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The following types of information are being withheld:

Ex. 1:[C]Records properly classified pursuant to Executive Order 13526
Ex. 2: m Records regarding personnel rules and/or human capital administration
Ex. 3:[_]Information about the design, manufacture, or utilization of nuclear weapons
[information about the protection or security of reactors and nuclear materials
[CIContractor proposals not incorporated into a final contract with the NRC
{_IOther
Ex. 4[] Proprietary information provided by a submitter to the NRC
- [™Other
Ex. 5: m [Draft documents or other pre-decisional deliberative documents (D.P. Privilege)
[ ] Records prepared by counsel in anticipation of litigation (A.W.P. Privilege)
[]Privileged communications between counsel and a client (A.C. Privilege)
[]Other
Ex. 6] Agency employee PII, including SSN, contact information, birthdates, etc.
[JThird party PII, including names, phone numbers, or other personal information
Ex. 7(A):[JCopies of ongoing investigation case files, exhibits, notes, ROIs, etc.
[CJRecords that reference or are related to a separate ongoing investigation(s)
Ex. 7(C):[]Special Agent or other law enforcement PII
[C]PII of third parties referenced in records compiled for law enforcement purposes
Ex. 7(D):[JWitnesses’ and Allegers’ PII in law enforcement records
[_]Confidential Informant or law enforcement information provided by other entity
Ex. 7(E): [JLaw Enforcement Technique/Procedure used for criminal investigations
[ Technique or procedure used for security or prevention of criminal activity
Ex. 7(F): [[] Information that could aid a terrorist or compromise security
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UNITED STATES

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20555-0001

July 3, 2012

CHAIRMAN

The Honorable Fred Upton

Chairman, Committee on Energy and Commerce
United States House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Mr. Chairman:

On behalf of the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC), | am responding to your
letter of April 27, 2012, regarding the work environment at the NRC. Responses to your
specific questions and requests for information are enclosed with this letier. Piease note that,
as described in the enclosure, certain documents being provided are considered sensitive NRC
internal information. | request that they be held in confidence with access limited to Members
and Committee staff. '

If you need any additional information, please contact me or Ms. Rebecca Schmidt,

_ Director of the Office of Congressional Affairs, at (301) 415-1776.

Sincerely,

Gregory B. Jaczko

‘Enclosure:
As stated

cc.. Representative Henry A. Waxman
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Responses to Inquiries from Representative Fred Upton and Others
.Letter of April 27, 2012

1. Are there specific requirements and guidance within the NRC that prohibit behaviors
that may have a chilling effect on the work environment outside of those enumerated by
the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (e.g., race, gender, religion)? If so,
please provide them. If not, please explain why not.

The agency's expectations for an Open, Collaborative Work Environment (OCWE) encourage
all employees and contractors to promptly speak up and share concemns and differing views
‘without fear of negative consequences. In addition, the agency adheres to a set of
organizational values - integrity, service, openness, commitment, cooperation, excellence, and
‘respect. These values guide the actions we take — from decisions on safety, security, and
environmental issues; to how we perform administrative tasks; to how we interact with our feliow
employees and other stakeholders. Expectations for OCWE related to raising concerns and
these organizational values are routinely communicated by managers and supervisors in a
variety of formats (e.g., web pages, staff meetings, newsletters, postings throughout agency
buiidings, etc.) and included in orientation and training activities for newer employees.

Retaliation against individuals who engage in the Open Door Policy, Non-Concurrence Process,
and Differing Professional Opinions Programs is specifically prohibited as described in the

' Management Directives (i.e., agency-level procedures) for those processes. These specific
‘Management Directives are easily accessible to all NRC employees and are posted publicly on
NRC's Web site at hitp://www.nrc.gov/about-nrc/values.htmi#open.

" Additionally, the agency requires biennial training to all employees on the Notification and
Federal Empioyee Anti-Discrimination and Retaliation Act of 2002 (No FEAR Act). This training
explains the provisions of the No FEAR Act concerning Federal employees' rights, protections,
and remedies under anti-discrimination and whistieblower protection laws. Ninety-nine percent
of NRC staff completed the training by February 29, 2012. The Office of Personnel
Management (OPM) has recommended that this NRC-developed course be used as a model!
across all of the Federal government.

. 2. Should Commissioners be subject to much the same requirements with regard to
- ensuring a Safety Conscious Work Environment as NRC licensees? If not, please explain

.why not.

All NRC Iicensees and contractors are expected, although not required by regulation, to
establish and maintain a safety conscious work environment (SCWE). A SCWE is defined by
the NRC as an environment in which “employees feel free to raise safety concerns, both to their
management and to the NRC, without fear of retaliation.” Such a work environment contributes
to safe operation of NRC-regulated facilities and is identified as one of the traits of a strong
safety culture in the NRC’s June 2011 Safety Culture Policy Statement.

As the regulator, the NRC has the responsibility for independently assuring that regulated
activities are gafely executed. The Organization for Economic Co-Operation and Development’s
Nuclear Energy Agency, a multinational forum for the exchange of information and experience
amang the governments of its participating countries, described the regulator's safety culture
role as follows: “In promoting safety culture, a regulatory body should set a good example in its

Enclosure
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own performance.”’ The NRC agrees with this approach. As the NRC's most recent Strategic
Plan states, “[tlhe NRC's organizational culture is another key element of operational
excellence. The agency intends to focus on the same underlying tenets [of the Safety Culture
Policy Statement] that it has communicated extemally by continuously improving its own safety
culture {o ensure that the agency's mission is at the forefront of all work activities.” We have
done this through OCWE, which encourages all employees and contractors to promptly speak
up and share concerns and differing views without fear of negative consequences. Over the
years, Commissioners have similarly taken opportunities to individually indicate support for
OCWE as the way of doing business at the NRC.

3. Should the fact that a licensee executive is “passionate” about his particular view on
nuciear safety be a mitigating factor in licensee cases where agency staff has evidence
that a chilied work environment may exist?

The agency does not, nor would it be appropriate for us to oversee or regulate licensee
management behavior per se. As described in the answer to Question 2 above regarding the
SCWE, however, it is appropriate for the NRC-to ensure the work environment is conducive to
raising safety concerns without fear of retaliation. 1t is the impact of a licensee manager's
behaviors on the environment for raising concerns that is of interest to the agency, not the
behaviors themselves.

4. If an employee wanted to raise a concern about the Chairman’s or another

" Commissioner’s behavior, what options are available outside of actively having to invoke

NRC's Open Door Policy process or filing a Differing Professional Opinion?

NRC employees have several options by which they may raise issues concerning any agency
official’s behaviors, including members of the Commission. The appropriate avenue depends

. on the nature of the concern, and whether the employee is in the bargaining unit (i.e., is

represented by the Union and covered by the collective bargaining agreements). NRC
employees may file a grievance under either the NRC negotiated grievance procedure or the
administrative grievance procedure (if they are represented by the Union), The employee may
also file a complaint under our Policy for Preventing and Eliminating Harassing Conduct in the

- Workplace. This program is intended to prevent sexual harassment and other forms of

harassing conduct based on race, color, religion, sex, national origin, age, disability, sexual
orientation, and retaliation for engaging in protected EEO activity in the workplace. Additionally,
employees may raise their concerns to the NRC Inspector General (this can be done
anonymously, if an employee prefers) or to the U.S. Office of the Special Counsel. NRC
employees are protected from retaliation for raising a concemn under any of these processes.

5. Please provide all reports issued within the past two years to any office director, the
Executive Director for Operations, or the Commission, that assess safety culture within
the NRC.

The responsive documents are attached. Please note that some of the documents have not
been released to the public and have been marked "not for public release.” We respectfully ask
that the Committee honor these markings.

‘T E Murley, et. al., “The Role of the Nuclear Regulator in Promoting and Evaluating Safety Culture,”
June 1998

Enciosure

sy e v




3 Resaihe .

R R

e FEE EE

o S AR R TR 27

Ao T

-3-

6. Are you provided with a report listing which agency staff has met with your fellow
Commissioners and the topics of their discussions? If so, please provide all copies of
these reports and explain why this action does not have a chilling effect on the
willingness of staff to raise issues and discuss them freely and directly with the
Commissioners.

