NRC management with increased a2ssurance that. they objec-
tively perform their cduties. At the same time, broadening,
inspectors' experiences through periodic reassignments should, in
the long run, make them better inspectors. However, implementa-
tion of the mandatory relocation policy may weaken NRC's:inspec-

tion program by reducing the overall level of experience of NRC's
resident inspectors, because:

--The attrition rate of residents, who are cenerally among
NRC's most experienced inspectors, could increase. If this
happens, NRC will have to hire and train replacements. The
new inspectors would need time to acquire experience com-
mensurate with these who left NRC. Although NRC has not
actually irmpie~ented its mandatory relocation policy, the
aterition rata arang its recional :inspezicrs inceased
drastic2lly 1n 1979 and 1980 when {t beqan assigning then
as residents.

--Fesidents say %
tecome thorousnly
plant and the .:11i
cation every & wv»a

fc

;ene:ally t2kes them 1 to 2 vears o0
familiar with a specx 1c nuclear po- ~er-
tty's operations, Thus, T2 ada.c'y relc-

TS, uhxle brecadening their experience,
would mean zhat t a significant portion of their du:y
tours res.des-- 2id te parforming at iless than their full

pstential, ,

i~nscector attritinn~ rave could increase

During the first vear of its resident Inspection program, NRC
assioned 32 inspectors to nuclear powerplant sites, Currently, §
of them are still at their initial sites, 14 have voluntarily

.9
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roteted o new positicrs within NRZ, 3 nzve retired, and € hav

resigned. kHowever, because NRC has not yvet irplexzented its manda-
tory reiocation policy, it does not have actual experience on the ¢
golicy's impact on retenticn., _ ‘

Cne

pan

ndication of its potential e‘[ ect is what occurred when
the resiéen: inspection program began. t that time, NRC manage-
rent reassizned experienced recional inspec:ors to plant sites
rather than hire new inspectecrs. This mandatory relocation caused
some of them to leave NRC. For example, the four former regional
inspeciors we contacted told us they left NRC rather than relo-
cate, They were not alone. On No veuber 12, 1580, the Director,
Office of lnspecticn and Enforcement, 914 hRC s Executive
Cirector for Operations:

"During the last vear there has teen a particu-
larly hich loss rate of 17 percent of reactor
vperations inspectors. A few of these were
resident inspectors but the majerity were

recional inspectors who had teen notified of a
reassignment to a resident site or had reazson to
believe that they were prime targets for such a
reassignrent. The loss of 17 percent is more

than four times as great as the loss rate of 3.5
percent for the preceding year. The 17 percent
loss rate combined with the need fcr an 18-24

ronth training riod for new inspeciors,

creazes a {3 u.da .e obstacle to effective use

of allccated postitions. Too many of them are

tied up with trainees or are vacant and thus

cannot make any sxcnitican: con:rzbution to the :
inspector program.” _ f

Further, there has been and continues to be concern over the
disrugtions and po:ensial financial hardships of relocation.
“ineteen 0f the 21 residents we interviewed told us that, con-~
s1dering the potential {inancial hardships, they would seek other
a-=losmart ratner than relocacte S req;i.ed Sy NRC, Fer exanmple,
cne of irnese residencs tcld us he had c:ts::e:ed relocating to
anciter powerpiant with greater prome n potential but decided
aiai=st 1t after estimating that 2 -ove would cost him more than
tea $1,200 annual increase in pay he wiuld receive with a pro-
--teien, Mis estimate wis tased on Rizner State income taxes,

3 Cests, and mworctase interest ta,~ants at the potential

t10n. Finally, 7 0f these 1§ rasg:lents--“>re than cne-
n31d they did not want %0 relocate even if it would no:

- & *

» -

+

t
s=ai finarncial naridship,

Cf the £ :as;é&r:s .5 adlition to tne '3 discussed above, ! ~
d the location of his nex: duty assignment would largely deter-
e whether he would rolocate or seek other employment. The
resident s21d e 1s returning to a regional office to avoid
3 to relocate every 5 vears,

rd

10



not only &re somg residents lixely to resign if lERC
smglesents its mendatery relecztion policy, but NRC rust hire and
train ne- incpec:ore tC fiil vacancies created by these resigna-
tions. A5 stated by the firector, Office of Inspection aad
Enforcement, in the remorardas guoted above, the 16 to zZ4:.months
required to train new ingpeciors "*Trcreates a formidable obstacle
to effective use of [these] allocated pocsitions.,” Even beycnd the
18 to 24 month traininy periovd, new inspectors would need several
years O aczuire exgarience commensurate with the level of
experience ooase ssed by many of NRC's current residents.,

