
* A wiba.Pod beft b wron loig sadr m ismbhr ae oci 
Weestwimetmaideimaoterissem.  

* THe fWie of a- a ge nt to e propt ad effetive actio to 
i-nip e I epsin c wrofuoing and aminia inilr the 
6a1e 9S t bwe proqpt ad effecti e ieoa=e to deal wit ideified 
acs detsouepKoinga and cnmi zn 

Boh the ypomaof idespreaT, varied, allptio of wrongoing and 
hak~de, and the presence of a widespread blief that act of 

wrupinug and miconduct were occurring at W ts Bar Nulear Plat 
prior 0o 19 are eidenced to a certain exmenr within the employee 
concera Mcomprisg tis category.  

Howear, the innsaitio f at the employe cocern wich dealt with 
aieb d acm of wr i and mnis ucta revealed that ay few of such 
aDeptions could be irauriaed, and that in many caes thee act had 
pwituxly been ircnified and corrected by meent. Wile the 
ei tvnhat a climate supportng acts of wrom doing ad/or 

mCoIn a may b e Wied, the cncsion th such a clidae actually 
istd at Wats Bar Nuclear Plant prior to 196 is at supported by this 

nerfyy iniestigation.  

32.2 Dm a- a Sm..ary Iavesdpnd e.dma.oms 

L Te Majority of the Investigated Employee Concerns Were Not 
Cbharintdaed 

Three hundred and eighty-nine of the 775 employee concerns within 
this categoy could be investigated by the Office of the Inspector 
General Of these 389 employee concerns, 72 percent contained 
allegations that were either determined to be invalid or that could not 
be supported by evidence.  

2. Many of the "Adverse Actions" Claimed by the Concerned Individuals 
Were Totally Unassocated with Their Submittal or expression 
of a Quality or Nonquality Concern of Opinion.  

For example, the investigation of one employee concern claiming that 
the concermed individual was transferred for voicing a quality-related 
concern determined that not only was there no connection between 
the two events, but also that the concerned individual had requested 
and willingly accepted the transfer.



3 lthe Eqiqei CU-mw tisador theCOCn ImrdiLd, 'Did 
Not ha lrhle Cao cra o be lmsigend 

ks cases (abount 10 percent of the m.wus) 
wh thA e Ofe of the Imector Geirnal oIa ted the co cerned 
inNridaal (-wer he or she bad reaed thir rkL ai , e 
camiOrd imid d inai d eiiher (a) thr they had aner 

In thirk mr noye mr with the hwime tr it be 
ianseiped (., te coand irad l did ot consier t is 
-ce a beiosigsificat), (b) that the eaupioyec m or opai 
they apIesled had been mista , or impropery ended scope, 
or (c) that they lhd o nowiede of epre g the amployee cocern 

33 R tCaIes 

Four oot causes were nditie at the core y level for the isolae riiocdes of 
iB , aoionhaue ad aWiai and in for t pemrcadon by 
soe TVA e ploe at Watts Br Nuclear Plant tha there was a pervaive 
eoairome indtid and h raiment, and a pervie climae supporting 
widespread acts of employee wroagoing aUdor miscom ct.  

These four idetified o cases are notcoidred to hae necessarily resulted 
in siuaions iolving intinidatio , haru=nem, wrmogdoing or mis anarcn (as 
defined in seca LI of thi report). Howeer, these root causes collecively 
resulted in masy usriron either in which rM failed to listen atentively to 
and address the concerns opinion and observations of their employees or in 
which the actions or manaterial style of some managers may hae discou ged the 
sl mial of safety-, quality- and nouquality-related concerns, opinions, and 

One secodary cause was also identified at the caegory levl for Je relatively 
large imber and nature of empiyee concerns received by the Employee 
Concerns Special Program at Watts Bar Nuclear Plant relating both to this 
category and to the Employee Concerns Special Program as a whole.  

33.1 The Luk ala C iskeut, WII-Deam ed and WdlUnrssd, ntsegratud 
o0 I -I a Stral rwt 

In the various organizational structures used by TVA for its nuclear 
program before 1986, lines of responsibility and authority were seldom 
dearly defined, frequently shifted, and were often poorly communicated.  
In many caes, no one was dearly in charge and few managers, especially 
middle- and senior-level managers, could be held accountable for 
performance. The numerous reorganizations within TVA and within 
VA's nuclear program further intensified the atmosphere of ambiguovs



eM of ahodriq, ill-defied raui ty, ad often virtually no 

Faced with ts IartiiesimanaBers ofta did not dealy unierstu 
h soae dbeiaw job or how the work they perfarmed relaed to or 

daried the lMion of the Vadcr oia ado a whole. Sc the 
ecNssy -saion of the desig, egin1ri0ng arucin, 

-, and operan fioctions was not prevt, each tak was 
perfrmed a ltve iaia Mfany managers became narrowly 
S [Id on only tho aub that they perceived as falling wthi the realm 
o; tir imniae rPomiuhIity iy and authority, and were seldom 

arrdd fix, or encouraged to o beyond, those percived "work 
bouambraies. As a resuit, mager often failed to listen to, and ay have 
ac lly discouraged employees from bringing concerns to their anenton 
abo-t tada or iues outside of the manager's perceived job function 

M3Uz 1Tstrafl rfTrraid a d Qulifiebd M.agrs and USprsrs.  

TVA's ambitrio ndear program caused a rapid increase in the nudear 
workfuirc and created the need for a greater number of experienced 
managers tan w aailable from within TVA. The available, qualified 
mnajger with nudea experience were spread thiuy throughout the 
program, and many of the newly appointed managers had neither the 
managerial skils nor the nudear power plant experience to effectively fill 
their new role.  

Because of thi shortage, compounded by the effect of the organiational 
structure of WTVA's near program, these managers often became 
Nrrowly focused in their area of expertise, and were often driven by 

imposed schedules and production demands. As a result, these managers 
and supervisors sometimes became so busy trying to keep on schedule 
while meeting regulatory and procedural demands and obligations, that 
they failed to always listen to the concerns and opinions of their 
empoyees.  

In addition, the lack of training lead to the development of a perception by 
some employees that an environment of intimidation and harassment 
eted. Managers may have promised employees promotions, job 
redasifcatons, personnel changes, or other special forms of treatment 
that were either inappropriate or impossible to provide. The lack of 
managerial training often led to the inconsistent or inappropriate 
application of disciplinary actions, veteran's rights, Equal Employment 
Opportunity requirements, etc.. Even though these managerial actions 
resulted from a lack of supervisory training, they were viewed by some

Y ·



HployeesM as farms of dis rimini-mn or harassment Syp a r) oniar d 
*k =king hbmes in dF SrU ,i& supervision. * 

Ti lck Of Uain in supvisiy skiis also resulted in m@e1s wro did 
ot roqerly mndem d their ar lai to lisen to their employec's 

oens ad opinio mad to remole sa problem M ing was not 
frUted a sepace role diinct from that of a "per-aeninee or 

per-a<ft. ' Ma mina ers who wt promted to Mpaeryoy 
p o iti on the baski of their technical expertise my bae viewed 
thenles as a "techical expert rather than a a I ner of people 
Such manaers may ba falsely astmed that they could learn noding 
frm their subordina since they had been selected for promotion only 
because of their technical pertise.  