Since March 5, 2012, (with the exception of the week of March 19), all members of the
Commission have received a brief weekly report that lists the topics raised by senior managers
in periodic meetings with individual members of the Commission during the preceding week.
Copies of those reports are attached (Attachment 15). The meetings included are limited to
those held with senior managers and are generally regularly scheduled meetings between
Commissioners and senior managers. This report is an additional tool for sharing information
with the Commission, informing Commissioners at a high level about current topics being
briefed to other members of the Commission so that they can request similar briefings if so
desired.. Neither the topics raised by individual Commissioners nor the details of the
conversations between senior managers and Commissioners are included in the report.

These reports are considered sensitive NRC internal information; the agency requests that they
be held in confidence with access limited to Members and Committee staff,

7. On January 26, 2010, the Commission was provided with an Internal Safety Culture
Update. This report indicated “...that there are continuing questions on effectiveness of
the differing views processes...” and “...continued perception of potential negative
consequences for engaging in these processes....” Please explain how your decisions
to commend some staff for raising Differing Professional Opinions and ignore those
brought by others would not exacerbate the perception of negative consequences and
further discourage staff from raising perspectives they perceive you to disagree with,
thereby contributing to a chilled environment.

_ In meetings with staff, Commission meetings, and other forums, | have routinely voiced my

support of all staff who are willing to raise concerns and differing views and for the processes

available to raise these. ‘For example, in my vote sheet involving the Tennessee Valley.
- Authority's request for reinstating the Construction Permits for Bellefonte 1 and 2 in which the
- Non-Concurrence Process was used, | noted “[tjhe Commission is always best served when

healthy debate- surrounding the staff's decnsnonmakmg is relayed to the Commission
transparently.”

The NRC understands the ongoing need to reinforce the value of raising concerns and differing -
views as a way of overcoming perceptions that engaging in differing views processes could
result in negative consequences. For example, all employees who engage in the Differing
Professional Opinions Program are recognized with a Certificate of Appreciation from the
Executive Director for Operations (EDO), regardiess of whether the differing opinion was
adopted. Additionally, the NRC Team Player award recognizes individuals who have supported

-an open, coliaborative work environment by exhibiting positive behaviors in promptly raising
. differing views, fairly consudermg differing views, and respecting differing views. Recipients are
‘nominated by fellow employees, presented with the award, and recognized with a Certificate of

Appreciation from the EDO; recipients’ stories are also featured on the NRC's internal Web site.

Enclosure
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identical letters sent to:

The Honorabie Fred Upton

Chairman, Committee on Energy and Commerce
United States House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515

cc: Representative Henry A. Waxman

The Honorable Joe Barton
Chairman Emeritus, Committee on Energy
and Commerce

- United States House of Representatives

Washington, D.C.- 20515

The Honorable Cliff Stearns

Chairman, Subcommittee on Oversight
and investigations

Committee on Energy and Commerce

United States House of Representatives

Washington, D.C. 20515

cc: Representative Diana L. DeGette

The Honorable Ed Whitfield

Chairman, Subcommittee on Energy and Power
Committee on Energy and Commerce

United States House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515

cc. Representative Bobby L. Rush

The Honorable John Shimkus
Chairman, Subcommittee on Environment
and the Economy .

- Committee on Energy and Commerce

United States House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515
cc: Re_presentative Gene Green

The Honorable Lee Terry
United States House of Representatives

. Washington, D.C. 20515

‘The Honorable Michael C. Burgess

United States House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515

The Honorable Sue Myrick
Committee on Energy and Commerce
United States House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515
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The Honorable John Sullivan
Committee on Energy and Commerce
United States House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515 '

The Honorable Marsha Blackbum
Committee on Energy and Commerce
United States House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515

The Honorable Cathy McMorris Rodgers
Committee on Energy and Commerce
United States House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515

The Honorable Charles F. Bass
Committee on Energy and Commerce
United States House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515 '

The Honorable Brian Bilbray
Committee on Energy and Commerce
United States House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515

- The Honorable Mary Bono Mack
‘Committee on Energy and Commerce

United States House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515

The Honorable Pete Olson
Committee on Energy and Commerce
United States House of Representatives

‘Washington, D.C. 20515

The Honorable Gregg Harper
Committee on Energy and Commerce
United States House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515

The Honorable Leonard Lance
Committee on Energy and Commerce
United States House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515

The Honorable Cory Gardner
Committee on Energy and Commerce
United States House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515
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The Honorable Steve Scalise
Committee on Energy and Commerce
United States House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515

The Honorable Tim Murphy

Committee on Energy and Commerce
United States House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515

The Honorable Robert Latta
Committee on Energy and Commerce
United States House of Representatives

- Washington, D.C. 20515

The Honorable Adam Kinzinger
Committee on Energy and Commerce
United States House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515

The Honorable Bill Cassidy

Committee on Energy and Commerce
United States House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515
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This report was prepared by FocalPoint Consulting Group based in part on information provided by staff and management of the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission. The information was evaluated but not independently verified by FocalPoint. The assessment
contained in this report was developed independent of the individuals who provided the information.
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Introduction by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission

From October 2008 through May 2009, in response to Commission direction, the U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission (NRC) established the Internal Safety Culture Task Force to ident /
potential initiatives that could improve the agency’s safety culture. This direction was Q/
complementary to the external focus on licensees’ safety culture which the agency h

undertaken in recent years. The full Task Force report, including methodology, resukg;
recommendations, can be found at:
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It 1s important to note that the Task Force did not conduct a full safety cif
which the overall health of the organization, including all the strengths afk
be systematically and thoroughly evaluated. The Task Force's appag;
programs and processes currently exist in the agency that supporta strefe

determine opportunities for improvement. The Task Force a g}ﬁ» adtd this by considering
views from all levels of staff and management and by colle jn lormation both internally and
at external organizations that have strong focus on saf ﬂ

through management levels, exhibited a continuifig’st ong sense of support for the NRC mission
and pride in their work. This echoes the resul
employee surveys.
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identify areas for improveme Bas?
enhancements, or initiatives R
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angrol™y eWs and insights. The results from this independent evaluation will be
%ed by the agency, along with other applicable employee feedback inputs and
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- objective of this evaluation was to assess the systems and p

1. Executive Summary

In October of 2009, the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) hired FocalPoint
Consulting Group, a2 management consulting firm, to perform an evaluation of the NRC'’s issue
resolution systems. The Agency’s issue resolution systems are important in enabling a safety- /
conscious, open, and collaborative work environment. Such systems should provide suppef
effective identification, evaluation, and resolution of issues to support continuous imp

identification, evaluation, and resolution systems as recommended by the Intg
Task Force. The scope of this evaluation included a set of 18 agency-widgpe
specific issues resolution systems that were relevant to the public safety &
the NRC. The findings and recommendations of this evaluation are sg

In general, issues with safety/security significance can be addres¢Sd eifigs through one of the
issue resolution systems or through other means, such as an gmpleyeess management chain. The

o ffectiveness of the supporting

not to evaluate the quality of issue resolution at the Aggrey\Th
ibiftes that ultimately determine the

systems and procedures is one of several organizationg
effectiveness of issue resolution.

Evaluation Approach

®}s)
Summary of Findings& he

bX5)
Some specific ﬁhdings are provided below.
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2. Introduction

2.1. Background

In October of 2009, the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) hired FocalPoint

Consulting Group, a management consulting firm, to perform an evaluation of the NRC’sés
resolution systems. The Agency’s issue resolution systems are important in supportin
maintain a safety-conscious, open, and collaborative work environment. Given the |
the Agency’s mission to regulate reactors, materials, and waste to ensure adequage ion of
public health and safety and security, it is critical that the NRC develop, mainjed
credible strategies for addressing issues that may impact safety related to its =¥

quality, and rehablhty

The NRC chartered the Internal Safety Culture Task Force in O : : 508 in response to the

Commission’s direction to “provide the Commission with a £ep /-f euflining potential initiatives
" that could improve the Agency’s internal safety culture.” R efiprt is related to the Agency’s

ongoing efforts to improve the oversight programs fop#B8e%ging safety culture for licensees.

, evaluation, and resolution process 1o
project is to support the Agency in

terna] Safety Culture Task Force. The
scope of this evaluation included a set g XagepCy-wide and office/region-specific issue

systems that comprise the Agency’s problem id
identify areas for improvement. The objectivg 0kthi

for work-related issues.