Relocation coulc r
lces o! scecific D

s2}t in residents'
an: expertise .

in the long run, periodic relocations to different nuclear
powerglant sites should make better inspectors out of NRC's
residents because of the inherent diversification of experience,
In the short term, however, implementation of the mandatory S-year
relocasion policy would rean that residents on a new assignment
would not be working at their full potential until they had fully
familiarized themselves with the assigned plant., Nuclear power-

uni:form or s:andardized designs, nor are

utility operating ¢r Asres standardized., Therefore, residents
need tite to learn t T
Estimates of the tinme 32
with a plant and the utility's operations to enable them to . effec-
tively perform their duties ranged from 6 months to 2 years. The
residents we contacted generally told us {t took them from 1 to 2
vears teflcre they felt comfortable at their current sites.. For
exarzle, sorme residents told us that after they were at a plant a
couple of years, 1solated deficiencies they identified early in
thelr tours began to davelop into patterns which enabled them to
1¢enti{y more deep-rooted problems.

Flants and the utility's operations,

ALTEFNATIVE MEASUFES ARE AVAILABLE
TC HELP ASSUPE CBJECTIVITY

NPC regional manasement, regional inspectors, and resicdents
*3ve 1dentified meas:ires tesides randatory relocation which could
te used tc provide %:T ~anajerment with assurances that residents
re2a1r the1r cbtjestivity. <They believe these measures are easier
'O i~fierent, can er*a-:e inspection prozram gquality, and, in
STetrase o mendatory rTe.sTation, provide positive ways of assess-
173 Nte Stleztively - ectsrs ;e:fc** wheir duties, <These

T8

PR e
Tean,rec, stre cf WPt

teain3 se.ectlively used in some’
re3i=al offices, 1nc..:2

raciew ©f : -ss.dent's gerforrance by cther residenczs,
tazicmyl . ceztcrs and scpervisors who 2ge_not in
AN ..~ of command;

-ceraview Of a re:

33 's perforrmance concurrent with NRC's
ann.al assecsrTern,

ne
of the utility's performance;
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~-chancing a resident's gope
>
t hi

sor at lJ-year intervils vo
provide a fresh look a t P

er perform nce;

-=monthly, rather than auarterlv. visits to nuclear pswar-
plant sites by <upe'vxsors tased at regional offjices; an

--occasioral temporary reassignment of residents tc cther
plants for ahout 2 weeks, o ’

Regarding the latter measure, most of the 21 residents we
interviewed favored periodic temporary assignments to other
nuclear powerplant sites. They said this would broaden their
exposures to other residents, powerplants, and utilities., They
believed this type of interaction would improve the program and
help them maintain their objectivi~y For example, ‘according to
one resident, some of the inspections they perform are subjective,

such as xnspec;zons for plant cleanliness. This pre%ents the
question, "how ‘'clean' is 'clean’'?" The inspector said that by
seeing other rlan s, a resident can gain a perspective on how well
his assigned plant is doing.

Still another resident sucsested that residents could be
terporarily assigned %o recional inspection duties and travel to
sevetal Flants to perfcrm inspections. 1In this case, rather than
traveling out of a regional office they would travel from the
specific plant to which they were assigned as residents. 1lnstead
of returning to a reaicnal office to document.and prepare inspec-
tion reports, they would prepare the reports at their nuclear
powerplant sites,

CONCLUSIONS

As the principal federal agency charged with regulating

commercial nuclear powver activities, NRC--{ts management, super-
visors, and all emgloyees--needs to be continually aware of and
concerned abou:z ob)ec.xvxty in the performance of thefir regulatory
duzies. From the ousset of the resxdent inspection program NRC

anazement has attacred particular irporiance to residents'
otiectivity tecasse they work daily a: nuclear powverplants and ace
in {recuent contact with utility personnel. NRC established a
raadatory relocation policy as one reans to assure that they
Yezain their objectivicy.