The attitude held by some managers within VA's dear program that 
(1) they neither owed it to their employees to listen to their coocerns and 
difering opinions, or (2) that they could not benefit from listening to their 
subodinate stifled free interaction between such manags and their 
sboidirtes. While this was not a form of direct intimidatio and 
harmnent, the results were the same, i. employees perceived that they 
werea discouraged from asking questions or from aepressing opinions 
contray to those held by miannament 

3.3.3 Iarufess Con...iead . Buss I aam. ud Efple 

The lack of control in the management ofTVA's nauear program reulted 
in many cases in the perwsivw breakdown in structure internal 

"In*m on, both horizontally and vertically with the orgm ationr 
The autonomy of the vaious organiaotional functions such as desig 
cotruction, and operation that existed prior to 1986, and the hierarchical 
nature of TVA's organizaional structure itself, contributed to this 

n onnntOo COaPK. MP M nudyar aMsager. did not cmmnicate 
effectivedy with their peers or higher-level managers, or with their 
employees. They often did not adequately communicate their 
expecasion, the reasons for their actions, or those of higher-level 
manager. They also appear to have failed in many cases to adequately 
respond to the inquires or concerns of employees or to put their 
objectives, goals, and plans or those of the Office of Nuclear Power in 
perspective for employees.  

The most significant result of such ineffective communication between 
managers and their employees was that many managers failed to explain 
their actions to their employees. Managers within TVA's nuclear 
progran, particularly first-line supervisors, often failed to discuss matters 
with their employees such as why an individulal was selected for a job, how
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oertime uSW meUns wee determined, bow salaries were adjustd or 
why ipiny actiosm were warranted. This often resulted in situations 
where the employee eaperienced an adverse job action aa result of an 
upnrp-rdA or poorly defined mnaerial action. As a result, such 

employees my have earoneouy attributed the adverse an rial 
decision to a previous disagreement with their supervor, to their 
apression of a coce or differi opinimon or amed that e decsioo 
was based on faoritism or discriminatio As sch many sound and 

tiied managerial actions ad decisio appear to have been 
rroneously perceived by the employees as forms of intimiiation and 

bmMaru or a of wromngdoing or misroninc even tbhoag no such 
intent aised on the part of supervsion.  

The lack of adequate two-wayonnim atio between supervisor. and 
their employees may have also resulted in situations where managers 
failed to provide "feeaick" to employees about the status of repored 
concerns or problems. In such cases the employees would most likely 
asame thaL the supervisor did not listen, did not care, and did not act on 
ther reported concerns. This may have led to the perception on the part 
of the employee Zhat the supervisor did not care, or that the sup'rvisor 
was not competent eough to handle the problems of his or her 
employees. Either perception would tend to discourage the further 
submittal of employee problems and concerns 

33A Maprial Style 

The final major root cause identified as contributing to the expression of 
employee concerns within this category relates to the poor management 
practices employed by some liie management within the Office of 
Nuclear Power. Some managers simply did nut .no% h*w trj rauage 
effectively.  

While the majority of managers within the Office of NJiear Power had 
risen from the raiks with adequate technical ;Uls, many did nwt know 
how to manage people effectively. There ii little evidence that the 
shortage of effecLte managers within the Office of Nuclear power was 
seen as a problem.  

The complexity of managerial jobs, the necessity to "keep on schedule," 
the shortage of managers in absolute terms, and the lack of clearly 
understood lines of communication, authority and responsibility often 
resulted in the creation of an authoritarian management style in which 
management decisions were issued as "decrees." Employee input into 
management decisions and employee concerns and questions were oftn 
not solicited, and if received were not always acted upon.



A particular faet of this managerial style can be characterized as 
*hnmaging with a stick instead of a carrot. Orgaizatioal ls were 
achieved by stablishing inflezite, strict policies goerning emrie 
actions aon the job. Employees who violated soch rules for any reason 
were iscfe 

The validity of this root cause is best evidenced by the d st of the 
strict mandaory diciplinary policy for reported quality vi . within 
the coustracon tarmpnfin at Watts Bar Nuclear Plant (discussed in 
further detail in Secti 2 of Part I Appendi A to this report).  

This policy resulted fro pressure which was placed upon manrgement at 
Watts Bar Nudclear Plant in the early 196Ws to improve the compliance 
with ality assurance procedures and instructions. In keeping with the 
authoritarian managerial style prevalent at that time, policy was 
established which called for the suspension or terminatn3u of anyone who 
violated quality auntace produres.  

The most damaging aspect of this policy was that it applied "blindly" to all 
reported quality assurance violations. The policy made no distinction 
between reported incidents where the employee intentionally and 
kmwiogly violated quality assrance procedures and instructions, and 
those incidents where an employee voluntarily reported a quality 
ssurance vYilation which arose from an honest mistake or resulted frum 
conditions beyond the employee's controL 

Due to to the poor commuictions among supervisors and between 
supervisorn and their own employees, this policy and the ramifications of 
this policy quidy generated the legend that anyone who reported a 
mistake would he icipiined. This legend further developed over time, 
particularly among the craft laborers at Watts Bar Nuclear Plant, to :he 
widely-held belief that even dithe reporting of a quality assurance concern 
could result in suspension or termination. This belief led directly to the 
perception that retaliation often followed the reporting of employee 
concerns and differing opinions.  

The other aspect of this authoritarian managerial style which contributed 
to the perception that an environment of intimidation, harassment, 
wrongdoing, and mismanagement existed was the belief that a "good" 
manager had only "team players" working for him. A "team player" w-s 
».ndentood to be an employee who did not ask questicas or challenge the 
way in which things were done, and one -:, o certainy did not report 
problems to anyone outside of the "tzarn."
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Employees who questiond managerial actions or decisions were often 
viewed by such manager as a threat both to their control and to their 
satr as a good manag r. Differing views and opiniors expressed by 
sudc "problem' employ er were not apreciated, and were frequemn 

irwed by such managus as thatening. This situation may have led to 
.ijons br; some such managers to retaliate against such "boat rockers" in 

b tall belief that such actions were justified to create a good "team.' 

i.tev v if such extreme masures were not arempted, tue end result of such 
a mnam player" concept was that neither the "team players" or thowe seen 
/ jaM manager as being outsi2e c' the "team" lt comfortable in 

repmrtui g concerns and differing opAiions to such managers.  

3.3.5 The Lack orna Effective Mechanism for rlitg Employee UComr s 

This aruse developed secondary io, and as a rusult of, the collective impact 
of the above causes. While this cause was identified as a result of the 
inmestiati of this categ ry, it has gSe p-kr appUca'ility to all categories 
within the Emptoyee Concerns Special Pc 3ram.  

During ae time period covered by the over 5,800 employee concerns 
received by the Employee Concerns Special Program at Watts Ba.  
Nuclear Plant the existing, established venues of employee expression 
within the Office of Nudear Power frequenty failed to work as intent-d.  
Line managers, who represent the best, most effective nt1wans of resolving 
employee concerns and complaints, appear to have often nrgleced or 
failed to adequately perform this important job function. In addition, 
some employees, perceiving that there was a climate of intimidation and 
harassment and that managers and employees alike were committing 
actions that appeared to constitute wrongdoing or risainduct, were often 
reluctant to take their concerns and opinions to their immediate 
supervisor or to higher-level management.  

Although other means existed for the reporting of emplcy , concerns and 
questions within TVA's nuclear program, such as the Division Personnel 
Officer, or the Rqual Employment Opportunity Staff, there is little 
evidence that employees routinely utilized these additional avenues to 
resolve their concerns.  

Since some employees felt that they could not effectively express their 
cu'cerns to line mandgcment or to other existing organizations within 
T/A's nuclear program, either because of their reluctance to do so, or due 
to their perception that some line managers had no interest in hearing or 
-esolving employee complaints or concerns, many employees simply 
reumained silent.