CTvhibin v List a¢ basie Resntotian Sy g P
N L l(

b

k/ Region Specific -Ofﬁce of Nuclear Matenal Safety and Sefeguards / Division of Spent Fuel

h _- Storage and Transportaﬁon (SFST) Lessdns Leamed-Process . - .
Ofr ce of Nuclear Reactor Regulatxon Correctlve Acnon Program (NRR CAP)

_*Office of Nuclear Secumy and ‘Incident Response (NSIR) Ask: Management

-Oﬁ‘ioe of Research'(RES) Feedback Portal

-Regipn_ { Ask Managemient

*Region | Corrective Action Program

“Region Il Ask Management

~Region Il Suggestion Box

«Region IV Ask Management

6
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¢
Since we started our evaluation in October 2009, a number of new programs have been created
;’- and implemented at the Agency and in the offices and regions. The one agency-wide system in
5 use is OpenNRC, which was initially implemented to receive feedback on the Agency’s Open
? Government Plan. The Agency is currently considering the continued use of this system o
promote transparency, participation, and collaboration with Agency stakeholders. Amongt /
office/region-specific systems recently implemented are suggestion boxes in the Office of,
; Enforcement and Office of Administration. In addition, the Office of New Reactors isg
5 planning and design phase for a corrective action program. -
: In developing our report, we excluded statutory processes that are controlled b
.; entities, such as the Office of the Inspector General’s hotline, the National T3
Union Chapter 208 grievance process, and the Employment DiscriminatigmRro
2,2. Methodology : o
i
©I5)
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2.3. Descriptions and use of systerzva-

The following systems were reviewed as part 1S 3
Agency-wide Programs/Systems:
* 2.206 Petition Process: This preghs

e Allegations Prograd
deals with informags®

X__POsitions considered by appropriate office directors and regional administrators.

o Employee Satisfaction Surveys: The purpose of employee satisfaction surveys is to gauge
the employees’ level of satisfaction. Until recently, the NRC performed two types of
employee satisfaction surveys, in alternating years: the NRC Annual Employee Survey and
the Federal Human Capital Survey (FHCS).

¢ Generic Issues Program: This program is responsible for identifying, evaluating, and
resolving generic issues (i.e., regulatory matters that may not be sufficiently addressed by
existing regulations, guidance, or programs). Such a matter may involve the design

9




construction, operation, or decommissioning of several licensees or a class of NRC licensees
or certificate holders.

R LS

e Lessons Learned Program: This program establishes a formal and rigorous process to
ensure correction of significant Agency deficiencies and prevention of major orgamzauonal
problems identified by lessons learned from recurrence.

¢ Non-Concurrence Process (NCP): This process allows employees who choose n
_ concur on any part of a document in which they disagreed to register their conc
attach them to proposed staff positions or other documents to be forwarded wj
as it moves through the management approval chain.

¢ Reactor Oversight Process (ROP) Feedback Program: This progr;
identify issues that need program-level attention and to suggest change
effectiveness or implementation of the ROP. Feedback can addr 5 Coltee
performance indicators, assessment, inspection, the significan®ddepfination process,
enforcement, training, and cross-cutting issues. '

"o Suggestion Program: This program is available to an
possible solutions to work-related issues or processa
suggestion is adopted, the employee is eligible fo ;

)

;3 Office/Region-Specific Programs/Systems: X S’

i ¢ Office of Nuclear Material SafetyapdSafeguards (NMSS)/Division of Spent Fuel

; ‘Storage and Transportation (SFSZFBesSons Learned Process: This process enables SFST
t

EE

- staff to review the work performeR bR fe Division and to improve efficiency and
effectiveness. 9

* Office of Nuclear React%gulation (NRR) Corrective Action Program: This program
provides a process fpf BRR staff and managers to improve NRR work processes by

PR
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| identifying and rg Pwroblems and suggesting possible enhancements to work practices
f * Office of Nyelggr Security and Incident Response (NSIR) Ask Management: This system
k isa forum {or NSMemployees to raise issues and concemns and ask any type of question,

f % related to technical issues, security programs, and the workplace, and to

g rec n answer from management

¥

of Research (RES) Feedback Portal: The purpose of this program is to encourage
S staff to provide suggestions that will enhance RES practices.

¥gion I Ask Mahagement: This system gives all Region 1 employees the opportunity to
ask management questions on any matter anonymously and receive an answer from
management.

* Region I Corrective Action Program: This program ensures tracking and completion of
issues in need of corrective actions, as identified in assessments, lessons learned, and other
initiatives for Region 1.

4 10




¢ Region I1 Ask Management: This systefn gives all Region 1I employees the opportunity to
ask management questions of any matter anonymously and receive an answer from

¢ management.
% o Region 111 Suggestion Box: This program gives all Region III employees the opportunitya
A make a suggestion, raise an issue, or ask a question of senior management and receive

response from senior management.

¢ Region IV Ask Management: This system gives all Region Il employees the o e
ask management questions of any matter anonymously and receive an answe
| management.
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3. Issue Resolution Systems at the NRC: Current Situation
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4. Issues and Options for Improvement

4.1. Problems identified
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5. Analysis of Options and Recommendation

5.1. Comparison of Options
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5.2. Recommended Option
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A1. Profiles of Issue Resolution Systems

2.206 Petition Process
System Purpose

Description

This program ensures the public’s health and safety through the prompt and 1horough 4

of any potential problem addressed by a petition filed under 10 CFR 2.206. It prow e
appropriate participation by a petitioner in, and observation by the public of, NRE' T
making activities related to a 10 CFR 2.206 petition. It also ensures effective gom fhaggifation
with the petitioner and other stakeholders on the status of the petition, includ *PTaviding
relevant documents and notification of interactions between the NRC sta 3}7‘ Censee or
certificate holder relevant to the petition. ‘

As stated in Management Directive and Handbook 8.11, “Review e sg#for 10 CFR 2.206
Petitions™ (MD 8.11), the objective of the 2.206 Petition Processy§: ¥

- e To ensure the public health and safety through the pro " -’. thoi'ough evaluation of any
potential problem addressed by a petition filed undga ) .206.
¢ To provide for appropnate participation by a petition and observation by the public of,

NRC’s decision-making activities related to %P CFR® 206 petition.

o To ensure the effective communication wji ﬁ\e.pgtitioner and other stakeholders on the
status of the petition, including providigg reléwant documents and notification of interactions
between the NRC staff and a lice ;,?'- degdificate holder relevant to the petition.

System users ﬁ
Any member of the public ma 8 2.206 petition to request that the Commission take
enforcement-related action.

How/where purposeg
How to submit a 2. 208ay
NRC section, unde tWe Regulate, under Enforcement, under Public Involvement, and under

Petition the NBE 19 1o an Enforcement Action. More information on the petition process may

MR C brochure, "Public Petition Process" (NUREG/BR-0200) and in MD 8.11

% redundant systems

tbare are other ways for the public to report or request NRC action on nuclear health and
diconcerns, including the Allegations Program, the Incident Response Program, and the OIG
Hduline, the 2.206 Petition Process is distinct in that a request for enforcement-related action by
the Commission is submitted. This distinction and the criteria for reviewing petitions under the
2.206 Petition Process are defined in MD 8.11.

The program reported that there are no similar or redundant systems. However, there is overlap
between this program and the Allegations Program, If the submitter desires anonymity, the NRC
would review the safety concern under the Allegations Program rather than the 2.206 Petition
Process.
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"As stated in MD 8.11, it is the policy of the NRC to provi ;

Usage

Number of employees using
The program has received two petitions from an NRC employee. Employees may use the 4
program since they are also members of the public. Twenty to 25 petitions are submitted £
annually by approximately 7-8 petitioners.

Number of times used
Three years ago, the program received approximately 12 petitions a year The :

annually by approximately 7-8 petitioners.

Policies and Procedures

Descriptions of policies and procedures

' _ enforcement-related action will be rev' ’ Mmeans other than the 10 CFR 2.206 process.

.a%igns it to the director of the appropnate office for
% ptoming petition is sent to the office and copies of the
General Counsel and to the Agency 2.206 Coordinator. The
gstor’s written decision addressing the issues raised in the
psei: grant, partially grant, or deny the petition. The Commission may
Wthe director’s decision within 25 days of the date of the decision,

6 died for a routine update in September 201 1. More information on the petmon process may
also be found in the NRC brochure, "Public Petition Process" (NUREG/BR-0200). Information
on the procedures is also provided on the NRC public web site.

Safety and security significance

Petitions are handled in parallel so it is not an issue. If a petitioner requests immediate action
(e.g., to shut down the plant immediately), the Petition Review Board meets internally within one
week to determine if there is an immediate safety concern which warrants an immediate

shutdown.