Feriodic relocazion 13 1ntended 20 grovide some assurance
t*at residents reta:n :hezr c::ectxvi:y and in the long run :*

provides residents o, rcader base Of exgperience. Nevertte-
1sss, %NAC's relia- » - -azda ccy :elo ations to help lSSJ"
colectivity has pro el the azency's 'Auage ent vith a dile-"

tacaise, the ajenc, '=+lieves, the financial hardships—of perici.:
relocations would yr-tatly cause high residen. aterition and
jeorardize the guaiity of the inspection program. Our review csn-
firmed this concern. In fact, 7 of the 19 resident inspectors we
interviewed said they ¢d1d not want to relocate even if relocation
would not cause persdnal financial kardship,

12




NRT'e ezriier arzgroach e ending thie dilenma was to seexr
jezigiative aathority to pay, whea necessary, residents' reloce-
<16n €28%s wnich exceed the limizs €2t out in federzl rejula- :
s1amg, NRC 212 nlt obiain this authority in the last Congress, at "
least in part due to an obieczion within the administration that .
it wouid provide selected NRC emplovees preferential treatment g
over other federal emplcoyees. NRC continues to support the
rarlier legislative prcposal as the solution to the mandatory
relocaticn diiemma,

If uRC obtains financial relief for its residents, it intends
to fully implement its mandatory S-year relocation policy. 1In the
meantime, NRC iS5 now permitiing case-by-case extensions beyond 5
years, when agprogriate, 2fter weighing factors such as

--the resident's overall performance, including objectivity;

--the resident's career goals and the availability of commen-
surate positions within the agency;

~-=h.rane cCnz

ziderat:ons where a family move could create an
undue hardship:

o
-

a

~

J

1lity's regulatory performance; and

(]

--the particu

--the overall safesy, staffing, and recruiting impacts of
numerous relocations during a short period of time. °

On talance, thare are better ways than mandatory relocation
for NRC to help assure that residents retain their objectivity,
garticularly in view of the uncertainty of obtaining legislative
relief from the financial hardships of relocation for this small
croup of federal emrloyees and the reluctance of many of them to
relocate. First, %P7 should establish a2 flexible relocation
policy which ,

--does not liris the length of a resident's assignment,

«-encOsrazes z+7i.2:¢c relcoccasticens, and

--reserves w0 % T -irazemen: the prerczative of relocating a

resident after .e,3hing factors such as those now used in
+ considering exte-si13ns Of residents duty tours beyond S

¥ears. :
1n ¢snjunction, %3T snosld use scme or all of the alternative .
~ayeires ~0w Sei1ng seleztively used Ly scre of its regional of-
fi1-ng 3 3 fra=eanra * iz ategre that residencs' retain thears
ettlolty,  These r~3 inclule te-zorarily reassiagning
tezi danmeg O ‘er r. ...t ;-eerplancs {O5r adout two weeké and 1n-

»- «
teasin3 the frejuenc, @ re3ional office supervisory visits o
teerplant sites, wWoen o -.zied with a flexitle relocation policy,
r15 =od:ifiad approacs °c tne odbjectivizy issue should help NRC
~ans3azent rmaintatn and ;cssidly improve the overall quality of
pa-erglant insgections,

13



The above approach is particularly applicable in view of the
fact that, although KRC's existing measures for testing objectiv-
ity are limited, it has not found inspector objectivity to ke a
signifi{cant problen,.

n

ZCOMMENDATIONS TO TEE CHAIRMAN,
JCLEAR PESULATORY CCMMISSION

o8

To help assure that resicdent inspectors objectively perform
their duties while at the same time minimizing the potential
drawbacks of relocating them, we recommend that the Chairman, NRC

~-adopt 2 flexible policy which encourages, but does not man-
date, periodic relocations while retaining NRC management's
prerogative of relocating individual residents when manage-
ment determines that it is in the best interests of NRC;
and

--use alternative measures, such as those now being selec-
tively used by some regional offices, to assess inspector
objectivity,

{3015284)

