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To: John Jolicoeur :
Date: Fri, Oct 17, 2003 11:10 AM
Subject: Salem/HC allegation stuff

SENSITIVE ALLEGATION MATERIAL ATTACHED

PROTECT APPROPRIATELY

John,

The Allegation Receipt Form and the acknowledgement letter (which was sent out yesterday) are
atiached. The acknowledgement letter is much more detailed in terms of the description of the

concerns because after initlal receipt, we had a 6 hour interview with the alleger, and we have also
been provided with a considerable amount of additional supporting documentation.

Information in this record was déletgd
in accordance with the. Freedom-of Information ' %

Act, exemptions _
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__N. Kymn Harvin, PhD. ’ RI-2003-A-0110

Subject: Concerns You Raised to the NRC Regarding Salem/Hope Creek

Dear Dr. Harvin:

This letter refers to your conversations with me on September 3-4, 2003, during which you
expressed concerns related to Salem/Hope Creek. You were concerned about the work 7/ <
envrro mel tfor ralsmg safet concerns otentral discriminatory action agalnst you, ?

' N SIS ed you at

) M After our initial contacts, we interview

the NRC Reglon | office on September 9 2003, to obtain additional specific detail from you
regarding your concerns. NRC Office of Investigations (Ol) personnel participated in that
interview. You have had a number of subsequent conversations with me and other members of
the NRC staff since that time and have provided the NRC with a significant amount of

- documentation related to site activities (e.g., transient review (TARP) reports, Nuclear Review
Board (NRB) meeting summaries and input documentation) that you believe will provide
additional insight into the work environment at Artificial Island. Additionally, you sent a letter
(via e-mail) to the NRC Region'l Regional Administrator on September 30, 2003, reiterating
your overall concern about the work environment at Salem/Hope Creek, and requesting that the
NRC consider immediate srgnmcant action against PSEG (i.e., plant shutdown). Lastly, you
provided additional concerns in e-mail messages to me on October 9 and October 11, 2003.

Enclosure 1to thrs letter documents your concerns as we understand them. We have initiated
actions to examine your concerns and will inform you of our findings. If we have misunderstood
or mischaracterized your concerns as described in Enclosure 1, please contact me so that we
can assure that they are adequately addressed prior to ?the completion of our review.

in evaluatmg your concern related to the work envrronment for rarsrng safety concerns at -
Salem/Hope Creek, and any technical matters related to that concern, the NRC intends to take
all reasonable efforts not to disclose your identity to any organization, individual outside the
NRC, or the public. However, | would like to point out that NRC licensees can and sometimes
- do surmise the identity of individuals who provide information to us because of the nature of the
information or other factors beyond our control. In such cases, our policy is to neither confirm
nor deny any licensee assumption as to the source of the information. Additionally, you should
be aware that your identity could be disclosed regarding this matter-if the NRC determines that
disclosure is necessary. to ensure public health and safety, to inform Congress or State or
Fedéral agencies in furtherance of NRC responsibilities under law or public trust, to support a
hearing on"an NRC enforcement matter, or if you take actions that clearly indicate that you
have no objection to being identified as the source of the concerns (such as providing
information to the media).

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED
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Ad(ditionally, we note that if we determine that the information you provided indicates that PSEG
or its employees submitted false or inaccurate information to the NRC, or deliberately violated
NRC requirements, your identity may be disclosed at the NRC's discretion in order to pursue an
investigation into a matter involving potential wrongdoing. Lastly, because you have raised a
concern of employment discrimination for raising safety concerns, an evaluation of this matter
without identifying you would be extremely difficult. Therefore, your identity will be disclosed as
part of the NRC's investigation of your discrimination concern. We understand that, in addition
to raising your discrimination concern to the NRC, on September 29, 2003, you filed a civil
discrimination suit against PSEG in Morris County (NJ) Superior Court. ltis likely that your
name and the concerns you raised within your civil suit will become a matter of public record.