38




BT L ey

LRI

RN

a1

s bt o

g
ik
i

Privacy
The 2.206 Petition Process is an open process. The program obtains the petitioner's consent. If

.the petitioner desires anonymity, he or she is referred to the Allegations Program. Privacy has

not been raised as a concern. The NRC publishes a notice in the Federal Register when it accepts
a 10 CFR 2.206 petition for review and again when the Director issues a decision. In additi
Monthly Status Report of Petitions Under Review are published at this web site.

Customer Service and Support

How customer service /support is prowded

also provide assistance to help clarify a potential petition so that the weble to better
understand the issues of concern. Instructions on what to do befop®¥aDxgj#fing a 2.206 petition
and how to submit a 2.206 petition are available on the NRC g .‘- wgb site. Contact
information for the Petition Manager is also pubhshed on i»"  Public web site.

d throughout the petition process,
nunmes to supplemem information

if requested by the petitioner.

K5}
~ 7
Impact on Agency ; 25
Average time fronpeigS¥e raised to resolved and communicated
Program acceptancé ning takes 30 days. However, the program sometimes has to request an

extension beca 2
to resolve

¢ in the petition is accepted for revnew the program has 120 days to issue the director’s
hich includes the resolution.

Fesolution is communicated

e request satisfies the criteria for review as a 2.206 petition, the petitioner receives an
acknowledgment letter. Within a reasonable time thereafter, the responsible office Director
issues a "Director's decision” that either grants the requested action in whole or in part or denies
the request and provides the reasoning for that decision. If the request is not accepted for review
as a 2.206 petition, the petitioner is also notified. The request is treated as regular
correspondence and the requestor receives a response to any concems.

The Director's decision is filed with the Office of the Secretary. Within 25 days after the date of
a Director's decision, the Commission may decide to review that decision. However, no petition
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 Petitions are published on the NRC public web site.

or other request for Commission review of a Director's decision will be entertained by the
Commission,

The NRC publishes a notice in the Federal Register when it receives a 2.206 petition and again
when the Director's decision is issued. :

How implementation of resolution is tracked

How lessons learned are generated from issues and resolution

How lessons learned are disseminated _ ‘
Not applicable. ‘ . )
A

©)5)

40




AT

T ST 1

ey
PR AR

FEGEREL LR

oy

R R T

 the program so they receive better suggesuons

. The Suggestion Program is available

Agency Suggestion Program
System Purpose

Description ' '
The Suggestion Program (SP) is intended to recognize and reward employees, either individi 16
or collectively, for suggestions that directly contribute to productivity, economy, or efficigfs or

that directly increase effectiveness in carrying out NRC or Government programs. Initjeh
intent of the program was to promote technical suggestions for the Agency’s prograpiXase
improve efficiency. The program has evolved to deal primarily with suggestions $g A1
business processes that are mainly administrative in nature (e.g., suggesting dowb]}
pnntmg and hand sanitizer). The program does not receive many techmcal SUg@eSH
Agency’s programs. "

Program management recognizes the need for program improvemeny. Plahg @t improvement
include developing a clear and narrow definition of the program jpesiae the purpose more
specific and defining how the reward is calculated. Program manggenignt wants to better define

ae#luman Resources Operations -

The program is currently managed by the Associate Dirgct fa
R). The Administrative Assistant

and Policy (ADHROP) in the Office of Human Resou{oes §
(AA) for the Associate Director serves as the Suggestiok] b
tasked with developing a plan for program impr s

System users

1O

The purpose is described in Maag} 4@» t Directive 10.72 Handbook Part IV (F) for Incentive
Awards (MD 10.72). On the ¥R Jlor™page on the NRC Intranet, there is only a link to MD
10.72 - Incentive Awardgundenpay, Awards & Incentives. There is no mention of “Suggestion
Program” or a programglegkfi ) i
can be found in InFemeg®ut the only way employees would know about the availability and

6 has been tasked with writing a definition/mission statement for the program

The SP Coordig
edages for submission, evaluation, and compensation of suggestions.

as well as

kernative systems

s programs such as the Region III Suggestion Box and FSME Suggestion Box;
¥er, this is the only program that offers monetary rewards based on the cost savings of the
ug estion

Usage

Number of employees using
The number of employees using the system is not tracked. Only the number of suggestion forms
submitted is tracked. There have been cases where the same person submitted six suggestions.
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Number of times used

‘There were approximately 40 total suggestions in FY 2009, some of which were duplicates. For
, example, there were five similar suggestions regarding the shuttle bus and 10 suggestions for

4 hand sanitizer. Of the 40 total, 18 were unique suggestions.

In FY 2009, two suggestions received awards. One of the awards was for recommending doeble”
sided printing and copying. This suggestion was submitted jointly by three employees andi #
adopted by their office. In FY 2008, one suggestion received an award for suggesting g St
grant program be automated to enable colleges to submit their grant applications onlgd¥ih
suggestion and award represent the desired purpose of the Suggestion Program. "\

Policies and Procedures

Descriptions of policies and procedures v
As stated in MD 10.72, supervisors should encourage and assist iff the degtlopment and-
preparation of their employees' suggestions. However, suggestm¥ ma¥ be submitted directly to

submitted on NRC Form 363, "Employee Suggestion."
following information:

*» The idea or proposal and its rélationship to exf®tiig pi¥Ctice or procedure, if any.
» How it will work in sufficient detail to perlyK

e The benefits that will'accrue to the GoVinmetit if it is adopted.
Cash awards are given for officially 4 ggestions. '
The process for handling sugge; g-r@- is summarnized below:

o The employee submits a piy

-~ -Coordinator.
o The SP Coordingee MentiTies the appropriate evaluator and sends the suggestion to the
evaluator for g\ . The employee is copied on the cover letter to the Evaluator.

wEompletes NRC Form 364, “Evaluation of Suggestion,” and returns it to the
4t%g within 45 days. If the evaluator recommends that the suggestion be adopted,
- a prdpoxd award amount is included in the evaluation. Also included is a SF 52, “Request
Pi¥sonhel Action.”

8P Coordinator reviews the evaluation. If the Evaluator does not recommend adoption,
*% SP Coordinator sends a letter and a copy of evaluation to the employee to inform him or
“her of the decision, expresses gratitude for the suggestion, and encourages future suggestions.
_ If the Evaluator recommends adoption, the SP Coordinator sends it to the Associate Director
4 or the Deputy Director of ADHROP for review. and approval.

The Associate Director or the De-p\ity Director of ADHROP reviews the suggestion and the
evaluation to assess the impact of adoption and approves the award amount and adoption.

» Upon approval, the SP Coordinator notifies the employee of the decision to adopt the
suggestion and the award amount.
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e The employee is not involved in the evaluation of the suggestion. This process is performed
independently.
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How and where policies and procedures are documented
The policies and procedures for SP are documented in MD 10.72. However, the MD is not
specific enough and needs to be improved. As noted earlier, the SP Coordinator has been t
with writing the procedures for submission, evaluation, and compensation of suggestlon
of the program improvement efforts.
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p Y ' g any suggestion any differently. Suggestnons are generally handled as they come
éa -day target for review.

RS

Sughestions are not submitted anonymously. The employee suggestion form requires the
employee to provide his/her name which is necessary to make an award. Employees have not
raised concerns about privacy.

The program is considering making the evaluation phase anonymous, so that both the identities
of the employee making the suggestion and the Evaluator are not revealed.

43




" unclear.

Cust_omer Service and Support

How customer service/support is provided
Customer service and support are not provided.

Quality of chstomer service /support
Not applicable. -

Impact on Agency

Average time from issue raised to resolved and communicated >N
The target evaluation time is 45 days. However, the target is never met. TH®%gtiggated evaluation
time is 3 months for suggestions that are not adopted and 6 months if adej ;

How resolution is communicated

(b}5)
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-members of the public, and nuclear workers.

Allegations Program
System Purpose

Description.
The Allegations Program is a forum for the public to raise concerns about licensed facilities. Thé
program deals with concerns associated with NRC requirements and wrongdoing by indiv :

or organizations that are licensed by the NRC, applicants for licenses, licensee contractosy 0%, #
vendors, and employees of any of the above. , l .