34 C Ldativ Sip l0 P

The iv grifiam apect dredoped froo veastiguing the employee ccarns 
^wthi is c..eg y is 'oat thr wormplace eniirol eat within TVA's nudear 
payIn p"-or to 19"I6 d to the r d ti of a fairly widespread pampriMn at 
Watt Zat Nulear Pi-ot wat a cLi ate condoning acts of inimidation a=i 
harauna a one supprting act of wardoing and misn c aised 

AlthougIt t" u tadusio wa not reached that an actual climate supporting acts of 
innimia"riiol' rnen t, xroagtoi anw misconduct existed within TVA's 
nudear program ' c re 186, t'hii pcdptiou .dA the same effect of suppressing 
repor;i of .rpkle. 'ervations and ncerr; bout both quality and nonquality 
aspecs of TVA --ear program. .\di: ' ?y, it is significant that TVA failed 
to recognize an. uIe teps tc correcr th-P.: (!x pt^ is.
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4A CORRECTIVE AC ION

This section discusses the actions already taken or being taken to address 
the conclsiom and to resolve the root caus pesented in section 3.0 of this report 

4.1 Specift Corrective Actio 

4.1.1 Satdartd Iamicst ofItda aialta Haradmw WroaoU or 

Al substantiated incidents of intimidation harassment, wrongdoing, or 
misconduct by TVA employees within the Office of Nuclear Power 
identified by this category investigation have either been or will be 
reviewed by the Manager of Nuclear Power. In these incidents where 
disciplinary action is identified as appropriate by the Om:: -f Nuclear 
Power, such corrective actions will be developed and imuplemented in 
coordination with the Manager of Nuclear Power, tr. CGice of the 
Inspector General, and with top4cvel managers within the affected 
organization Fair, consistent, and equitablr disciplinary action, up to and 
including termination, has and will continue to be taken in all such 
identified cases.  

42 Caia7Uy Lal Prtoparuatei Corrective Actions 

4.21 The Lack of a Corirtent, Integrated OrganriiatIa S&r8c4ur 

TVA has restructured its nuclear organization to centralize the 
responsibility and authority under the Manager of Nuclear Power.  

TVA's Corporate Nuclear Performance Plan, dated November i, 1985, 
contains a commitment to rpdate and in*urate the managerial 
organization within the Office of Nuclear Power. Pul.sion 4 to the 
iucludear Performance Plan, dated April F 19/, contains the following 
ercerpts from a message from the Board of Nirrclors: 

The Board has taken steps ?t ie-esa -lish effective 'nanagement of 
WTV's nuclear progam. These steps are reflected in tUis revised 
C'wr rate Nuclear Performance Plan.  

We -or.luded thlat a strong and experienced Manager of Nuclear 
Power was needed with the direct responsibility for the total 
management, control, and supervision c TVA's entire nuclear power 
program.



We have gen the Ma er of Nclear PoIwer a ro cha er. The 
powess entrusted o hm ae broad amd ar-eahing (IHe) is 

ooit for the dasy of the aciDer peowr poIIm 
ad will report to the TVA Gnr Maager and to the TVA Board 
for ar sighr dictri, andmspport.  

Section IV of this reio (RES'RIJCIRIPNG OF TVA'S 
nORANFATOU «m ms fedini «mn 

Unl recently, ITVA's .rgnFiam did not provide far effective 
centiaid manage t of its mnciwr activities. Istead, TVA's 

Va ir nt wa divided among power operation, design and 
ontraction, and the bance of TVA's activities, each of which was 
rponsblefr both clear andnon-nocear activitie. COmquentlfy, 
TVA bad no upper level mangement personnel who wure devoted 
exdiirely to muaing udear activities, and the respoondility for the 
npdear activities was divided among several departments, which did 
not report to a single senior below manager. Furthermnre, each of 
TVA's nclear pla acted auWonnomaly, for the most part 
developing its own programs and systems to control plant 
activities....  

Beginning in 1965, TVA started to cnosolidate resposlbility for its 
nadear activities within one central organiatio and to divest that 

porganimaion virtually all respoobility for on-Mclear activities.  
That process was significanty advanced through the approval by the 
Manager of Nudclar Power of the organizational structure through the 
fourth reporting level [the top four managerial levels irectdy below 
the Manager of Nuclear Power] within the Office of Nucdlear Power on 
May 3, 1966.  

Corrective Action Tracking Document 700-NPS-01, which was issued by 
the Management and Personnel Category to address this same root cause 
asked what progress was manude towards the commitment to update the 
managerial organization within the Office of Nuclear Power. The status of 
implementation is as folk vs (taken from the Management and Category 
final report, Employee Concerns Special Program Report Number 
70000): 

Responsibilit*" a! t' r s nuclear activities has been consolidated 
within a singr ur ' i.on. The top tier of the nuclear organization 
was restructured to F; ovide effective centralized management of 
nuclear activities. This structure was approved March 30, 1987.  
Primary responsibility for each functional area within the Office of 
Nucdear Pow'r has been assigned to the appropriate director or staff



m emg each wi the Mroaribliqy far sib e, disrete types aO 
uionl intidies, sh a aso ineuriq, lis6inu qwity m 

ad tiz. Each dreca P or maag a a fior the 
e d hnical adequac of a tivities within the depaumm's assied 
ara6 inc i support activties primided at FVA's aNclear plaB 

Bido descripon wi be revised to reflect rePpoaibiiad ad 
o f d paitiMa withith he new or aiindoe The 

poasio demcripmtios wi reflect the specific rapomai of the 

4.22 The Lakc&fA Numbmrs unlbd md adbQuW aMirinae 

ThI ha been recognizd a major contributing factor in many of the 
problem experienced in TVA's mclar program during the lat several 
year Beginni in 1986 TVA initiated acotio to resolve the short-term 
aspects of this proble by hiring new experienced mnag a perane 
TA employees, by better utilizing existing experienced managers and by 
contracting for experienced mragers to serve a loaned managers At the 
same time, TVA acknowledged that it's anuear program poesd a large 
staff of tehnicay competet employes, and embrked on a multi-level 
proiam to ident y and train promising individuals to become a 
lobg-trm, experienced source of fwire managers 

Section MI of Revision 4 to the TVA Carporate Nuclear Performance 
Plan otaim the foflowing statement addres ing this cause 

In general, the problems in TA's nuc ear program during the last 
seveal years are attributable to a lac c of a sufficient number of 
experienced ulear managers. I VA's f rat priority bha been to obtain 
experienced managers for its muacar activities. WA's approach was 
to gain management talent through a combination of utiling existing 
experienced TV, managers, hiring new managers as pnnrmanent WA 
employees, c'< V t&utang for experiencd udear managers to serve 
as loaned mn war-L " me v-gerq hrve been assembled to provide 
the leadershi. aw' i, ' .nicth are essential to correct TVA's 
remaining Pucklar . a ' e the safe operation of TVA's 
nuclear plant 

The need for a sufficient number of experienced nuclear managers 
represents both a short-term and long-term problem for TVA. As a 
result, TVA has tAken and %vill be taking actions to address both of 
these concerns...



Thwi e r dthe lus- on^ a q addrhb e r t orea IF mt 
ofe indevmcdwi kor s andft Ihe de I -ad trai 
shesexTVAm em ns and copm ee the tmis wint: 

TVA * a Iu p sif of se a mit sagy mps ied i x -, ae of 
wham e ft o teor d- elo -e iao eaueet nlear.  

V WA bumk to develop the mangeria potend d ties 
bet d t ihes iAb iI by plar g them in g oeet positimon 
Uner ths 4r C mi and tne of TVA's mnir nmda 

mn and by implemmalq a Mangut Dedoapn ad 
Trninq prom ....  

The emcea dmeas of this pro gra il the oadowing 

* Idenditron of ana.u rial skill and staffing needs for effectie 
wmen-mir of the Office of Nuclear Power.  

* Trainiq and development activities to provide minar at all levels 
with the skils nndd to provide leaderhip and meet the challenges of 
mmninug in the Offics o Nudletr POwer.  