&w

14




- 16 -

APPENDIX C
OFFICE OF INSFECTION ANC ENFORCEMENT MARUAL CHAPTERS
ON
NRC INSPECTOR OBJECTIVITY ANC
CONDUCT OF EMPLOYEES

R T ST E



L XN

UNITED STATES

sl 3 NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
Ve § OFFICE OF INSPECTION AND ENFORCEMENT
., f & Washington, D.C. 20555
INSPECTION AND ENFORCEMENT MANUAL
ORP3: 01

CHAPTER 0215

NRC INSPECTOR OBJECTIVITY

0215-01 PURPQSE

To provide the criteria, methodology, and measures to be used as guidance
in confirming, documenting, and ensuring the continued objectivity of NRC
inspectors.

0215-02 0SJECTIVE

To ensure that 3 specified and common set of criteria is used to assess and
maintain the continucd objectivity of NRC inspectors.

0215-G3 OEFINITICN

Objectivity exists when the inspector implements the inspection program,
interfaces with the public and conducts personal/organizational relation-
ships in an unbiased manner, free from both partiality and antagonism to-
ward a licensee or vendor, or the employees of a licensee or vendor, as
evidenced by patierns of the inspector's actions. ‘

0215-04 APPLIZABILITY

c2. 01  Adssesi=a-r. A1 supervisors of NRC {nspectars smal'  Lsa tee
gutcelines, (rite~1a, and measures iLrovided in tnis manual chadter 3
assess ang 1s55.72 he continued objectivity of the NRC insgecii-s t-a,

supervise.

302 Gutseir--. ‘e DProListesy 0f iy Chaltes 3z, v ‘o ®
1n§0eCOS 7@y 1" n5Zeltivs 213 '’ Denismme amp zomsLIt v L v -
1ctt.ities) NS AL R4 L LAF RS PR b AL A A A L IO T
LA DI NS N Rl LN Y L B LARFINESLIY 1ol P A s -
a3t dent - eyt Toeltiettly, the gLctleites 3re e3Ly L sl

3 3" NSD e,

0215-35 RS T I
when the resicert '"5JeCtion Srogram «3$ proposed By the Commiggisn = vy,

1977, 1t «~as recsg-tled that maintenance of inspector objectivity =as ca-3-
mount to the success of the program. Since implementation of the resigent

[ssue Date: 06/01/88




inspection pregram in late 1978, tne evaluation of a resident inspector's
objectivity has been accomplisned by regional management familiar with the
inspector's performance. with the growth of the program, the need to pro-
vide formal guidelines for the perfarmance and documentation of the results
of these evaluations has been recognizaa.

The criteria provided in this manual chapter are to be used as guidelines
to evaluate inspector objectivity. The criteria define patterns of actions
which tend to confirm that inspector objectivity is being maintained.
Conversely, patterns of actions different “-am those listed could indicate
a trend toward a loss of objectivity. ratterns of actions are to be
emphasized rather than isolated events when considering inspector objec-
tivity.

The criteria are listed under the functional areas of Inspection Program
Implementation (05.01), Public Interfaces (05.02), and Relationships
(05.03). Some overlapping of the criteria occurs in functional areas,
because the criteria are to be considered relative to the context of the
section under evaluation. No single criterion or particular grouping is
considered more important than any other as an objectivity measure.

Objectivity criteria are applied to performance pa'‘erns as opposed to any
single performance event. [t is recognized that some criteria reflect
technical or administrative job performance attributes as well as objec-
tivity measures. This should be considered by the evaluator when measuring
patterns of actions against any criterion. The evaluator should differen-
tiate between job performance and objectivity trends and be guided Ly con-
sideration of the following factors, as appropriate:

a. Experience level of the inspector.

b. Technical expersise of the inspector with regard to issue or event
uncder consideration, :

¢. Length of time the inspector has been assigned to site or project,
and the inspector's familfarity with the facility.

d. industricusres: ¢‘ t=e ingividual.

e £ffnzt ceness 35 4 requlator.

‘ feternal Sresseces. f enpwr, m3% are Jrrelaled 3 lhe joB.

3 in%ernal press.an 1Tyt 3re SiBerelated {for edd~gle, wgraleag, s
csmstratnts)

oy ccttarercas :° = 2°3% 37¢ D3seT Cn Ja' 2 disagreements 0,1, -
e LTe teItt e e T tte dyp.e umler CIfpiierylicn.