The purpose of the program is to ensure that these issues regarding requirements g7
that are brought to the NRC receive adequate follow up. The program must alg
people who bring forth the issues receive proper communication and have {je

adequately resolved. ‘,‘

System users .
The Allegations Program is available to any individual or organizfition thaf wishes to report an
gee, Sych As public interest groups,

The program is not intended for NRC employees with S
Wrongdoing Concern when the program is used as a pi%g
has identified licensee wrongdoings (e.g., an insp@™for thi¥ks fire watch documents are falsified). .
If there is enough information, the Office of tigafjons (OI) investigates it. If the wrongdoing

can be substantiated, then it goes through the ent process with the licensee. It would be

categorized in the Allegations Program for¥xackink purposes only during the investigation stage.

Employees andicdatra

and a link t# the N
homepa der the Employee Concerns section, under Differing Views.

Number of employees using '

The distribution of source categories remained consistent between CY 2004 and CY 2008. The
primary sources of allegations continue to be employees of licensees (or former employees) and
contractors (or former contractors).
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_ -Policies and Procedures

" Descriptions of policies a

Number of times used

The program answers approximately 600 allegations a year. In each of these allegations, there
are two to three concerns on average. As reported in the Annual Trends Report for 2008,
approximately 600 allegations were reported in CY 2008. There was a slight declining trend in
the total number of allegations recewcd by NRC from CY 2004 through CY 2007. In CY 2098

facilities and one fuel cycle facility. The increases do not appear to be the result of agg %
industry issue or other external factor as the reasons for the increases in allegatiogs at Wese
facilities were plant specific and varied (e.g., significant outage activity, consjpestidq ag

increase). Twenty percent of the allegations received ipfR
more concerns and 10% included six or more conce
terms of allegation concerns coming from partic i
from an event as the allegations containing highet
individual reactor and materials facilities.

Each region and the two lic

‘Coordinator to coordin view and resolution of safety concerns reported to the NRC. If any

NRC employee receiyg

fitact information; howevcr the alleger is not required to provide this data. An ARR is
always completed. ARRs are also completed by NRC staff members when wrongdoing is
suspected.

o [f the alleger’s contact information is provided, the Allegation Coordinator (AC) sends an
acknowledgement letter to the alleger, which confirms receipt of and describes the NRC's
understanding of the concern. The AC may also send a status update to the alleger if the
process takes longer than what is deemed normal.
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o The Allegations Review Board (ARB) reviews the allegation concerns, determines the
safety/security significance and prioritization of resolution, and decides what action is
required, including inspections, investigation, a request for additional information from
alleger, a Request for Information (RFI) from the licensee, etc. The ARB completes an - /
Allegation Disposition Record which lays out how the issue is to be resolved. The ARB
includes a Division Director (SES-level), a Branch Chief, a Team Lead for '
Allegations/Enforcement Staff, a Director of Office of Investigations, a Regional (4
and pertinent allegation and technical staff. D

dokutmented in MD 8.8 and Allegation

Policies and procedures for the Ailegations Program & &)
sternal staff. Each region and action

Guidance Memos (AGMs), which are interim guidane

immediately contacts the licensee,s Sts that they investi gate the matter and take promp’t
corrective action. The ARB dejesgiiges f
which is noted on the Allegat fffs 1sposmon Record, and prioritizes issue resolution.

Privacy :
The Allegations Progagg®frovides anonymity to allegers. The program recognizes that nuclear

gemally release that information, unless if the alleger releases his or her identity publicly. If the

er’s identity is already in the public domain, the program will contact the alleger to ask if
the Agency can consider him or her a public alleger, and then in that case the program will
acknowledge that individual’s identity if asked.

The program is not a Privacy Act system. Files and databases are all identified by numbers,
without any names. Any files containing an alleger’s identity are under the control of the
Allegation Coordinator, who controls access to that information. Additionally, the names o_f
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‘harassment and intimidation, the NRC discloses the alleger’s identity during an NRC

' How customer service/support is provided

~ member, calling the NRC's Safety]

. allegation process. If anyong 2

individuals generally are not used during the ARB meetings. NRC employees who receive the

" names of the allegers are advised of the importance of protecting those individuals’ identities.

As stated in MD 8.8, for allegations involving wrongdoing, the individual’s identity may be
disclosed at the NRC’s discretion in order to pursue the investigation. For allegations of

investigation if the alleger asserts he or she is the victim of discrimination. Therefore, t}
normally does not investigate these cases if the alleger requests that his or her name b¢kel
confidential or the alleger refuses to disclose his or her identity. ‘

The program believes allegers are very concerned about their privacy. Being gashi ower can
be very challenging. By the time the issue is brought to the federal governmeRift
very aware of the issues, the people involved, and their discontent. The liext
know who the alleger is but the NRC will never reveal the alleger’s idep®

Customer Service and Support

The Allegations Staff provide customer service throughlif W

acknowledgement letter, the status update letter 9»"“ eces ¥ry), the closure letter, and calls for
additional information (lf ncccssary)

may r_epon safety concerns directly R @ by dlscussmg the i issues with an NRC staff

ATV ) oversees the mtegnty and implementation of the NRC
dssatisfied with the allegation process or answers provided by

the Allegation Coordinm “can contact the AAA by calling 1-800-368-5642.

(0)(5)

S the first 30 days, the issue is discussed and the program develops a plan of action, The
sncy is successful in meeting its timeliness goals. The targets for closing technical, non-
wrongdoing allegations that do not require immediate action are:

s  90% of the allegations in 150 days;
¢ 95% of the allegations in 180 days; and
e 100% of the allegations in 360 days.

Complex safety concerns may require more time to resolve.
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_ Other targets include:
¢ 90% of acknowledgement letters are sent within 30 days of receipt.

¢ 100% of acknowledgement letters are sent within 45 days.

» 100% of initial ARBs are convened within 30 days of receipt.

How resolution is communicated
The Allegation Coordinator sends a closure letter to the alieger to inform the mdmg _
4

actions taken, if any. A notice of violation is sent to the licensee if any violation ified.

In general, this information is not released publicly if the issue is not substan .. es not

involve a violation. (However, findings of Ol investigations are released, whet€r shbstantiated

or not.) If this is a high visibility case, information may be released as ap ,: e.g., Peach

Bottom). The identity of the alleger will not be released unless that mdl Rualss a public alleger

who has agreed to have his or her identity disclosed by the NRC. ,

As stated in MD 8.8, the NRC tries to send an initial respanse fo Re cgncern and describes the
 NRC’s understanding of the concern. Following the comple (e Minspection or receipt of a

idwal who submitted the concern.

: steps in the process (e.g., when to sen v edgement letter, when to send a RF1, when to
perform an inspection, when to cond vestxgauon) If a violation is issued to the licensee
implementation of corrective a cked through the inspection program, not the

Allegations Program

How lessons learne A4

Most allegations do notOe . .
; 'c ic lessons learned could be generated and shared at the counterpart

(bX5)
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Differing Professional Opinions Program
System Purpose

Description
The Differing Professional Opinions (DPO) Program is a formal process that allows employges-
and contractors to have their differing views on established, mission-related issues consid
the highest level managers in their organizations (i.e., Office Directors [ODs] and Reg
* Administrators [RAs)). The process also provides managers with an independent, théspoes

The program was described as a tool of “last resort.” Because the DPO praags®”
intensive and is only applicable for established positions, the program e ”'@f
importance of discussing any issues early and informally, before decisionSazer

As stated in Management Directive and Handbook 10.159, “The 5] - fiering Professional
Opinions Program” (MD 10.159), the objective of the DPO PragrQm ig

“e To foster informal discussions with peers and supervise SO0 sues involving professional
judgments that may differ from a currently held vi #,3- acuce,

¢ To establish a formal process for expressing differingpedfessional opinions (DPOs)
concerning issues directly related to the missforf of NRC.

* To ensure the full consideration and promp Kiwetition of DPOs by affording an
- independent, impartial review by kngyhdgegdie personnel.

¢ To ensure that all employees havg ) ortunity to express DPOs in good faith, have their
views heard and considered by IYK§, t¥inagement, and be kept fully informed of the status of
- milestones throughout the ,‘) '

* To protect employees ffom refaliation in any form for expressing a differing opinion.
o To rebognize submiNc#w&DPOs when their DPOs have resulted in significant contributions

to the mission y"

Bency.
s To providedOrafeney-wide oversight and monitoring, to ensure that implementation of these

procedyyes M omplishes the stated objectives, and to recommend appropriate changes when
requipéy *

The purpose of the DPO Program is addressed in MD 10.159. A description of the DPO Program
can also be found on the NRC public web site in the Abour NRC section, under Our Values, and
under the safety culture component for Open, Collaborative Work Environment.