* h.ie.eu.ation or Manaeent Development Plianing as needed to 
mat job prf-ance and emmpetey requiremen 

* Progrmamtid chanes in the pesonel an er anId awperforLmance 
appraisal proces that sapport the effective selectoi retention and 
promodon of ac peent supervisors and maers 

Tbe MWiaame and Personnel Cartepry issued a Corrective Action 
Tradug Document (70NPS-4 ), addresin this cause which asked for a 
stans report on the Wimpemeati of the Manaement Development 
and Training progra as committed to by the Corporate Nuclear 
Performance Plan. The status of implementadon is as follows (taken from 
the Manaement and Personnel Category final report, Employee 
Concerns Special Proram Report Number 70000): 

L A three day course entitled Orimtnn tNtrlar visi.nn for all 
supervisors in the Office of Nuclear Power, addresses the rol- of the 
supervisor, performance requirements and expectatiorM the 
prevention of intimidation and harassment, and good 
manaement/supervsor practices. Out of a 2,215 target audience, 
523 M-schedule employees have received this training.  

2. A three-day course entitled BaRuc Suprviory Develnpmcnt required 
for all supervisors M-5 and below, introduces the skills needed to



laih" employee UM ad intmo a set a16 d at mto W 
Mef iCIvely. Out of a 2L,34 trpt e, 549 iea"l lS hae 

rel rf l this ining a oSf pmI 30 1987.  

3. An eeamed (Othr 2ay eim) pr a entided MInor nr 

i* ch=mon ebduio I F R, plmming -d - sema ing 

AD of the daboe progpms i e training in ammu.icaior , ie., 
efelest - mli in i ad oral an....ean.  

Other demeas a e ofl m n dee opMnem progpn m she uenind 
to be in pbac ad fInrctonin by Dembr 19 A managenr 
-eaaein a«d pr aobly proram will identim , proide devdopmen 

op"po1 ie and evenually place in leadership roles those employees in 
the Offic o Nuclear er who poes managrial leadenhip qmalitie 

42.3 TheLask f..Ar.t .Crmi .cath.  

The -ommuDation problem identified by this cate y ealuation a 
ting befDore 19U66 being resolved through sevral interrelated actions 

Firt, the restractring of the Offic of Nudear Power into a interatd, 
centriaeId oraim ar has and will to impro.. nmm.nminions 
within and between the Office of Ncdear Power's various functional 
entities and with TVA's ear plant sites 

Second, the mrltieel managrmen training proam referenced above is 
designed to improve the training of d managers within the Office of 
Nodear Power. An integral part of this training will be the goal of 
improving the e .iewin skills of these managers. Managers are 
being taught how to effectively listen to their employees, how to initiate 
and maintain effective and necessary levels of eonnunication with their 
peers, superiors, and subordinates, and how to establish and maintain 
employee trust and confidence through open two-way communications.  

Finally, since 1966, the Manager of Nuclear Power has emphasized the 
need for rapid, accurate communications throughout all levels of the 
organization. The importance of open, nonadversarial, 
management-employee communications has been stressed. Employees 
are being informed of major business proceedings within the Office of 
Nuclear Power and within TVA as a whole; messages concerning 
teamwork, management philosophy and goals, and the prevention of 
intimidation and harassment in the workplace are being presented



tkson posr ad mefu cmpeikp ad t-o WO eH to mess aes 
fo ithe B raNsdr wle er.  

The loqg-erm conreei acon neca ry to roh tis cause is tied to 
the nBipien -i dM mleci ei proMaaM being- iraet 
withi e b Office of Nuclear Pde wer.i Thdi tainnu propes 
( mu t in Section 4.22) should improws the a da lko an d e 

425 The Lmkd et whe Kme .dm fr lote Rar tg ree tmpoy e 
Cl-

The lorrrm crrtie mac ncessary to resole thi cause are tied to 
the cti ethe coetiat qthuarrect an ar actionsunde to inrease the 

ambr o qualified, eaperienced mana aud to improve the basic 
m mete skilld of rll mrsgs within the Ofice of Nodlear Pooer.  

n adiion, the fbowing actonm hae been taken to proidet employees 
witMhi the Offic at Nuclear Power with aditional aswenes Or the 

premo oft employee concerns and opinions about TVWAs mclear 

L The Emplo Concern ProPam 

Due in part to the numerous employee concern received through the 
Employee Cgoncer Special Program at Watts Bar Nuclear Plant, 
TVA recoPgnied the importance of assuriag that fume employee 

rer witb respect to quality and rndarsafety are fuly and 
elcativSy e addressed trogbout the Office of Nuler Power.  

The Employe Concern Proram was created in order to assure that 
employees throughout the Office of Nuclear Power who have quality 
or acar safety-related concern are free to Xpes those or any 
other concerm related to TVA's mclear program. Its primary 
function is to assist and mediate both with and between employees and 
ine managment in the effective and timely resolution of employee 

concerns.  

T1is program, which has been fully accepted by the Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission, consists of a program manager, and full-time 
site representatives at each nuclear site and major corporate nuclear 
location. Site representatives are responsible for receiving, 
investigating, and resolving employee concerns, providing feedback to



the asi ad for dr ti proms Employees can 
Ta T in $ ao sit repIesP aaties thurah the an of mail-in 
formw p-one calk wldkin inteiehw rd thoigs ralatory eait 
invim hor forn- - or mnraii i emeplose. Canud.eidaity 
is offacd to da eamploye who M eWpqr concemra th this proram 

2. TIt Ofe ofdithe Inpbctor Gement 

MTe TVA Boad fanry approIed the craion of the Oaice of the 
I.pector General o October 18, 1985. Thi coaporaseea office is 
mp n1ile for anrrhting and upervising audits ad inveatiptiom of 
ad TVA actrtied deecting and prewtina wase, framd, and abuse, 
aid iurming the TVA Boad and Congres of problems and 
RPMBaB coneCthe asiUns.  

The riapoainhliies of the Office i Ue Inspector General incude the 
prouains of employee confidence in Lt main ment of TVA's 
iclear proam by servin as an addition avenue for the expreuion 
of employee cocerm Any employee who has alletos of violations 
of lw or replation, watte, frand, abuse, baransent, inrimidation, or 
other form of mircondnct or wrocgdoing may take such concerns to 
the Office of the Inspector General for resoltion.  

Any employee concern or complaint made or referred to the Office of 
the Inspecor General will be held in confidentiality, will be 
investigted independent of the Office of Nuclear Power management 
ad tbhe result will be provided to the Manaer of Nuclear Power. In 

those ca where corrective action is deemed necesay by the Ofice 
of the Ipetor General, timeframes will be established within which 
the correcive action mast be completed. In addition, failure to make 
necesariy corrections in a timely manner will be reported by the Office 
of the Impector General to the TVA Board and to Congres.  

3. The Conditions Adverse To Quality Program 

In order to further promote the reporting of quality-related issues, the 
Office of Nuclear Power established the Conditions Adverse to 
Quality program. This program, which is found in Section 2.16 of Part 
I of the Nuclear Quality Assurance Manual, has the following purpose 
(section 1A.0, ur . revision 3, dated July 1, 1987): 

This procedure establishes measures which ensure that conditions 
adverse to quality (CAQOs) are corrected and reported to 
management in a manner consistent with their importance to



td and dh, when appropriate, ations are taken to prevent 
ther nrecrnce.  

Section 42 of this aisNioN defines cadiM adee to qaity a those 
-coemr inolving o.m ru l parm or Woo oen ts 

lhl ridr ii deitsi nomme 'pI- with 
Booiingi amuonienti , pwecifiea- or drwiq etc.; Iaw-ba dware 
pbolm scab a failire to comply with opeiA lscee technami 

Hspl andlos, procedure, inatructio, ecr.  

The C=moidm Adverse to Quality pror is an euI mive quality 
-arce proam that is desiged to addres and resolve tehnicai, 
qualireated isnm and to identify root causes and preent recurrence.  

The categy-Ievel corrective actions cotamed within this reprt are adequate to 
correct thoe broad probleas identified through the invesgation of the employee 

-cor comprisng this catrgy.  

While the identification and resolution of specific wrongdoing was not possible 
for each employee co rn within ths category, these category-level corrective 
actions were derived with the assumption that all remaining employee concerns 
within this category that could not be investigated were valid.