23 01 Inspecic Foogvas (e aecemtatgn.  Stjectivily i assessed nriugt

obse~vations cf Jatlerss 3 “iw ife Inspeltor communicales, responds il
tAcicents, ang ‘nritiates en‘criement actions assocfated with the fnspecticn
program, '

Yerm Peva  PARINT/IRK -2 - 0215
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Communicatians. Objectivity in communications s assessed by pat-

terns of performance and changes in patterns of performance in the R
following ara2as:

1. Independent Verification

(a) Positive Pattern. Oemonstrates through reports end other
activities that the inspector independently attempts,
to an appropriate degree, to verify information received
from the licensee. :

(b) Negative Pattern. Unless otherwise warranted, demonstrates
tnat Jittle or no verification was done to substantiate in-
formation received from the licensee. Shows relfance on
unsubstantiated licensee information with no independent
followup regarding plant activities and events,

2. Language

(a) Positive Pattern. Uses moderate, unbiased language in dis-
cussing the licensee or vendor, their employees, or the
NRC. [Emphasis here is not on use of personal pronouns
(i.e., my, we), which is considered trivial, but rather on
the absence of repeated use of strong or extreme language
showing etther antagonism toward or defensfveness regarding
licensee or vendor activities.] However, individual per-
sonalities must be considered.

(b) Necatjve Pattern, Employs biased language when discussing
the ltcensee or vendor, their employees, or the NRC. Reacts
negatively to NRC communications or NRC policy in a protec-
tive manner toward the licensee.

3. Timing of [nvolvement/Notifications

(a) Positive Pattern, Becomes involved early with licensee-
ar vendor-identified problems and provides timely i{centi‘s-
21230 ¢’ licensee or wvenscr prodlems to re 1nssecs:- 3
3.0€"4130r.

(d) Se3ative Pattern. [Does not finitiate followup of Ze33'a=y
Ttetcfred Dy tne licensee or uendor, Tends 0 w17t %
croners nm3ve escalited 1n imsOrtance Defore Zecte ., -

Lkt Telyys s oaitmmelis gemnmuricasiorsy o -0 v
R LY F TL A E LI S T PRE S.L T
L Y R St I T 1
{(y, - * .2 J3%%€7.  Datl sent %0 the end user e

oy, ssmpiete 2Gainst kNCwn Q223 set.  wWithia tte - .
2iv 3 asrlrties, licenses or venaor supplieg 1nferey .-

ge-e-aily, incependently verifie¢ by the inspectcr 2e¢° .-«
Se'=g trinsmitted tc the enc user (with due regiarc *:+ s
neec for prompt, best avafladle information By t*e e-:
uier)  Facls are provided that support valid safet, 2se-
cerns or mitigate safety significance. (Spectal situaticns

-3 o Iscue Dater 0B8/N1 =4
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onsite may preclude prompt notification by a resident in-
spector). Sources of this information would include:

(1) drafts of final rencrtis

(2) drafts of final memoranda

(3) telephone discussions

(4) meetings, e.g., SALP* and exit meetings
(5) briefings

(6) site visits

(b) Neqgative Pattern. Seldom verifies information before pass-
ing it on to the end user. Transmits information to the
end user omitting information that either supports valid
safety concerns Jr mitigates the safety significance of any
activity or event.

b. Incident Response. Patterns in the following items will be con-
sidered in determining objectivity. Positive patterns are listed
below; negative patterns would be represented by preceding the
statement with "faflure to ....":

1. Demonstrates a willingness to routinely follow up on reactor
trips, operator errors, equipment malfunctions, and other events
of significance.