During a conversation on September 5, 2003, | informed you of your right to file a discrimination -
complaint with the U.S. Department of Labor (DOL), since DOL, not the NRC, is the federal
agency with the authority to order back pay, reinstatement or compensatory damages in such
matters. In order to protect ones's right to file a discrimination complaint with DOL, one must
file a written complaint with DOL Regional Offices for the Occupational Safety and Health
Administration (OSHA) within 180 days of the date of the alleged discriminatory action or the
date one receives any notice, in writing or otherwise, of an adverse personnel action, whichever
occurred first. A complaint must describe the safety issues raised, the resulting adverse
personnel action taken, and the causal relationship between the two. While you informed me
that it was your choice to file a civil suit in this matter, as opposed to filing a discrimination

. complaint with DOL, | am enclosing a copy of Title 29 CFR Part 24, DOL's "Procedures for
Handlling of Discrimination Complaints Under Federal Employee Protection Statutes” for your

|nformat|on ‘

If a request is filed under the Freedom of lnformatlon Act (FOIA) related to your areas of
concern, the information provided will, to the extent consistent with that act, be purged of
names and other potential identifiers. Further, you should be aware you are not considered a
confldentlal source unless confidentiality has been formally granted in wntlng

Enclosed with this letter is a brochure entltled "Reportlng Safety Concerns to the NRC," which
provides a description of the NRC process in ‘these matters.

Thank you for notifying us of your concerns. We will advise you when we have completed our
review. Should you have any additional questions, or if the NRC can be of further assistance in
this matter, please call me via the NRC Safety Hotline at 1-800-695-74083.

'Sincérely,

David J. Vito -
Senior Allegation Coordinator

Enclosure(s): As stated
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ENCLOSURE 1 RI-2003-A-0110
DESCRIPTION OF CONCERNS

Concern 1:

You indicated that there are significant problems with the Safety Conscious Work Environment
(SCWE), i.e., with the willingness of personnel to raise nuclear or radiological safety concerns,
at Salem/Hope Creek. You indicated that your position as Manager, Culture Transformation,
afforded you access to senior management at PSEG, and you observed that the focus of
certain senior level managers was one of production over safety. You indicated that your
efforts to raise awareness about work environment concerns to management were ultimately
received with negative responses from management, and resulted in the termination of your
employment (see Concern 2 below regarding your discrimination concern).

During conversations with members of the NRC staff, including a transcribed interview with you
on September 9, 2003, you described circumstances which you feel illustrate a poor safety
culture at Salem/Hope Creek and PSEG management's emphasis on production over safety.
The followrng isa summarrzed listing of the information you provided to illustrate thrs concermn:

‘a. Summaries of meetrnqs/conversatrons (some taped) with managers, rncludrnq
comments depicting low opinion of safetv culture, and Iack of ability to practrce or apply

safety

- indifferént comments from theSiiRE PN AR a
January 10, 2003, meeting with you about negatrve results from a recent safety culture
survey.......“"We used to care, now we don't. That's what people tell us. ‘We say stuff =~ '
(about safety)....people don't believe it. The survey shows we don’t care about safety.
- If we cared about safety, what would it look like?” -

- your March 27, 2003, meeting with thdil

- yourMarch 19, 2003, conversation with the Sl e RN
| § You indicated thatmstated that the site was...."from a nuclear
“standpoint,’ dangerous .We don’t come from safety....They don't trust any of us.....The
people who want to be part of the solution get marglnalrzed s :added that this
could be grounds for the NRC “taking the keys away” (in reference to actions in :
response to March 17, 2003, bypass valve problems and reactivity event).’

- Shift Manager/Assistant Operations Manager meetings (Jan.-Feb. 2003) -
communications/accountability problems - communications gaps between management
and workers in the field - management tolerates long-standing equipment issues -
mindset that things are OK, without understanding the big picture.
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- You indicated that discussions with several high level managers during the week of
March 17, 2003, indicated that there was considerable pressure from senior
management to return Hope Creek to service following its forced outage (problem
w/bypass valve closure). While appropriate action was eventually taken in that the plant
was shut down to repair the valve, you received feedback from Operations stipervision
that the excessive discussion of this matter was mapproprrate and that it should have
been a simple decision to bring the plant down to repair the valve. You indicated that
you mformed“ about these comments during your March 20, 2003, discussion with -
him, and he dismissed them.

- You indicated that at your March 20, 2003, meetrng wrthyou informed him of

I“dangerous” comment. You stated thatm\“esponded "That's a bunch
of bullshit.”...and...“We have operators that don’t know shit from Shinola, and they want
to hlde behrnd the safety banner because they don’t know what they're doing.”