Information on the DPO Program can also be found on the NRC Intranet on the Open,
Collaborative Work Environment homepage. EDO published materials, including periodic
communications to staff, also contain program information. The Office of Enforcement (OE)
also does outreach to NRC employees to inform them of the DPO Program, including requesting
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to be on the agenda of all-hands meetings at the office, division, and branch levels. The DPO
Program is also included in HR training, : '

Similar or redundant systems
No similar or redundant systems to the DPO Program were identified.

Usage

Number of employees usihg

Number of times used £
Eighteen DPOs have been submitted since 2004. Of these, one was withdgasg) vefgre a decision
was issued and nine were appealed. : o

Policies and Procedures

Descriptions of policies and procedures.
As stated in MD 10.159, it is the policy of the NRC to mai
. encourages employees to make known their best profe afyudgments even though they may
differ from the prevailing staff view; may disagree wif % agement decision or policy
position; or may take issue with a proposed or esf8Ptished*Agency practice involving technical,
legal, or policy issues. :

The DPO Program exists as a formal procegsthatgll NRC employees and contractors can use to
: Woris considered by appropriate office directors and
regional administrators. A DPO can ¢g¥ road range of concerns provided the opinion is
related to the Agency’s mission ang 16 ¥pe¥trategic goals that support the mission (i.e., safety,
oS, yndaagement). The DPO Program emphasizes the importance
#he employee and his or her immediate supervisory management
as a possible means of regyuti '

If an informal resolyseg X unsuccessful, an employee can then file a formal DPO with the DPO
Program Manage; %
e DRSS assigned to the OD or the RA responsible for overseeing the concemn
O. To review the DPO, the OD or the RA normally establishes a three-person
ifigwiedgéable employees who have not been involved with the issue. The employee
itté§.the DPO may nominate one member of the panel, The panel provides its
1ch g and recommendations in a report to the OD or the RA, and the OD or the RA
‘- wertly issues a DPO Decision to the submitter.
Mbe submitter does not believe the DPO Decision adequately addressed the concerns, he or she
/ may submit a DPO Appeal to the EDO (or the Commission, depending on to whom the
< individual reports) through the DPOPM.

How and where policies and procedures are documented
MD 10.159 provides procedures for the expression, monitoring, and disposition of DPOs and
appeals. ' :
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Safety and security significance
MD 10.159 requires that the DPOPM advise the appropriate levels of management to take action,
and informs the Commission and EDO, as appropriate, regarding submittals that appear to be of
immediate public health and safety significance.

Experts on the panel consider the safety/security significance of the DPO; however, by the i ¢
an issue gets to the DPO Program, management typically would have already addressed tieg#” .
safety/security significance. NRC employees are required to identity issues of safety/ $ ty?

significance as part of their jobs. The OD or RA decides on the prioritization of rescigi®{n bd
on the safety/security significance. The panel recommends action to the OD or RAWWIY

Privacy

_employee may submlt an unsigned DPO to an NRC managc _ mployee prefers, 1o the

DPOPM, who agrees to act as a surrogate submitter. Jusu‘ (hple goAsons why the employee

r;:pons received by that manager co !fw d sposition or resolution of the DPO issues. Public

) 5- ntet will be redacted to protect the employee's

confidentiality .
Anonymously submitted DP Q not covered by the provisions of MD 10.159 and may be
referred to the Ofﬁce ofd stxga ons, the Office of the Inspector General, or the Agency

¥magers and supervisors are strongly cautioned against giving the appearance of taking
retaliatory actions against employees who submit DPOs. Any NRC employee who retaliates
against another employee for submitting or supporting a DPO is subject to disciplinary action in
accordance with MD 10.99, “Discipline, Adverse Actions, and Separations.” This restriction
applies to retaliatory actions as defined in MD 10.99 and to all prohibited personnel practices

- specified in the Civil Service Reform Act of 1978, as amended. Employees who allege that

retaliatory actions have been taken because of their submittal or support of a DPO may seek
redress through the negotiated grievance procedure or through the grievance procedure described
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- submitter can request that the records be treated as non-publ (o

in MD 10.101, “Employee Grievances and Appeals of Adverse Actions,” or through other.
avenues available to Federal Government employees, as appropriate.

Although the program reported that it has not received any employee concerns regarding privacy,
the NRC 2009 Safety Culture and Climate Survey results show that there are some employee /
concerns regarding retaliation in using systems such as the DPO Program or expressinga #
differing view. The survey reports that many interview and focus group respondents feel thai#
employees are submitting more Non-Concurrences than DPOs because employees pe ,gt‘ the
submitting a DPO could alter an employee’s career at the NRC. The survey also repsgM¢hal*with
regard to these programs, the employees would like less focus on process and forgg 4 ore
focus on how the NRC can have an open and cooperative work environment. £ F

The applicable OD or RA’s organization is responsible for record-keeping
DPO. All DPO forms and other records created to document DPOs are o E
and are retained in ADAMS or another record retention system. DPOypécor®%re not declared as
official Agency records until the DPO process is complete which£2 either after 2 DPO

Decision is issued or a DPO Appeal Decision is issued. Once thg

0

does not want the records made public, that person’s priyackisqeétected because the records are
limited to the EDO and the DPOPM. If the individual gaf %ilfe records made public, the records

Customer Service and Support

How customer service/support is pig
The DPOPM provides customer serviégs

Agency expert and is available fa @ employee questions about the program and other ways
to pursue concerns. The DPO a Iso"provides advice and guidance to all parties involved in the
DPO process (i.¢., the subggj

As stated in MD 10.15 "/ msponse to the employee’s request for assistance in preparing DPO
statements, the suby !
officials, will d Rine she amount of the employee's work time and administrative support to

y /stify efore a licensing board or a presiding officer, the employee may receive,
(est¥gssistance from the Office of the General Counsel (OGC) to prepare testimony or
nents to be filed with the board. Such assistance will be solely for the purpose of
iert the filing of the necessary documents and will not constitute legal representation of
bnloyee by the OGC staff. '

®)5)
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Impact on Agency

Average. time from issue raised to resolved and communicated

MD 10.159 requires that all routine DPO cases should be completed within 60 days of
acceptance of the issue as a DPO, and all complex cases should be completed within 120 days.
This timeliness goal was revised by the EDO in 2006 to 130-190 days. This timeframe ma ‘6
be extended with the approval of the EDO, or the Commission for employees reporting jQ Phe
Chairman or the Commission, through the DPOPM. .

How resolution is communicated
As stated in MD 10.159, typically within 8 calendar days of receipt, the DPO
memorandum to the filer (with a copy to the appropriate OD or RA) indicgtip#
either been rejected or accepted for action. The decision to reject a DPO %
The justification for the action taken will be stated in the memorandym.”

Generally within 8 calendar days afier receipt of the DPO from t
or RA will select the members of the ad hoc panel. Generally within 8 Balendar days of the
issuance of the panel memorandum, the panel chair will sch
submitter to discuss the scope of the issue(s). After this g
schedule of milestones for the completion of the reviey
be sent to the filer, the OD or the RA for the DPO apd 1

He panel will develop a
PO. Copies of this schedule will
OPM Any changes in the

pactef with the filer. At his or her option, the OD or
the RA may retum the report to the 3 ’w specxﬁc comments (e.g., revise for clarification or

DPOPM. _
The OD or the RA #I his or her decision to the DPO filer generally within 10 calendar
days of the acceptanige offthe final panel report. Copies of the decision memorandum will be sent

to the ﬁler, thedlos Gnagement, the OD or the RA for the DPO, the DPOPM, and any
pOrge izatlons tasked with follow V-up actions or 1mplcmentatlons If the submitter

3w implementation of resolution is tracked

The DPOPM tracks follow-up actions and final implementation of decisions resulting from the
DPO process and is responsible for keeping all parties informed about such actions. If follow-up
items or additional information needs are recommended by the panel and agreed to by the OD or
the RA, completion dates for those actions should be established and communicated to the
submitter or, in the event of a confidential submittal, to the manager who forwarded the DPO or
to the DPOPM. In establishing completion dates, consideration should be given to the safety
significance of the issue, the age of the issue, and the priority of other work in the office. If the
schedule for the follow-up items is not met, the reason for the delay and a revised schedule for
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completion of the action(s) will be communicated to the submitter or, in the event of a .
confidential submittal, to the manager who forwarded the DPO, and reported to the Chairman for
employees in offices reporting directly to the Commission, or to the applicable Deputy Executive
Director for Operations (DEDO) for employees in offices reporting directly to the EDO.