2. QOemonstrates a willingness to respond to sfgnificant events dur-
ing normal hours or outside normal working hours,

3. Demonstrates appropriate depth of review and thoroughness to the
followup of responses.

4. Transmits accurately and promptly to the region data of issues
about which the inspector has knowledge and concern.

5. Independently confirms the licensee's event sequence and event
significance reporting in the followup of an incident.

6. Assesses an event's significance in general agreement vtth re-
gional management's assessment.

7. Supperts tre final decisions of NRC management for each event.
8. Consistently renresents the NRC viewpcint regarding conditions

for plant restar%s

*3,5%@matTC Assesstet * | lo~ses Jerfgrmance.
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c. Enforcement. Enforcement actions initiated by the inspector have
a pattern of consistancy, are in conformance with the NRC enforce-
ment pclicy (MC-0439), and generally agrees with management's as-
sessment of the licensee's actions. These actions are identifiad
by:

1. HNo unexglainable changes in the scope, frequency, significance,
or severity of violations/deviations or other identified con-
cerns when licensee performance appears unchanged.

2. Assessment of enforcement items are generally consistent with
the NRC enforcement policy as implemented by the region.

3. Consistency in resolving identified concerns.

4. No unsupported arguments with regard to findings of other in-
spectors,

05.02 Public Interfaces. Objectivity is indicated if statements attrib-
uted to an inspector from such sources as the news media, the licensee
or vendor, and communily groups are free from personal feelings or preju-
dice and are accurate. Examples are statements that:

Represent the NRC and the public interests

Establish a pattern of speaking for the NRC

Are based on available facts :
Are neither estimates nor speculations i

anow

05.03 Relatiorshizs. The inspector in the normal conduct of business
establishes relationships with other persocnnel of the regional office,
other NRC Offices, and the licensee. Patterns established in these rela-
tionships can bte considered to verify objectivity. These patterns are:

a. Presents an unbiased view in meetings and conferences. Unbiased
view is defined as:

1. No pattern of antagonism to the licensee cor vendor.

2. No patlera of partfality towdrd the licensee or vendcr. ~Caese-,
the 1nspector should be permitted, based on the reality of tec--
nical 2cata, to support a resolution which the !tcensee £ ,anle
also ageozates

4ntaGONTSN oS¢ Jde‘enst,ecayj rejargteg oo

3. No patie-- ¢
:: § NAt w02 re‘lelt “ej3tt.e'y t3ay:
o? i

ather -zl
ce~yesr ¢ -

[ ¢

Seszicey t S ey eapresses . IE"528 3 lr (823 § e=,

: §75as . 4. ietis 3¢ gerforming 2§ part Gf ve ligensee 5 -
gor's mard;e~e-t srzanization on licensee interna! matters

3. Sncws "0 &' ie~Ze 0f representing the licensee or vendor ‘n - 2
vocaCy role =1 regard to licensing matters,

Aase ' e f = ‘ Tssue Date: 06/01/86
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0215-05 IMPLEMENTATION

06.01 Direct Evaluation

a. 0On a continuing basis, the inspector's Section Chief and otner
regional management evaluate, as appropriate, an inspector's objec-
tivity. This evaluaticn will utilize the criteria listed in Section
0215~05 of this manual chapter as guidance. Annually, the section
chief will collectively review and document the objectivity of those
inspectors assigned to his section. The Regional Administrator
should establish 1internal procedures for completing this action.

In making the evaluation, the Section Chief should examine patterns
of an inspector's performance for each of the objectivity criteria.
Loss of objectivity is generally not reflected in a single event
in an inspector's performance but in a consistent pattern of events
over a period of time, . ' '

b. When patterns tend to indicate a loss of objectivity, corrective
measures should be immediately implemented by regional management.
Patterns that show a trend toward a loss of objectivity are expected
to be observed at an early stage using the guidance provided in
this manual chapter. [If a trend away from objectivity is observed,
the Section Chief is expected to counsel the individual to correct
the trend. Other measures, as appropriate (see Section 07.02),
may be necessary to ensure objectivity. The Section Chief wil)
discuss these matters with higher regional management prior to
initiation.