- You stated that you were informed during your March 20, 2003, drscussron with

il that PSEG management lacks “defense-in- depth" thinking, and that decision
making ahd reaction to human performance events are not based on safety. You stated

that X #also informed you that he was not surprised at the reactions of r to

Operatrons Department comments about the March 17,2003, event at Hope Creek (see

item above)

concerns provrded to you by nuclerrent orators NEOsv affer aSeptember 24

e “hﬂ i [ s, Ty oy “

.newher' an “We ve known for are t'hat Salem NEO’s are a problem

- You indicated that at a Spring 2001 PSEG management meeting, you made a
statement that “leadership at this site is a nuclear safety issue” and subsequently
received a cold response from managers during and after the meetlng

- You indicated that monthly leadership meetrngs held by: w and also by his
predecessor. m were dreaded by participants because of the harsh, intimidating
environment of the meetlngs

focus on appeasing employees safety concerns vs. resolvrng them

- In your letter to the NRC Region | Reglonal Administrator sent electroni'cal.ly on
September 30 2003 you indicated that on September 29 2003 thi '

arent gorng to be brought up. The environment is not conducrve to brrngrng issues to
the forefront. People who spoke up have been berated too long. We are deteriorating
under the surface, just like Davis-Besse. | don't know who is ‘watching the store' now.
Most of those who did are now gone." : :
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- You indicated that on October 8, 2003, you spoke with a former Hope Creek manager
(unnamed) who, in observing the humber of events that have taken place at Hope Creek
in 2003 alone stated..."lt's a wonder the NRC is still letting them operate.” You indicated
that the individual's concern was that the lack of organizational stability (following this
recent reorganization) and "known leadership” did not bode well for Hope Creek turning
this trend around.

- In a list of PSEG contacts you provided to the NRC, you made note of other comments
provided to you by some of the listed individuals regarding safety culture/work
environment at Salem/Hope Creek as indicated below:
- an NRB member expressed concerns to you about how the site was being
led and a lack of agement by key leaders and partrcularly th

- aHope Creek reactor operatormwd you he would not go to management
because they “make ou.do what's wrong .

- a former gitold you that he thought the senior
and middle regardmg nuclear safety
- a Salem N % ¥ told you ..."We invest in what
- keeps us:produ e also indicated to you that he did
__not trust NN e eratlonal decision-making (nuclear safety
" wasn't first) but di e decision-making.

- aformer' alliskS S formed you that he "dldn’t trust
leadershlp Peop e are ly g to my ace ' '

Other Comments and ltems of lnput Wrth Fteqard to SCWE at Salem/Hope Creek

- your March 25, 2003, letter -" ] ‘ "'-—'--;. you were informed that your
employment was to be termrnated rerteratmg your concerns about the work
environment’ at Artificial Island, and descnbrng the retalratory action agalnst you

- your “fictional article” using NASA shuttle dlsaster asa parallel - You feel that the work
environment at Salem/Hope Creek is similar; i.e. production vs. safety pressure has
been so long- standrng that it is part of the culture.

~ - You indicated that the current reorganization/downsizing at Artmclal Island is berng )
used asa gurse to get rid of individuals who espoused safety (e.g. 38§ ”

¥

i :
- You provided internal PSEG documents, including Nuclear Review Board (NRB)
documentation, regarding periodic performance assessments in the plant functional
areas, which included dlscussmn of communrcatrons problems and other impediments to
the safety cultdre.

- ECP SCWE survey results (including specific comments received from 4™ Quarter
2002/1st Quarter 2003) - negative commentary

- You noted that Salem has had a “revolving door” of Operations managers. You

3
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indicate that many of these individuals left because of concerns about the company’s
approach to safety (e.g¥ iR

- You do not feel that the Employee Concerns Program (ECP) has had a stron track
record, primarily since ECP reported t and many people were afraid of i

- You indicated that you have spoken WIth all of the Salem Operations crews and were
given feedback that management doesn’t pay attention to their safety concerns. You
noted that after the September 24, 2002, valve manipulation (industrial safety) issue,
many individuals said they would not bother reporting issues. You indicated that you
asked the NEOs if they were ever asked to do anything that was unsafe, and that all
responded affirmatively. :

- You noted that a previous management consultanthieiSRENITS ainted a
very negative picture of work envnronment at Salem/Hope Creek %
- Regarding your efforts to |mprove the work envrronment at the facility, you indicated
that things improved until 2002, but entered sharp decline after mid-2002, when the site
‘again received an INPO 3 rating in this area (not obvious to INPO that any perceived
improvement in work environment was sustainable).. You portrayed the work
environment as moving from “toxic” when you arrived in 1998, to a “middle stage” in
imid-2002, then falling backward. You indicated that after the mid-2002 INPO rating,
m lost falth in his management team and became disenfranchised, distant,

invisible.