Si~~ cOaUIOS1

Although there were verified cams of intimidation and harassment (including two 
incidents it violation of Section 210, and one ir'i!ent where an ognational policy 
was wn violaion of the intent of Section 210), the absolute mnuber of substantiated 
incidents ofitmidto and harassment and of substantiated incidents of wrongdoing 
or misconduct wa small in respect to both the total population of concerns within this 
category and to the total nubrof employee concerns being addressed by the 
Emnployee Concrns Special Pmgran 

There was no indicationt that the intimidation and harassment of IVA employees, or 
that act s of wrongdoing or misconduct on the part of Office of Nuclear Power 
employees, occurred on a widespread basis. Also, there was no evidence that 
managemient in general conducted, directed, or approved intimidation and/or 
harassment with the intent of covering up adverse conditions or preventing the 
reporting of safety- or quality-related issues. In fact, most of the substantiated 
incidents of intimidation, ha-rassment, wrongdoing. and misconduct identified by this 
category inetgton had been identified and resolved by line management before this 

invstiatieffor.  

Despite the conclusion that WVA management did not support acts of intilmidation, 
harassment, wrongdoing. or misconduct within TA's nuclear program, it is concluded 
that the cumulative impact of the root causes identified by this category report resulted 
in a workplace environment where in some employees jpcrmiyed that such a climate 
existed. Even though no actual climate of intimidation, harassment, wrongdoing. or 
misconduct was proven, this perception had the effect of suppressing the reporting of 
employee concerns, observations, and opinions about both quality and nonquality 
aspects of the nuclear program.  

The major identified problems and root causes whinch gave rise to the employee 
concerns within this category have, for the most part, already been identified by the 
Office of Nuclear Power, and corrective actions designed to resolve these problems 
and eliminate their root causes are contained within the Corporate Nuclear 
Performance Plan 

The course of action currently being pursued by the Office of Nuclear Power is a 
suitable means of addressing most issues within this category. Problems and concerns 
similar to those addressed by the Employee Concerns Special Program can be haniled 
effectively if employees perceive the avenues for voicing problems and concerns to be 
freely accessible and adequately responsive. However, until these various corrective 
action activities and programs have been tested over a period of time, their 
effectiveness cannot be judged.



APPENDIX A

INVESTIGATION SUMMARY 

This appendix is part of the Employee Concerns Task Group category report on 
Intimidatinn Harnment, Wrongdoing, and Misconduct. It is composed of four parts as 
follow.  

PART I INTIMIDATION AND HARASSMENT FINDINGS (Possible violations 
of Section 210 of the Energy Reorganization Act of 1974, as amended) 

PARTII INTIMIDATION AND HARASSMENT-OTHER FINDINGS (Other 
possible cases of intimidation and harassment 

PART m WRONGDOING FINDINGS (Possible cases of wrongdoing including, 
but not limited to, forgery, falsification of records, drug abuse, and 
theft 

PART IV MISCONDUCT FINDINGS (Possible cases involving actions in 
violation of the TVA Code of Conduct Standards)



PARTI

INTIMIDATION AND HARASSMENT FINDINGS 

1. INTRODUCTION 

This port of the appendix addresses 113 employees concerns which involved or 
potentially involved a violation of Section 210 of the Energ Reorganization Act of 
1974, as amended (42 United States Code 5851). Section 210 of this Act, whkh is 
kmown as the 'Employee Protection Provision states that 

No employer, including a Commission [Nuclear Regulatory Commission] 
licensee, an applicant for a Commission license, or a contractor cr a subcontractor 
of a Commission licensee or applicant, may discharge any employee or otherwise 
discriminate against an employee with respect to his compensation, terms, 
conditions, or privileges of employment because the employee (or any person 
acting pursuant to a request of the employee): 

(1) commenced, caused to be commenced, or is about to commence or cause 
to be commenced a proceeding under this Act or the Atomic Energy Act 
of 1954, as amended; 

(2) testified or is about to testify in any such proceeding or; 
(3) assisted or participated or is about to assist or participate in any manner in 

such a proceeding or in any other manner in such a proceeding or in any 
other action to carry out the purposes of this Act or the Atomic Energy 
Act of 1954, as amended.  

This section of the Federal code (referred to herein as "Section 210() protects 
employees who report, are reporting. or are contemplating eporting a quality- or 
safety-related concern from any form of retribution as a result of such actions.  

Employee concerns within this class can be subdivided into three identifiable areas of 
concern as follows: 

A. AdzM=LAcf - Those concerns which dearly state that the concerned individual 
or a IVA employee submitted a quality- or safety-related concern and received 
an adverse action related to that submittal. There are 70 employee concerns 
which are characterized as falling in this area.  

B. Thrm, of Polahlment Those concerns which involve the perception that 
employees are discouraged from submitting quality- or safety-related concerns 
due to a policy or practice which inflexibility disciplines employees who report or 
commit quality defects. There are 23 employee concerns within this area.



C IM nda -ThIso can s which involve wrongdoing arocated with undefined 
acdvties having a high potendtial of being quality or safety-related. There are20 
emploee concerns within this clas that are characterized as failing within this 
area.  

2 DISCUSSION OF INVESTIGATION FINDINGS 

This section presents a description of the findings for the investigated employee 
concerns within this class for each of the three above areas.  

21 AdversActem 

The 70 employee concerns within this area are characterized by the concerned 
individual's statement that he or she "submitted a quality concern and received an 
advene action." The adverse actions referred to within the concern varied in 
nature and severity and induced, but were not limited to, oral reprimands, 
suspensions, shift transfers, and denial of leave and promotions.  

FinAlinp 

The Office of the Inspector General had sufficient information to permit the 
investigation of 53 of the 70 employee concerns within this area. Of those 53 only 
four are considered to represent violations of the provisions of Section 210. Three 
of these employee concerns were submitted by one individual and involved a 
single incident in which the an individual was wrongfully terminated through a 
reducdon in force for submitting a quality-related concern. The remaining 
employee concern involved a known incident in which an employee was harassed 
for talking to a Nuclear Regulatory Commission Inspector. The investigation of 
all four of these potential Section 210 employee concerns found a "preponderance 
of evidence" linking the submittal, or acts by the employee leading to the 
submittal of a quality-related concern, and the adverse action suffered by the 
concerned individual.  

Four additional employee concerns within this area were also found to represent 
three valid incidents of intimidaton and harassment. However, none of these 
three incidents involved violations of Section 210. In one incident a supervisor 
lightly "struck" an employee for failing to follow directions. The incident was not a 
display of force, or intended as a threat, but was perceived by the employee as 
such. One incident involved a case of discrimination for reporting a nonquality 
concern. The remaining valid incident (addressed by two concerns from the same 
concerned individual) involved an incident where an employee was denied a job 
reclassification hearing and was subsequently harassed for seeking assistance from 
the Equal Employment Opportunity Staff.



The imestipataIo of the remainder of the employee concerns within tis area 
eled little factual evidence supporting th specific aleptios of ihirin 

or huI- m There were, however, 24 employee cocenm witin tis are that 
conlah d (fcl aiseeveld alleptior coenu the exsiance of an 
"alomdice adiipionary policy in ple within the comucpton nin at 
Woo Ba Nuclear Plant. This factual issue is di ed in greater dea in section 
12 below.  

2.2 Thra Or 

The 23 employee concen within thds ara a relate to the pereption that an 
"uwrrituen policy r in place at Watts Bar Nuclear Plant, specifically within the 
Division of Nuclear Contrudtion, that automatically disciplined employees for 
connmittinL reporting quality violations. ThS policy' was viewed by the 
concerned individuals as infleibly penalizing employees who report 
quality-related mistakes, as counterproductive to the quality program, and was 
perceived a intimidation and harassment.