¢. While this manual chapter identifies the Section Chief as the pri-
mary evaluator of inspector objectivity, the Section Chief shall
use other sources of-information in making the objectivity eval-
uation. These sources include observations made by other inspectors
(regional anc resident), other supervision, and personnel from other
NRC Offices. The composite of information known to the Section
Chief from all sources will then be considered in confirming in-
spector objectivity. Persons having concerns about an fnspector's
objectivity are expected to discuss the matter promptly with the
inspector's 3aztiian Chief,

06.02 Indirec: E£valuat:zn. The SALP reviews serve as an indirect method
0f assessing an 1nsgect3r’s odjectivity. Personnel involved in performing
SALP reviews have corticts «~ith the resicent inspector 25 well as «ith pro-
Ject inspectors, PAT 3~z (AT inspectors and regtonal specialists. furiag
these contacts an info-=al evaluation is mace of an irspector's objectt.-
*ty. 0Often inspectors i-e grizary coniridulors 20 t~e SALP reper: ang si--
ticipate at SALP Doar: =eeling. The lack of exgressicn By personrel -
volved in tre SAL? oricess 32cut an inspector’s objectivity is consiceres 3
pestttve exdressios - "o tegzeClor's contirued adjectivity.

w1507 MEASURES "2 valnTalny CBUECTIVITY

07.01 Resicdent Inszects- 2bjectivity. Since a resident inspéctor tg
assignea to Just one s1te, 2001310na) measures are deemed necessdry %0
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provide the resident inspector with a broader perspective of NRC actfvf:fes
beyond the assigned sité and regicn. The region shall assume respon53b1ltty
for maintaining tha resident inspector’'s objectivity by implementing the

following measures:

a. fach resident inspec:or snall spend a minimum of one weex ger yeir
performing inspecticn activities at another site. These inspection
ictivities may conzist of activities at a single site or may incluce
inspections at multiple sites. Participation as a memger cf 2
special inspection team (e.g., PAT or CAT) will satisfy tnis re-

quirement,

b. Section Chiefs of resident inspectors shall visit each site to ob-
serve and participate in resident inspector activities at least once
per quarter. This requirement can be satisfied by participation of
other regional management in lieu of the Section Chief (e.g., Brancn
Chief).

07.02 Additional Measures. Listed bpelow are examples of other measures
that may oe implemented to heip ensure the continued objectivity of resi-
dent and region-2ased inspectors.

a. Scnecuie one-gn-one discussions between the inspector and regional
management when the resident inspector is in the regional office
far the regularly scheduled regional resident meetings or for
the reguiarly scheduled SALP board meeting.

b. Maintain an emphasis on training. Areas where this emphasis
should te asplied are:

tecnnical fLraining (refresner courses)
inscectiop program training (especially changes)
pubtic interface

[P AN e

c. Mold periodic refresher training on this manual chapter.
d. Reassign inspectars to provide a change in immediate supervisicn

2 TaTIieye, to Zesmatentl fe3jicgtmant of  an Saszactise %3 1ticca

3T e
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0235-01 PUEPOS!

To prcvida s standard of ccnducc vhich IE reprcseucacivcl cust follow in
their deslings and relatiocships with non-INRC parties involved o the
regulation of tuclesr energy. This inmstructinn supplements and expha-
s{zes certain aspacts of the Cormission’s regulation on Conduct of
Ecployees, but that regulation is the definitive standard and contains
requirenents not repeated in this instruction. (See Title 10, Chapter 1,
Part 0, Code of Federal Regulations.) ;

’

0235-02 EBACKGROULND

IE representatives oust conform to high standards of conduct in their
dealings and relationships with the regulated suclesr industry to avoid
even the appesrance of a2 conflict of interest {n the decisions they make.
The Coaogress, speclsl interest groups, the news medis snd the general
public are avare of well-publicized conflict of interest cases. The
political and social climate is such these days that NRC critics would

be quick to point ocut any apparent conflicts of interest, no matter bow
irrelevant they might ba. Executive Ovrder 11222 mandates unusually

higk standerds of conduct for Federsal workers 1o the discharge of

their dutfss. So IE represantatives wpust gvoid any assocciation, activicy
or relaticuship that could appear to be a factor in influencing s decision
regerding « regulated parcy.

Col5-0) STANDARD OF CONDUCT

The prescribed standard of conduct involves four general areas: Accepzasce
of favors, official dealings with licensees, sclicitation of employzent
vith licensees and cvnership of stock of nuclear ecergy companies. To
aveld redundancy, the vord “licensee” hereafzer includes applicants f>r
cozstructica per=i2s or licenses, holders of ccastructica permits or
lizezses, component vezdors, architect-eagizeers, a=d cuclear steas sys*-z
suppiliers.