- You indicated that in Fall 2002, an individual who was observing a Maintenance
training class informed you that technicians in the class spoke up about their
supenntendent msnstmg that they do “unsafe” things to keep production high
and meet schedule You suggested that the individual discuss the comments with

N ‘supervisor, who purportedly did not take the issue seriously. You indicated
that some complaints about this matter may have been submltted to ECP.

- Other comments provided to you:
- safety concerns are given lip-service :
* - managers are pressured to defend their safety choices
- many operators (licensed and-non-licensed, primarily Salem) informed you that
there is pressure to make non-conservative decisions
- work place characterized by fear and intimidation’
- management spends a lot of time trying to direct NRC and INPO away from issues
- a "kiss up, kick down" work enwronment (
- “you can build a case around the answer you want ‘m

¢c. Plant Events/Evolutlons/Condmons lllustrating the Safetv Culture/SCWE Problem

- June 18, 2003,
the Hope Cree
from th i

Jope Creek Emergency Dresel Generator (EDQG) jacket water Ieak -
i ' chose not to follow an instruction
not to commence a plant shutdown when
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pressure from upper managemen SRR < to produce power, (Power
was reduced o 40%, contrary to Sl
since resigned.

i | in the Salem control room (2002), told an SROMto “N/A" a
procedure Step to move forward with plant startup - you did not know if PSEG
investigated this matter or if a Notification was written to document the occurrence. You
indicated that you learned about this in management meetings and noted that it was an
example of Operations personnel being pressured to take a non- -conservative action.
You added thamtned to get mmed because of this incident, but was
unsuccessful.

- April 2003 “grassing event at Salem - management wanted to assign three workers
around the clock (to clear grass intrusion). A managerm spoke up, asking if
lessons had been learned from previous experience with grass intrusion at the Salem
intake. Mfelt that management was not following protocol from the previous event.
mtormed you that he felt unheard and afraid to go up the management chain.

. September 24 5002, incident at Salem -

; You recelved considerabl ut from cognlzant NEOs after this eventlndlcatlng
tha safety was not appropriately’ consrdered in thls instance (issue prlmanly related to
|ndustnal safety). ‘

- You received information from NEOs indicating excessive use of temporary logs
(workarounds) to monitor degraded eq'uipment

- Tritium rssuem “higher than they ought to be"...."a serious issue that had to be
handled with kid gloves to keep us out of trouble.” You mdrcated that you did not have a -
lot of specific detail about thrs issue, but offered thatmcould provide additional
insight.

= S PN took over, there was an offgas issue at
Hope Creek. You heard that radxatron safety concerns were expressed. You indicated
that you did not know the details of how this matter was handled, but that concerns were
raised to you about the inattention of management to issues raised.

- Hope Creek reactrvrty management event durrng bypass valve shutdown. You
indicated that you were informed by a Shiit Manager. that the.response to this
event was ill-conceived, ill-planned, ga .hat operators didn't feel they had the power to
stop the evolution. You stated that S nformed you that senior leadership didn't
give the right level of support.

- You indicated that in 2001, an engineerereportedly went toRERER# Vit safety
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issues and was treated very harshly, was subsequently demoted, then transferred to
the fossil side of PSEG. You did not know the specific issues raised by the engineer.

- You indicated that shortly after you left the site, a Hope Creek employe_ S vas
asked by management to modify a Notification about *in-leakage.” You did not knowW any
additional detail about this matter, but indicated that m’could provide that
information.

- You indicated that there is a current issue at Salem 2 involving an Inservice Inspection
(ISI) relief request (S2-12-RR-A1 6) regarding ultrasonic examination of Salem 2 system
piping. You have heard that there is concern that PSEG is not being truthful and that
some kind of "cover-up” for a bigger problem is happening. You indicated that you
would attempt to obtain additional information about this matter.

Partial Response to Concern 1:

We have begun our evaluation of the information you provided with regard to SCWE at Salem
and Hope Creek. We are sensitive to your concerns about the continued safe operation of
these facilities and have informed NRC personnel responsible for the oversight of Salem/Hope
Creek about the nature of your concerns.