The Office of the Inspector General had sufficient information to permit the 
inestipdtion of 22 of the 23 employee concerns within this area. None of these 22 
employee concerns contained specific verifiable incidents of intimidation and 
harssment taken agpiast an individual for reporting a quality concern or defect.  
There were incidents where an employee was suspended for committing a quality 
violation, but these disciplinary actions arose from the violation itself Thee were 
no incidents found where an employee was disciplined for sumply reporting a 
qualfty violation.  

While none of the specific incidents addressed by these employee concerns were 
anbstantiated, the collective issue of a perception of the existence of intimidation 
and harament raised by these concerns was determined to be substantiated. The 
invetigation of the employee concerns within this area revealed that a 
memorandum was issued on February 4, 1982, from the General Construction 
Superintendent concerning the quality assurance program at Watts Bar Nuclear 
Plant containing the following mandatory disciplinary actions for a quality 
assurance violation 

1st Offense - Two Week's Suspension* 
2nd Offense - Discharge.  

*Exception: If the offense appears or is a wilful and 
belligerent (sic) act, it will mean an 
immediate discharge from the job.



M&ik rniarahm we supereded by a memoranu- m wih the same tide from 
the Gee- se rd C s al raion fSo. -It n Novembr 9, 19. This 

en thM c teoimiw 

Secn OOfem -Dihbar.  

Ti6A dicipln-y policy, while intended to improve adherence to the quality 
surance m pro , tended insead to suppres the reporting of such 

qmaiy-atd defects and concerns about such quality-related defec In 
addition, it appers that not all nange and supervisors within the Division of 
Nuclear CoQtroction at Watts Bar Nucldear Plant dearly understood this policy.  
This is evidenced by the fact that many employees and some supervisors 
ansidered this as an wriutten disciplinary policy.  

The most si4ficant apects of this policy were 

(1) Tis autokritarian policy treated al reported nooFarmances to the 
sti quality assurance program as 'intentional violations" warranting a 

proscribed disciplinary action regardles of the nature of the incident, the 
cireninane surrounding the incident, or the cause of the onconformnnance 
itself Since dthe .nm.in of a quality assurance defect was seen as being 
within the ful control of the employee, this policy wrougfully ansumed that 
increased adherence to the quality assurance progamw as simply a matter of 
strictly punishing the responsible employee for each and caery violation of 
this program. The fallacy cf this approach is that the cause and 
cirnFmtanms leading to the commi.nion of a quality defect are sekiom 
totally within the clatrol of the ezoployee.  

In addition, little effort appeared to have been made by managemnt to 
distinguish between that level of discipline proper for reported quality 
defects or nonconrmances that were the result of human error, mistakes, 
etc, and that lerel of discipline appropriate for intentional violaticns of 
quality aurance standards; 

(2) The policy itself, while not considered a direct violation of Section 210, 
constituted, and was viewed by many craft employees and by some line 
managers as constituting, a barrier to the free expression of quality- and 
safety-related concerns within the construction organization at Watts Bar 
Nucear Plant and could have led to Section 210 violations; and 

(3) That this policy was allowed to exist and be enforced within the nuclear 
construction organization at Watts Bar Nuclear Plant from 19S2 until 1986.



IMs policy ws ihdr1 in 19M, a a reost of iuw.niom a. amdmted an the 
e-rF meP wiM tI am*r, and amocted work rules wre revised to 
oasc t i d -a-illed p- M - D-icpidfmy action spi the req .----Ie 

M ame.t Onm in place ithi the Office of Nclear Pwr ad within the 
c Pe ar Itra m n ari imrin at Watts Bar Nudear Pblat h derly staled 

dthat mploes cokig or reportiq booet minakes would not rreeiw utoan at 

23 U .lim 

This area onta 20 employee cncerm which dealt with various ituations 
pomby inaovq violt ioma of Section 210 of the EneIry Reagniation Act.  

Noame of the 15 employee oocerns within this area that could be investipced 
cnrmind vasid, factual aDeptiom of intimidaon and barmment However, one 
coancm contained a valid iuse-evel allegtion concerning the 'automatic" 
Ahptinury policy diamed in ection 2.2 above.



PABT II

INTIMIDATION AND HARASSMENT.OTHER FINDINGS 

1i INTRODUCITION 

Tis pat of the qappend addrem the fdind developed on 136 employee corns 
within the Inmdiartuin, Haram ent, Wrongdoing and Misconduct catery which 
dealt with forms of intimidation and harmament other than those directly related to 
posible vionlauim of Section 210.  

The employee cncers within this class contained general allegations of barassment 
and/or intimidation, allegations potentially related to the reporting of 
nonquality-elated oncerns by employees, and allegations associated with 
medial-related work restrictions. Employee concerns within this class are subdivided 
into four identifiable areas as follows: 

A. A r At - Those employee concerns which contain allegations of 
intimidation and huasmaent occurring as the result of, or in connection with the 
submittal of a nonqality concern. There are 104 employee concerns within this 
area.  

B. ThaLt a PdiRishmnt - Those concerns which involve the perceptior: that 
employees are discouraged from submitting non quality-related concerns, or that 
employees are afraid to submit such concerns for fear of retribution. There are 
seven employee concerns within this area.  

C Wr kar Mdlael Rhetridlins - Those employee concerns which allege that 
employees on medical or work restrictions are intimidated and harassed. There 
are 13 employee concerns within this area.  

D. firail - Twelve employee concerns which dealt with allegations of intimidation 
and harassment incurred by employees for various reasons.  

2* DISCUSSION OF INVESTIGATION FINDINGS 

This section presents a description of the findings for the investigated employee 
concerns within this class for each of the four above areas or issues.  

21 Adverse Actions 

The Office of the Inspector General had sufficient information to permit the 
investigation of 28 of the 104 employee concerns within this area. Only one of the 
specific allegations containeet within these 28 employee concerns could be



rsamesmirand. The vlid himdent involved a supevisor whoo thretened and 
harnd bi- empees iauPwiDg the lubnital of an EqIual Employment 
OpF r iy rmp .- TWc other employe c ern within this area are 
aMonimed to rae vald m-level aldepgtio involving the sdelling of ance 

I other potUFet by TVA aployees. This valid ie is addred in greater 
detain Secmon 2.5 ofPt IV of ti qappendix 

Sufficient intrim n was available to the Offic of the ipector General to 
pfr- t the inestigado of two of the smve employee cmnm within this me 
Neither of the qnedfic leptins anntained within them two employee concern 
could be anbhtaniated, although one employee concern is coianiered to relate to 
the valid e-level allegations involving the selling of iimance and other 
products by TVA employees. This valid issue is addressed in greater detail in 
section 25 of Part IV of this appendix.  

2.3 Wrker w ialal Restirke s 

Sufficient information was available to the Office of the Inspector General to 
permit the invesigation of five of the 13 employee concerns within this area.  
None of the specific allegations contained within these five employee concerns 
could be sbstantiated 

2A GeinIr 

The Office of the nspecor General had sufficient information to permit the 
ivstigation of four of the 12 employee concerns within this area. None of the 
aluegations a ined within these four employee concerns could be subanantiated, 
although one employee concern is considered to relate to the valid issue-level 
allegations involving the selling of insurance and other products by TVA 
employees. This valid issue is addressed in greater detail in section 2.5 of Part IV 
of this appendix.



PART m

WRONGDOING - FINDINGS 

L INUTODUCINON 

This part of the appendi addresses the finding developed on 259 employee concerns 
within the nininiato, Harassmen, Wroqgdoing, nd Misconduct categoy which 
dealt with alleptio invo g various formm of wrongdoing, sch a ahiication of 
records, forms of discrimination in violation of Federal law, the pouesion of 
controlled msubances or alcohol, and theft.  

2. DISCUSSION OF INVESTIGATION FINDINGS 

The employee concerns within this class are divided into ten areas. The following is a 
description of each of these areas, and a summary of the finding for each such area.  

1 Pahbitei- d of Qulity Records - Those employee concerns that contain 
allegations that quality records were falsified or forged.  