If recommendations are issued, the OD or the RA tasks someone 10 be responsible for
implementing those recommendations, which are then tracked in the implementing office’§
control system. The OE maintains records that recommendations were issued but the 04} Oeses
not track their implementation. 3 -
for the
§ or process

How lessons learned are generated from issues and resolution ,
The panel provides a report which may identify recommendations and/or lességs

OD or the RA to consider for implementation. The DPO may highlight @,n 3
How lessons learned are disseminated

improvement issues.
A summary of the final decision is made public after it is rcv‘i,w}" for) acy and sensitivity.

{b){5)
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Employee Satisfaction Surveys

System Purpose

Description

The purpose of employee satisfaction surveys is to gauge the employees’ level of satisfactiop.
Until recently, the NRC performed two types of employee satisfaction surveys: 1) The NRE
Annual Employee Survey and 2) the Federal Human Capital Survey (FHCS), in alterngs
years. To meet the annual requirement that all Federal agencies survey their employgé
measure employee satisfaction and Agency performance, NRC conducted the N
Employee Survey to help identify and improve programs and processes that agast
FHCS is a tool administered by the Office of Personnel Management (ORIVINgjoasd
measure employees’ perceptions of whether, and to what extent, conditip @«
successful organizations are present in their agencies. The survey resi{ts pr8¥ide valuable insight
into the challenges Agency leaders face in ensuring that the Fedefs e

~ civilian workforce. The NRC uses the survey results to examjag thanagement practices and

improve the work environment for NRC employees.
Effective March 2010, the OPM changed the name of
Viewpoint Survey (FEVS) and instead of biennially, th
annually. As a result, the NRC will no longer copémtt i

M will administer this survey
wovn NRC Annual Employee Survey.

System users

Both surveys are conducted agency-wide, §e NNC Annual Employee Survey includes full- and
GACS only included full-time, permanent

A=mployee Survey is described on NRC's public web site. The

The purpose of the NRC Ann
purpose of the FHCS ca; d on the OPM’s web site. The Partnership for Public Service
uses data from the FH peduce rankings for “The Best Places to Work in the Federal

Similar or alpgaltve systems
No similager rédwpdant systems were identified. While there are other types of satisfaction

.. surveys €ohducted by the Agency and its offices/regions which are for specific types of services

such as the Payroll Satisfaction Survey, the employee satisfaction surveys are -

{sage

Number of employees using

At the time of this assessment, the most recent survey results available were the 2007 NRC
Annual Employee Survey Results and the 2008 FHCS Results. For the 2007 NRC Annual
Employee Survey, all 3,600 full- and part-time permanent employees of the Agency were
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surveyed and 2,446 responded, for a 68% response rate. For the 2008 FHCS, the NRC had a
response rate of 65%, which is better than the Government-wide response rate of 50%.

Number of times used
An employee satisfaction survey is administered to NRC full-time, permanent employees onge /
year. NRC part-time, permanent employees will no longer be surveyed since the NRC A / A
Employee Survey has been replaced with the annual FEVS, which is administered by they 7%

and only includes full-time, permanent employees. _ "
Policies and Procedures
Descriptions of policies and procedures : -

The objective of employee satisfaction surveys is to measure employee£d tion and Agency

performance. The objective is to use this information to help idengiéy 3gd jmprove programs and
processes that are important to employees, as well as assess the ect: /el fess of its leadership
and management practices.

OPM administers the FHCS and issues the results for eagh’ ¥ and the Government-wide
average. The NRC administers the NRC Annual EmplQy pvey and issues the results with the
assistance of a contractor. The Partnership for Public’S@kyige announces the rankings for *The
Best Places to Work in the Federal Government. pn receipt of the results, the HR/PMDA
Chief responsible for employee satisfaction susy8ys agd his or her team analyze the data,
including identifying the areas in which the ge ) performed well and which require
H improvement. The HR/PMDA Chief p % paltiple briefings on the results and analysis
throughout the year. The HR Office O @ -announces the results to management and
employees. The Chairman may algo ’b §ived with the announcement.

The HR/PMDA Chief reques v:,- ®FM provide the NRC’s Federal Employee Viewpoint
Survey results by office so thatNach off ce can analyze its office-specific results and develop
improvement plans thap4re}s
to provide results byagfre€ fol _
- more. The NRC 20p8 Alpital Employee Survey results were available by office. Each office-
only received Salsor its office specifically. Results by office were not published for other
d compare although the offices could decide to share results with each other,

TR
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? offices to revj
: here policies and procedures are documented
§ es fo the OPM guidelines and the Chief Human Capital Officers Act, which require
] na&igs 16 conduct employee satisfaction surveys. The NRC does not have separate policies and
8| Weectdures documented.
i 7N '
/ Safety and security significance
. / If any of the survey questions related to safety and security come back with poor results, this
& would be identified when the results are analyzed and management would determine the -
® necessary course of action to address these issues.
: Privacy .
5 The OPM issues policies and procedures related to privacy, Survey responses are confidential.
e”é Privacy has not been raised as an employee concern.
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Customer Service and Support

How customer service/support is provided : .
The OPM provided customer service/support for FHCS and will do so for the FEVS. Thed
provides the advertising to encourage employees to respond. In the past, the NRC Aniy
Employee Survey referred employees to the HR/PMDA for.customer service/suppogt.

=

K8

~ satisfaction /
+. according to ti

“perform ear-over-year at the Agency overall and by office in order to gauge the employees

Impact on Agsncy <
te ¢ ~

Average time from issue raised to resolved and communfgated
Issue resolution times vary depcndmg on the type of issue. 1§ ‘g» %15 clear-cut, resolution

" may take 1-2 weeks. If the issue is not clear-cut and HR ~--'-.. 1o javolve offices and different

levels of management and staff to conduct focus groups
There is no specific target for issue resolution.

on may requlre more ume,

How resolution is communicated
Resolution may be achieved and communicate corrective action plans, focus groups,
and senior management meeting groups. Ajg -may work with the Human Capital Council

N 1f in 'ny year a significant issue is identified and a correction action
miaplemented, formal tracking would be performed by HR or the
tyhe of issue. Since the NRC tends to perform well on these employee
\and /5 ranked #1 as the best place to work in the federal government
pé rtnershlp for Public Service, formal tracking of issue resolution and

impleme xa result of the surveys is uncommon. Instead, the Agency tracks its

¥

tion.

How lessons learned are disseminated
Not applicable.

(b)5)
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Generic Issues Program
System Purpose

Description _
The purpose of the Generic Issues Program (GIP) is to resolve significant safety issues tha e
lead to rules changes or back-fits to enhance safety regulation. The program is a sourceny .
information in the knowledge management area. It is closely tied to risk (e.g., what jS{jsmiek

significance of seismic hazard changes for GI-1997?). The program primarily revigws
issues and rarely reviews FSME or NMSS issues. However, sometimes issueg<etiig
program that fall outside the NRC’s area of direct regulatory authority (e.g., saase

probability of dam failures.upstream of nuclear power plants).

As stated in Management Directive and Handbook 6.4, “Generic Issyes f ” (MD 6.4), the
objective of the GIP is: \
o To improve the internal management and review of issug before the NRC from both

edures or rights enforceable
ohgbiaehing or otherwise participating
with respect to Agency determinations regarding Kpénsipgractions (10 CFR 2.105),
rulemaking (10 CFR 2.802), or requesting enfpreénegy (

» To identify a cost-effective solution for a Gegtericissue (GI) and to implement the solution or
a set of solutions for that GI, as appropria ud

» To ensure that the immediate and }amM% “m $afety, safeguards, and regulatory burden
concerns identified as Gls are cleg¥idgntified, documented, tracked, and analyzed and that
corrective actions are effectively itRp®¥r

al offices maintain a coordinated and efficient capability to
: track screen, and assess Gls; impose new or revised

¢ To ensure that program afg
effectively identify, d

46d by or subject to the regulatory Junsdlctlon of NRC and appropnate
= 1gn countnes and mtematnonal organlzatxons are provxded thh current

A greement State staff, the Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards (ACRS), the Advxsory
Committee on Nuclear Waste (ACNW), the Advisory Committee on the Medical Uses of
Isotopes (ACMUI), licensees, certificate holders, industry groups, or the general public, may

propose a GI. The program is predominantly used by NRC employees.