The NRC has noted inconsistencies in performance at Salem and Hope Creek for some time.
As a result, we have provided heightened attention to site activities, including a much higher
than normal amount of inspection. In fact, the inspection resources expended at Salem for this
- year through September have exceeded the resources expended at any of the other 15
operating sites in Region l. We have maintained four full-time resident inspectors, treating the
plants as two sites even though PSEG has merged operations for Salem and Hope Creek.
Additionally, senior Region | management has made a number of extensive site reviews over
the past year involving direct interaction with senior corporate and site management. In our last
annual and mid-cycle assessments of overall site performance, we have identified substantive
cross-cutting issues in problem identification and resolution at both Salem and Hope Creek.
This means that due to weaknesses noted in PSEG’s identification and effective resolution of
problems, the NRC will focus more closely on these areas.

in your September 30, 2003, letter mailed electronically to the Regional Administrator, Region |,
you requested an immediate shutdown of the Salem and Hope Creek facilities. Although we
also have concerns about operations at the site, based on our extensive oversight, we have
concluded that acceptable safety margins still exist and that a directed shutdown of these
facilities at this time is not warranted. This conclusion is based on our inspection of events and
day—to day operations during the last 12 months. We have had a number of inspection findings
-during this period, a number of which were of risk sngnmcance such as a Salem Unit 1 diesel
generator failure; however, these findings did not rise to a level which would require plant
shutdown. :

In light of our concerns about inconsistent performance, the regional staff, including the Office
of Investigations personnel, are reviewing your concerns as a matter of top priority. You have
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provided additional |n3|ghts into the PSEG decision making process for some events and issues
at the site, which we will consider in our review of the SCWE issue. We informed you during
the interview on September 9, 2003, that, for the most part, our inspectors were aware of the
related technical issues and PSEG’s response efforts. It is our intent to reassess these items in
light of the work environment context you have provided. We will inform you of the results of
that review.

Concern 2:;

You stated that your emloyment was termmated after raising concerns to thw?and
subsequently to the{ T e e L Whvia letter dated March 25, 20083, about the
work environment for ralsmg safety lssues at Artificial Island. A subsequent Artificial Island
ECP investigation was conducted, which concluded that you were not discriminated agamst but
rather that your position was eliminated.

More specifically, you indicated that you were called to a meeting with theigIN8Fon
February 26, 2003, purportedly to dlscuss our bonus.” However, after dnscussnng your work

“environment concerns With the \EETINIASYyou were informed that your employment was to
be terminated: You indicated that | you were initially told that you could stay on board until April
16, 2003, but later learned that immediately after speaking with thmon February
26, 20083, he directed that your departure be “accelerated.” )

You added that after being informed about the termlnatlon of your employment on February 26,
2003, you submitted a letter to thes dated March 25, 2003, reiterating your
concerms about the work environment at Artificial {sland, and describing the retaliatory action
agai st {ou. You mdncated that 'you were contacted the followin da ' (March 26, 3003) b the
T B v ho informed you that the S

wanted you “out by Fnday’ Viarch 28, 2003). You left the saWarch 28 2003 “You feel
_ that this was additional retaliation for writing the letter to the

Regarding the ECP investigation conclusion that your position was eliminated and that you
were not discriminated against, you indicated that after your departure, people were brought in
immediately to perform the function you were performing.

Partial Response to Concern 2:

The NRC Office of Investigations (Ol) has initiated an mvestlgetlon to determine whether you

. were discriminated against by PSEG management for raising concerns about the safety culture/
work environment at the Salem/Hope Creek facility. We will also be monitoring and assessing
any findings rendered by the Morris County Superior Court with regard to your civil suit, as part
of our review of your discrimination concern. When we have completed our mvestlgatlon we
will notify you our findings and final resolutlon




g:\atleg\receipt\20030110rcv.wpd ' Allegation Receipt Report

Date Received: September 3-4, 2003 Allegation No. RI-2003-A-0110
Received via: [X] Telephone [X] Facsimile [X] E-Mail
Employee Receiving Allegation: Johnson/Vito  Source of information: [X] former contractor

Alleger Name: Harvin, Ph.D Home Address: :1_ o )
Cell Phone: S ’\ City/State/Zip:
E-Mail Address:  {RNG_c—_— S - {2

[Individual is currently in South Carolina at Oconee until 9/5/03 when she will move back to her
home address in NJ on 9/12/03.] .