S/14/776
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031 Acceztance of Favors - IE employees shall not:

a. Solicit or accept sny gifc, gratuity, entertainment, loan,
or other thing of value from a licensee, including meals,
drinks and visits to hospitality suites. Eowever, accep-
tance of & TV dinner at the plant during an inspection is
not prohibiced. The NRC regulation permits acceptance of
food under this circumstance provided the cost of the food
is nowinal and the occurrence is infrequent. Also, IE
exployees may use licensee telephones provided they
charge any long distance calls to NRC.

b. Co to places of entertainzent with a licensee even though
the IE ezployee pays his own way, or go out to eat with
a4 licensee.

c. Become overly friendly or establish social relationshipe
which would appear to coostitute a coaflict of interesc.

d. Accept traasportation from a licensee except for the purpose
of moving between bufldings in & plant cueplex during an
inspection or lavestigation wvhen there 15 no reasonable
alternative. .
(:.. 032 0ffictal Dealinzs - While representing NRC duriag the course of =
an iaspection, iavestigation, or a meeting, an IE employee shall:

a. Conduct interviews and discussions in a serious business-like
manner aad shall demonstrate {n his attitude, manperisms and
statexzeats s completely objective approach to the obtaining
of essentilal factual information, and in any decisions or
canclusions he dravs frem chis 1nfor=a:ion.

b, Conzrzl his eff-houss ac2ivizies 50 that he 43 fully cazable :f
perfor=iag his dulles during busizess hours.

c. Puz {2 a full day's work vhen avay fzec the office, jJust as he
vould when 2c2 in travel stasus, vhea circumscance allov this,;
1,e., Bet s.22242g early ot cozing to vork late 1z the =crzinzg,
exceps as nelessasy o cath a plane, or other legiti=ate
purpose. I eszzlovees ghould show by chelr aciiens thas
Feiera. ezs.>vees ave a dedicazed group with a desire 2o give
The 2ax savitg pubiis the full viiue ¢f thelr services.
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033 Future Empleyzent ~ IE employees shall mot solicit, anegotiate or
arrange for exployment with any liceasee while represencing NRC to
thet licensee. (Employees should read 0.735-22, of the previously
cited regulation for a full treatment of this subject.)

034 Ownership of Stocks, Bonds and Other Securities =~ Section 0.733-29
of the previously cited regulation probibits NRC employees from
ovning stocks, bonds and other securities in licensee firms. 1IE
ecployees should read paragraph (2)(2) of that section for & defini~
tive description of the firzs to vhich this probibition applies.

035 Credit Unions - Thera is no legal conflict with continued partici-
pation of IE employees in a credit union associated with a former .
ewployer wvho is an NSSS or utility. The credit union is not
controlled by the former employer, but by the federal agency thac
regulates credit unions.,

036 Hospitalitv and Meuls at Speaking Engagements = The NRC regulation
on coaflict-of-interest does not apply to civic, professional and
fraternal organizations (per 0.735.42). So acceptance of a meal or
other hospitalicy assoclated with & speaking eogagement before one
of these groups is permzigsible under the rule.

02335-04 THE OFTICE OF TEE CENERAL COUNSEL

FProvides counseling regarding the specific provisions of Part O of the
Commission’s regulations. Ezployees may call that Office directly
vithout goiag through supervisicn. Other matters of this nature may
be discussed with an employee’s izmediate superviscr.

0235-05 EXCEPTICNS

Although az ezpicree Ls expected to utilize his bes:t effort to avold
prohibiced conduct, an occasion may arise vhere a deviaction from these
requirements is unavoidable. 1In such a case, the exmployee should
docuzent the facts $n a zezmorandu= to his supervisor. Such zemcranda
shall be placed 2o 2he esployee's local office file and shall de =ade
avallable caly 2o those cfficlals vhe have a specific need for zh!
taforz=atlos.

051 Folendshiss and Normal Soclal Activizies -~ Nene of zhe res:o::
tions 12 t-is lastructics are ictexded to prohidit the conti:
a3i3n of Sziendsnips or other nor=al scclal activities. 3¢ &
friendship 27 social relationship constitutes an apparent er
real conflice of 4aterest, the e=ployee shall:
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