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PSEG
80 Park Plaza _ o
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Dear NSRS

for delan]pt§ (0 hisc these issues.
In my: pouhon as Manager, Culture Trdnsformanon I have repeatedly expressed

at formal and informal meetings and discussions among management at PSEG Nuclear

that le'ldc_rshlp weaknesses, failings, and inadequate attention to employuc—rmscd issues

at our sitc is a matter of nuclear § fety Be°1 ning in about the Spring of 2001, at a

W reckly staff meeting convened b o k stated this concern, ‘7(

i r e nd mf‘ormdl meeungs

nuclear aafetv crrors at thc e f'acxlmcs re]aled to thc al:enaﬂon, poor ﬂ]OI'alC and lack of
c:mpowumcnt felt by numerous leaders and workers. I have repeatedly called attention
1o the Iack of c.ngag,emenl and mvohement by cnm.al ~eadcrs mth nuclears‘*._-.-

il

.....

, e b ot g, ; fgdtien ;.. o, Vst
dlsenlranchlscment of employees the mcreascd llkellh 0 1sta.Lcs in _)udgment zmd
action given the frustration, anger and bitterness (eSpwmdy with the Salem Nuclear
Equipment Operators), concerns that the site is being mismanaged. and that safety
- concerns are paid lip-service, not real attention. As & high-level manager put it, “We
focus on appeasing employces® sal’cly concerns vs. n_solvmg_., lhcm Our declining

industrial safety performance in 2002 gives credence to these views.

Since T first raised these concems Wit e en increa
marginalized. [ spent the better part of an ho r-[ona mcetma wilh SN ) {

February 28, 2003 reiteraling these concerns. At the conclusion of the mecung. i@g
Minformed me that my cmployment with the Company \voul d be lbl'mmatcd
dﬂ.ctlve April 16, 2003 R

work at PSEG Nuclear up o

Information in this record was deleted 1 .
in accordance with the eedom ' | U
Act, exemptlonsi ! iormatan -

Fom K005 -D|GL

the April 16 termination date.
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Last Thursday, March 20, 1111et again uiahf
nuclear safety concerns based on information 1 had r jved from other members of
management at the PSEG nuclear facilities. 1 told § MNthat the Companv S
production-at-the- -expense-of-safety approach has Lont.emed "and pressured members of
management to have to defend choices that honor safety first. I tohﬁmmat these . y/e

concerns have been voiced by management employees at various levels, mcludmg SRO
licenseholders. 1 told that one of these individuals, WhoX¥g

l told him again about my

me he trusts and - respects,. that morming callad PSEG \’vc‘car s CLm.nl _slate
*dangerous.” 1 lolthat this individual and others have told me that they are
reluctant 16 come forward with their concerns for fear of reprisal. T asked '

what we should do about this. He said, “We don’t do anything because, you know, it is

verything you would expect to see...it’s a bunch of bullshit.™ Toward the end of our
mﬁetmé%ﬂld the words “1 appreciate the dialogue.” However, his demeanar

and tone throughout the meeting gave a very different message.

"mc:lmcs ‘ s told me he is concerned about: our lack of. dcfense-m-depth
thinking, our not consutcntlv coming from s'n"c.t) in our decision-making and our under-
reaction to human performance cvents. He also mentioned “other events” that have’
resulted from these pomta of concern. They are a maiter of record and were summarized
in several documents given 1o the manapement tcam. He also confided in me that he Las
to do the “thinking” for the entire site and is too often the last line of defense. He said, *1
b(.liexe e are onc itep away’ ‘frorn thc NRC taLing the ’keyb'away I urgcd hlm to pet 7(
fPSEG -

! told - about my conver ) N
that these concerns were “bullshit.” (AINRNGIENN 1d ol seem surpnbed He almply
shrugged his shoulders.

The following day, Kri ¥ arch 21, [ feceived a call from Human Resources
asking me to meet with{ S iRALmRaN our sitc { on Monday. 1 was told the
topic was “your layoff.™ It ith (SN vesterday. He told me that( A
instructed HR to * ac:.eh.mte m} dearture ddtc to 1hc end of this wcek Ito d

CXPIESS repreacnt‘mon to me at the time he told me of the termination, :-‘_ . ;
G 3 _,sure] know that my position was ehmmatcd 1 to]?ﬁ

w3 fau thln Raran I nr rmturl 1A rantinne
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working until April 16 as planned, W)‘ SRR - 1 101d him that I no
. longer have this cheice and that [ have to leave active emplovmenl by this Friday, March

28.

| It is clear that my employment was te .mm'm.d by :nd | am now being
asked to leave active employment carly at /jiesiighigmes ehest because | expressed to
him the safety, mismanagement and leadership concerns outlined above. PSEG's actions
towards me arc inconsistent with its own Standards of Integrity, and they are
diametrically opposed to your expressed commitment to a PSEG workplace in which
safety concerns should be voiced and addressed without fear of this kind of reprisal.

The employee handbook advises that these issues should be raised through the
LEmployee Concerns Department. For this reason. [ am copving them on this letter.
However, since this department ultimately reports 10%g§ ) %) T am address sing thls
letter, thesc issues, and my concerns about safct) at PS G \Iuclca.r 10 you.

1 have retained legal counsel to represent me in discussions with PSEG Nuclear
regarding my separation from employment. They are Stcphen Long and Scott Carroll of
Drinker Biddle & Reath. ‘The Company’s Taw Department should expect fo hear from
them shortly. 1f PSEG or its lawyers wish to contact my attomevs, thc.) may reach them
at Drinker Biddle & Reath’ s ofhce in Florham Park.

In the meantime, I belicve it is \ital that the PSEG Nuclear safety issues be the
subject of a thorough, 1mpamal and independent investigation. Too many know-
ledgeable, respected management personnel at both sites have told me that the safety
' situation is getting out of hand. I urge you to cause an mdepend:.nt investigation to occur

‘without delay.

ulture Translormation
lear

Managér-
PSEG Nt

cc: MS/EG Nuclear Employee Concerns
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