Alleger's Employer: PSEG (private contractor) Alleger's Title:  Manager, Culture Transformation

Facility: Salem/Hope Creek Docket Nos. 50-272, 311, 354
Was alleger informed ot NRC identity protection policy? Yes .
If H&I was alleged, was alleger informed of DOL rights? Yes (Filing a Civil Suit - has attorney -

. . not interested in filing w/DOL)
If a licensee employee or contractor, .
did they raise the issue to their management? ~ Yes
Does the alleger object to referral of issues to the licensee? . No -
" Provide alleger's direct response to this question verbatim on the line below:
No objection to NRC requesting a wrltten response from PSEG on thls matter as part of the review. (from
9/4/03 telecon w/SAC)-

Was confidentiality requested? : No

Was confidentiality initially granted? ' " No.

Criteria’ for determining whether the i issue isan allegatlon

Is it a declaration, statement, or assertion of impropriety or madequacy'7 Yes
Is the impropriety or madequacy associated with NRC regulated activities?  Yes
Is the validity of the issue unknown? . . _ ' Yes

Allegatton Summary

1. Alleger mdncated that there are significant problems wnth the Safety Conscious Work Environment
- (SCWE) at Salem/Hope Creek. Alleger's position (Managet, Culture Transformation) has afforded her
" access to high level management at PSEG (up to and including the Chairman of the Board). Alleger
indicated that the focus of these higher level managers has been production over safety, and that her
efforts to raise work environment concerns to them have not been received posntlvely (see specific
information in Detatled Description of Allegation below).

2. Dlscrlmmatlon alleger s employment was terminated after ra|sm
- envnronmentfor ralsmg safet issues at Artificial Island to thed .

concerns about the work
o and subsequently to the

thealeer wasot dtscnmmated against, but rather that the alleger s position was eliminated. Alleger
was employed as contractor for five years.

Functional Area: [X] Power Reactor |
Discipline for each concern: [1] Other: SCWE [2] Discrimi'nation [3] Wrongdoing

Detailed Description of Allegation:
Safety Conscious Work Envnronment Issue:
- Examples provided:




Alleger indicated that high levels of managemnie coouie licensed operators to make
non-conservative decisions. Example: alleger indicated that a member of Hope Creek Operations
management irected an operatorm not to commence shutting down the plant in
accordance with an LCO shutdown action statement. The operator did not commence shutdown of
the plant until another SRO (would not provide name over the phone) came into the control room and
instructed the operator to adhere to the conditions of his license and commence shutdown of the plant
and not to be pressured to take the wrong actions.

c. Allegerindicated that discussions with several high level managers during the week of 3/17/03
indicated that there was considerable pressure from upper level management to return Hope Creek to
service following its forced outage. Indicated that this production vs. safety,resslure. was coming from
the highest levels of management. Alleger indicated that she informed th N2 bout these

. comments during her 3/20/03 discussion withe him (see below), and he d:sm:ssed them

d. The alleger indicated that at her last meeting (March 20, 2003) with the Giliii§#{lRi#. right before his
retirement, she had informed him that high levels of management were telling her that “we are
dangerous.” & is reported to have stated “we have operators that don't know shit from shinola,
and they want to hide behind the safety banner because they don’t know what they were doing.”

f alleger was informed that PSEG

e. 'During a 3/20/03 discussion with the
management; .

- lacks “defense -in-depth” thinking,
- decision making and reaction to human performance events are not based on safety;

- we are one step away from the NRC “taking the keys away;” and
- was not surprised at the reactions of*(see above)

[NOTE: during telephone conversation with SAC on 9/4/03, alleger indicated that she had taped a number
of the conversations she had with managers in late March 2003. Alleger indicated that her former attorney
had informed her that “one-way” taping of conversations was perr_nitted in New Jersey.]

Other comments:
- safety concerns are given lip-service »
- high level managers have informed the alleger that “we focus on appeasing employees vs. resolving

their concerns.”
- managers are pressured to defend their safety chonces

Alleger indicated that she would equate the SCWE at PSEG to that of Millstone (formerly) and Davis-
Besse. She indicated that the situation at PSEG is just as bad.

Potential H&I

Alleger was called to a meeting with the ciaaiNimdN- - 2/28/03, purportedli 18 discuss “her

bonus.” However, after discussing her work environment concerns with th i he informed her

that her employment was to be terminated. Alleﬁei mﬁlcited that she was initially told that she could stay
on board until 4/16/03, but later learned that the® MR had directed that her departure be
“accelerated” and she left the site on 3/28/03. Additional details of alleger’s employment termination are
provided in the documentation attached to the Allegation Receipt Report.

Regarding the Iieensee/ECP assertion that the alleger's position was eliminated and that she was not
discriminated against, the alleger indicated that people were brought in to perform the function she was
performing immediately after her departure.