The Office of the Inspector General had sufficient information to permit the 
investigation of 39 of the 67 employee concerns within this area. Of these 39, 
seven employee concerns contained allegations that were determined to be 
substantiated 

Two employee concerns, submitted by one individual, contained valid allegations 
that a workplan contained forged signatures. Handwriting analysis tentadtively 
identified the individual who was suspected in this incident. This individual 
subsequndtly resigned. Although the incident did involve a workplan, no safety- or 
quality-related issue was determined to be involved or affected by the forged 
signature.  

One valid employee concern addressed an incident where the concerned 
individual submitted a computer card verifying the completion of a test inspection 
of a piece of equipment to a quality surveillance inspector. Acting on the dare of 
a second inspector, this inspector destroyed the card in the presence of the 
concerned individual. This act was intended as a joke, since the card could be 
replaced, however, the concerned individual refused to submit a second card. The 
two inspectors then r ' iced the card without the concerned individual's verifying 
signature as a "transter i documents" action. While not strictly a falsification of a 
quality record, the actions of the inspectors were in variance with quality 
procedures. This incident was also raised by a separate valid employee concern in 
section 24 of Part IV of this appendix.

I. I·



The remaining r employee cam ontained dleptm that on-the-ob 
traiaing rcorsr for etr uctve test i pec at Sequoah Nucdear Plant had 
been fimed. The ivestigation of th islm revealed the allegation to be true, 
and three individuals were implicated in knowlly falsifying such qlification 

2.2 Pr a ter Reards - Those employe em oee concerns that contain 
allegatios that personnel record medi records, time sheets etc, have been 
flified or Afnged.  

The Office of the Insptor General had suffient information to permit the 
mvest-iation of 26 of the 50 employee concens within this area. None of the 
allegatioan contained within these 26 employee concerns were substantiate 

2.3 FlflaihtfaWdd W Rberds* Those employee concerns that contain aWletion 
that weld records were falsified, or that the Weld Information Management 
System was comprnomised.  

Suffident information was available to the Office of the Insper r General to 
permit the investigation of 13 of the 20 employee concerns wit this area. Of 
these thirteen concerns, 10 contained valid allegations involving a single incident 
in which an individual used the access code of a weld inspetor to gain 
unauthorized access to the Weld Information Management System at Watts Bar 
Nuclear Plant. The individual had no intent to falsify or alter weld records, but 
was simply trying to update the system information. This computerized database 
is used as a means of tracking weld status information and is not considered or 
intended to be a safety- or quality-related system. One additional valid concern 
involved an incident in which a weld inspector falsified weld rod control records.  

2.4 Fallfa. a Welder Cartdficat . Those employee concerns which contain 
allegations that welder certification cards were falsified, backdated, or accurate 

Sufficient information was available to the Office of the Inspector General to 
permit the investigation of 19 of the 25 employee concerns within this area. Of 
those employee concerns investigated, ten were determined to relate to the valid 
issue-level allegation that welder recertification cards were falsified or backdated.  

Welds are required to comply with specific engineering standards or codes which 
impose a vast array of requirements that must be met for a particular weld to meet 
the code. Included within these requirements is the condition that welders must 
undergo qualification or certification proving that they can perform the various 
welding processes covered by the code. Once certified, the welder must maintain 
the certification by being retested (recertified) at regular intervals. At Watts Bar 
Nuclear Plant this recertification required only verification that the welder had 
welded during the required recertification interval. The applicable procedure

A-10
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required that verification be in the form of (a) quality assurance records, (b) field 
observatioas of in-plant welding, or (c) weld tests.  

The investiation of this issue revealed that, in some cidents welders had been 
recertified without adequate verification that the welder had indeed suacessfaly 
completed a process weld during the required recertification period. It was 
further concluded that e individuals responsible for this weld verification 
process had knowingly falsified such welder recerifications Those individuals 
implicated in knowingly falsifying welder recrtifications were identified and 
received appropriate disciplinary action.  

Some of the employee concerns that related to this valid issue included allegations 
that welder recertification cards had been wrongfully backdated. While it is true 
that some welders were recertified after the recertification period had expired, 
these "bakdated" recertificatiom were based on quality-related welding records, 
and the practice was in accordance with procedures. This aspect of the issue is not 
con"idered to constitute falsification.  

25 Gemeral F-ieato.n Those employee concens that dealt with various incidents 
of falsification not clearly addressed in the other areas of this report.  

The Office of the Inspector General had sufficient information to permit the 
invesdgaton of three of the seven employee concerns within this area. None of 
these investigated employee concerns contained substantiated allegations.  

2.6 Cnrolled Sobstances or Alcohol - Those employee concerns that contained 
allegations of the possession and/or use of alcohol, or the possession, use, and/or 
sale of controlled substances on TVA property.  

Sufficient information was available to the Office of the Inspector General to 
permit the investigation of 13 of the 18 employee concerns within this area. Of 
these 13 investigated concerns, none contained specific allegations that were 
proven to be substantiated. However, two employee concerns were considered to 
be related to the valid issue-level allegation involving the selling of insurance and 
other products and services by TVA employees (see section 2.5 of Part IV of this 
appendix for a furthei discussion of this issue).  

17 Theft - Those employee -oncerns that contained allegations of the theft of TVA 
property.  

Sufficient information was available w the Office of the Inspector General to 
permit the investigation of 11 of the 15 employee concerns within this area. Of 
the 11 investigated concerns, none were proven to be substantiated. However, 
three employee concerns were considered to be related to the valid issue-level 
allegation involving the selling of insurance and other products and services by

A-l1



TVA employees (see section 25 of Part IV of this appendix for a faher 
diamon of this ime).  

A JA.rIt empeel CCPpMoyee cnc rn xni.ni, uaeniuoo a Wvarious 
foa ofunderfinedjob discriminatiNo.  

S-Mi ne oe wa a limbletoprm tbe inamsation ofor of the 11 
employee concern within this area. None of these emptiged aoloyee 
concerns we prooen to be mh atiatd. Hower, oeofe ab D rcocen within 
thi ae allded to the vrlid deve allegatio of the seliag imram ad 
other pri amd seim by Oicof Nuclear Power eploees (ee section 25 
of Part IVofthis ppendi for a further discusion of this issue).  

2.9 In aIr -i -lThose empoyee concerns that contain allegation of age, semxual, 
ndcial, or religiou discrimination 

Sufficint infrmntion was available to the Office of the Inspector General to 
permit the investigation of four of the 16 employee concerns within this area. Of 
these four, none were proen to be substantiated 

2I6 Other W. Those employee concerns that contain allepgations of various 
fon of wrongdoing, such as the improper use of TVA phones, the abuse of 
authority, or charg of illegal wiretapping 

Sufficient information was available to the Office of the Inspector General to 
permit the investigation of 22 of tLe 30 employee concerns within this area. None 
of these 22 employee concerns contained valid allegations of wrongdoing.  

Six other employee concerns within this section were also considered to allude to 
the valid iss-level allegation involving the selling of insurance and other 
products and services by Office of Nuclear Power employees (see section 2.5 of 
Part IV of this appendix for a further discussion of this issue).
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PART IV

MISCONDUC - FINDINGS 

u . Nrntooucron 

is prt of the qppendi addrees tbe fulihg deveoped on 267 enmpioee cocr 
within the iaan, mIue, Wrongdoing, and Mshmndot category which 
dealt with eptiwm inolving various fixms of misconduct or ioations of TVA's 
Code of Co=dct by TVA employees.  

2. DISCUSSION O1F -"' TIGATION FINDINGS 

The employee concerns within this dcl are divided into eight areas. The following is a 
descripion of each at these areas, and a summary of the finding for each area.  

21 Sanmal DirudI d.* -- Tbose employee concerns which contained alegations of 
semal discrimination or other forms of sexual misconduct 

Sufficent information was available to the Office of the Inspector General to 
permit the invetigatiof 10 of the 14 employee concerns within this area. Only 
one of these 14 employee concerns was considered to represent a valid inciden 
The sunbstantiated concern involved the offensive conduct of a supervisor towards 
certain female mployees. This incident was known to and resolved by 
management prior to this investigaive effort 

2.2 Fawriism - Those employee concerns containing allegations of favoritism in the 
hiring and firing of TVA employees, in the application of disciplinary actions, and 
in the selection of employees for promotion.  

The Office of the Inspector General had sufficient information about 13 of the 48 
employee concerns within this area to permit investigations to be conducted.  
None of the specific allegations contained within these investigated employee 
concerns was substantiated. However, three employee concerns within this area 
related to the valid issue-level allegation of the improper selling of goods and 
services by the Office of Nuclear Power employees. This valid issue is discussed in 
greater detail in section 2.5 below.  

2.3 UJust Twenlatio or Action - Those employee concerns containing allegations 
of unjust or unfair disciplinary action, improper termination, or inconsistent 
disciplinary actions.
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Sedicia tinformtin wa know ut the alberigauticontam d within secn of 
the 37 eapioyee coaceain wit ti ar to permit the ims iMadtim by the 
Oe ofa the claspctor Genel No of these investipated employee coacerF 
TeIe daetermined - a v IrIl BIttdk wiBo Of =MIb-*M 

2A Gmw a h - Th-o- anployeeq coa e M ra coniniall depacdo of 
ariO frm of poM or impper m nment pracer Sca allepatio 

i bule, at e t limited t, the ep e of gratties the deni of prompt 
meedl at.en.m, the ordered vidatio of eicak ork restrictio, and 

uproper oinr rent disciinary actions 

The Office of the Inpectr General nad suffcient infrmation to permit the 
istiio of 54 ofthe 135 employee cocerns within this area. Of tee,ooly 
five spedfic alepio cold be substantiated b evidence.  

One employe coocern reported a factual, specific ce involving an incident of 
Rpmsa., The iabdent involrd a sinatin where an individual, where acting as 

an alternate in his upervisor's abec, indirectly supermied his wife. The 
sitnuadn w kmow to the parties iolved, and was resolved when the individual 
transferred out of the affected organtion. While the incident was known to all 
iotved parties, it did not mttritnte the direct supervision of a relativ-, and was 
well documented, the supervisor did not obtain prior written auiriation to 
permit such supeimion.  

The secod subtantiated employee concern within this area involved an inidet 
in which a supervisor told worker to look busf even if they had to do 
luma y rwork. In this incident a supervisor told his assistant supervisor to put 

his rew to work even if it required that they "make work. This was relayed to a 
foreman who in turn told two crew members to get busy" without specifying what 
they were to do. These crew members then drilled 33 shallow holes in a turbine 
building wal spelling out the word "HOLE." As a result of this incident, all five 
involved employees were suspended for two weeks.  

The third ubsthantiated employee concern involved an incident where the 
concerned individual submitted a computer card verifying the completion of a test 
inspection of a piece of equipment to a quality surveillance inspector. Acting on 
the dare of a second inspector, this individual destroyed the card in the presence 
of the concerned individual. This act was intended as a joke, since the card could 
be replaced; however, the concerned individual refused to submit a second card.  
The two inspectors then replaced the card without the concerned individual's 
verifying signature a "transfer of documents" action. Both quality surveillance 
inspectors received oral warnings concerning this incident, and a note concerning 
the incident was placed in the initiating inspector's file.
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The fourth sntandated employee concern involved an incident in whicr. an 
employee was wrongfully disciplined f r cnmenisting a quality violation when the 
employee was following the direct instructios of supervisor. The investigaton 
- *sn concern revealed that the instrctions received by the employee were 

The final msuhrriated employee concern within this area involved an incident in 
which an employee reported tc his supervisor that a piece of heavy equipment 
could not be operated safely. The supervisor had the equipment serviced, but 
failed to enure that the repair had been completed prior to ordering the 
employee to operate the equipment.  

In addition to the above five ubstantiated incident seven employee concerns 
within this are are considered to relate to the valid issue-level allegation of the 
improper selling of goods and services by Office of Nuclear Power employees 
This valid issue is discusm d in greater detail in section 25 below.  

25 Improweper Sel of Goods and Serices - Those employee concerns which 
contain allegations that management or employees are selling insurance or other 
goods and services without approval to do so, or on TVA time.  

All of the 19 employee concerns within this area have been investigated by the 
Office of the Inspector General. Of these 19 employee concerns, 18 contain valid, 
issue-level allegation involving the selling of insurance by Office of Nuclear 
Pwer employees. In addition, 26 other employee concerns outside of this specific 
area contain, or are thought to contain references to the selling of insurance by 
TVA employees.  

The investigation of these employee concerns and related employee concerns 
revealed that certain Office of NucIcar Power craployee at Watts Bar Nuclear 
Plant and Sequoyah Nuclear Plaat were engaged in the sePing of insurance and 
related products for an insurance agency based in Atlanta, Georgia, which hires 
fully employed individuals to sell insurance on a part-time basis. The agency's 
insurance representatives work in a muctilevel sales organization wiftin which 
they advance ai they make sales and recruit others to sell in the same marketing 
group.  

The investigation revealed the existence of four such marketing groups; three at 
Watts Bar Nuclear Plant, and one at Sequoyah Nuclear Plant. This investigation 
identified and interviewed 25 Office of Nuclear Power employees who sold 
insurance products. Of these identified sales representatives, 22 had made sales.  
Fifty Office of Nuclear Power employees who had purchased insurance from these 
sales representatives were also interviewed. Of these employees who had 
purchased insurance, 20 had pre4/uslv agreed to sell insurance.
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No cideAt were fbud ýn which Office of Nodr Pwr employees sold or 
praled ia ce duding WA woriang K or or onTVA property. In addion, 
na 'ideaf weare identifid in wich employees who sold iumm weries red 
aw thoe who id s, or ay mideas in which reprisab vwa ta ab p .  
Office o(Nader oer employees who refed to sa arpuridme iH 

The indtom dia reveal dtt a number of the Office of Nodmer arwr 
employes who oMd imamce did not hae the appoprie prior appiovs from 
TVA -t to epa ia atside purt-time eployment requiped by 
TVA tedao in Part I, Subprt lICONDUCF RepaR tion PM Seaion 7, 

i amd other writ.en firaction to aB emplIoyee 
l adildoan, to O c f Nucler wer spearor sold a policy toa subordinate, 
and sewat -tbe i -ocUied the purchase of inance and/or participnioa in 
sedag insranr f - ainames in violation ofTVA's standard of conduct (as 
ouined aboe).  

Idntified ployees vho failed t obtain approval for a seoMd job, or violated 
the proin ns of .sc& approvals hae been identified and willrecei apppriate 

26 Us t rAlMAc l o Cetrdlld Subrtacme - Those employee concerns containing 
alepion that Office of Nudear Porer employees report for duty drunk or 
under the inm e of ocutroUed sbstances.  

sufficient infornmation was available to permit the investiation four of the si 
employee concerm within this area. Of these four investigated concerm, none 
could be Mstanrtiaed In one case, a concern alleged that an ipector frequently 
came to work drunk. The invesipation of this concern determined that none of 
the inspect within the specific inspection group identified by the concern wre 
involved in the allegation or came to work drunk. Based on this investiation, it is 
highly probable that the cocernd individual confused the identity of the 
individual with another employee (no-inspector) within the group who was sent 
to a nsubstanrce abuse program by the Office of Nuclear Power management and I 
lnoebtuenty t.I 

2.7 Gmsral Disertnaetsi. - Those employee concerns which contain broad I 
aegations involving various forms of discrimination I 

Sufficient information was known about the specific allepgations contained within I 
two of the eight employee concerns within this area to permit their investigation 
by the Office of the Inspector General. None of the specific allegations contained 
within these two employee concerns could be supported by evidence.  
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