How/where purpose is described

The purpose of the GIP is addressed in MD 6.4. A description of the GIP and its purpose can
also be found on the NRC public web site in the Abour NRC section, under How We Regulate,
and under Generic Issues Program at http://www.nrc.gov/about-nrc/regulatory/gen-issues.html.
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Employees and contractors with access to the NRC Intranet can find a significant amount of
information at http://www.internal.nrc.gov/RES/projects/GIP/index.html.

Similar or redundant systems /
Other offices have programs to deal with issues that are generic (e.g., issues that affect m e -
licensees), which are not a part of the GIP. The term “Generic Issue” within the GIP hagg

specific meaning which is tied to the GIP criteria. -

Usage

Number of employees using
See below.

Number of times used
Nine issues have been submitied since FY 2008.

5. Usually issues are rejected

Issues fail acceptance review when they fail one of the GIR
RgAm is identified that can handle

because of their low risk significance, because an exisifpIRg
the issue, or because the issue needs basic research to Rgderytand its significance. Even for
rejected issues, the GIP provides value by docu ing t¢ evaluation of the issue and referring
the issue to the appropriate regulatory progr; $ for possible actions.

The program has dealt with over 850 issua si T inception.

Descriptions of policies a n’? ottdures .

e piicy of the NRC to have an effective program for the resolution
of GIs that affect licen @ ertificate holders, or other entities regulated by or subject to the
regulatory jurisdictipmQINNRC, as well as regulatory approval processes — for example, the -
design certificatip % andard design approvals, and early site approvals.

23af1bea the GIP process as follows:

Bubmission of proposed generic issue;
& review (2 weeks);

S¥earfing using the seven criteria by the Research and Regulatory Office evaluation (6

"The seven criteria, used to varying degrees during all GIP stages, are:

s Affects public health and safety, the common defense and security, or the environment;

» Generic (i.e., affects two or more facilities or licensees);

» Not readily addressed by other regulatory programs and processes or existing regulations
or industry initiatives; -

Can be resolved by new or revised regulation or policy;

Risk or safety significance can be adequately determined;

The issue is well-defined, discrete, and technical; and

Resolution may involve action by licensees.
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Issues not handled by this program include:

* Addressable by existing initiatives or activities; and

* Requires either long-term research or a scoping study.
o Safety risk assessment (4 months);

+ Regulatory assessment (1-2 years)' and

communicates with the submitter to clarify and confirm understandmg of
provides the submitter with feedback during each stage of the GIP p.o :

How and where policies and procedures are documented)” %
MD 6.4, which was last updated in November 2009, documeptytite pedicy and procedures for

“handling, tracking, and defining the minimum documentatipiwsdciated with the processing of
Gls. Currently, RES Office Instruction TEC-002 is beipasr # per SECY-07-0022. GIP
policies and procedures can also be found on NRC’s pablicweb site in the About Us section,

under How We Regulate, under Generic Issues P
Documents, and at the internal web page. :

Safety and security significance ,
The program uses existing risk tools (@ PRAYI0 dssign safety/security signiﬁcance The
program tries to utilize numerical valyg¢for®
responsible office management mg
of safety or depending on the 2
NRR Office Instruction LIC-03

N f public scrutiny (e.g., NRR makes decisions for [AW

). Otherwise, issues are dealt with as they are submitted. The
process uses a graded a .w the further an issue proceeds (the more it is understood and -
management consensus s Amve oped to prioritize and spend resources), the more resources and

' & T terms of resources to perform technical work, and in terms of

it industy and development of communication tools such as Communication

Plans. The gradyg pproach also allows issues that clearly do not meet the GIP criteria to exit the

' and efficiently.

Sasures. During the initial screening stage, the GI Review Panel assesses whether the candidate
GI has the potential to be classified as an adequate protection, a substantial safety enhancement,
or a reduction in unnecessary regulatory burden issue. The panel documents its recommendation
in its initial screening memorandum which, at a minimum, includes a clear, concise description
of the GI, its safety significance, and information prepared by the submitter. The actual
classification into one of the categories above is made at the technical assessment stage.
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Privacy
The program does not have anonymous submissions. However, on the public web site, concerned
1nd1v1duals can submit issues without providing their names.

: /
" Customer Service and Support z %

How customer service/support is provided
The program will help submitters fill out the Form for Public to Propose a Gener$¢ Isshe
is available on the NRC public web site, and will explain the program to therd, A (R4

representative may also be contacted with questions by submitting an onljagJ® ’@ form, which

G B TR L Y B Ty et Y

e g g i

is also available on the NRC public web site. The program assigns a RE > anager to
each Gl ‘< \
VA
o)5)
Impact on Agency ' {7‘ %

and communicated

AVerage time from issue raised to re :
¢ led to SECY-07-0022 and significant

Cntlcxsms of GIP timeliness inn the 0,. ¥

program changes. These changes haxg " in improved GIP timeliness. That said, it must be
noted that the program is a conse s sWuMding group so the process will continue to be slow.
The process can take anywhe ouple of months to several years dependmg on the issue

JSsuey make it to the later stages of the program and the program
sdifficult issues facing the Agency; therefore. it can be a difficult and
%.build consensus.

. “*Resoluuon of Generic Safety Issues (NUREG -0933) is an online document explaining issues
and their resolution. While NUREG-0933 is a valuable knowledge management tool, it only
provides a limited history on any particular issue or topic because once an issue is closed and
documented as closed in NUREG-0933, NUREG-0933 does not get further updates on that

issue or topic.
» Significant changes are also reported in semi-annual reports to Congress.

e The internal web page is maintained with updated information.
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o Communication plans.

» Public meetings.

How implementation of resolution is tracked
RES collects updated status information from the responsible program manager (who ma{(w
in RES or another office) until actions for the issue are completed. This information i 4) '
in the quarterly GIMCS reports and periodic NUREG-0933 updates. §<\

IP was

How ]essons learned are generated from issues and resolution %
G atid problematic.

The program does not have a specific process for generating lessons learned
revised in 2007, so the program is closely monitoring what works well agd WA
The intent is to revise the program and guidance as they learn,

How lessons learned are disseminated

Lessons learned are not disseminated formally to other orgax}gg
- periodic liaison meetings and gather feedback on the progragy,

translated into program documents such as TEC-002 and

q

' ns/[EgIons. GIP staff have
ation from those events are

bX5)
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NSIR Ask Management
System Purpose

Description _
NSIR Ask Management is a forum for employees to raise issues and concerns. It is a tool .'.
asking any type of question relating to technical issues and workplace. Senior managepsesy

this tool seriously, as evidenced by their review of the questions at the semi-annual ‘-*
retreat and workshops. NSIR management makes every effort to address questiogs w
and to provide resolutions as appropriate. '

System users .
The system is intended for Office of Nuclear Security and Incident Respé
part-time employees. Other NRC employees with access to the NRG
system, submit a question, and view past questions and responses1]

How/where purpose is described _ ;
- There is no formal written definition or purpose described €] ¢ KSIR Ask Management

system. This is intentional so that employees feel free 6 * %y questions. There is a link to Ask
Management on the NSIR homepage on the NRC Intragetl. Blacement of this link is at the top of
the homepage near the Office Director and Depyf§™Direct®t’s photos which makes it easy for an
NSIR employee to find it. NSIR employees axe feprinfed of the system’s availability each time
the Office Director emails the response to a quésidfSubmitted. The questions and answers are
also published in the quarterly/semi-anpualggwsictter, Director 's Corner, which serves as
another reminder of the system’s availq V ¥

 Similar or alternative systemS '}
~ RES, RI, RII, RIII, and RIV k @ ar systems. The RIII system is not online but the purpose

is the same. ,
|
Usage K
Number of e ,'9; yoes using
Since quegdons é&p be submitted anonymously, the number of employees using the system
cannot W€ tfegked.

N %a times used

Thergyweefn was created 2-3 years ago and came out of NSIR’s own initiative. Only a handful of

WsePons were submitted in FY 2009. There have been six questions and answers posted on the
{STR Ask Management site since the beginning of FY 2009.

..:' v

Policies and Procedures

Descriptions of policies and procedures
All questions submitted are answered. It is in NSIR's best interests to resolve issues quickly.
Questions are typically posted “as-is.”

The process for handling questions submitted to the system is summarized below:
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» An employee submits a question.

o The NSIR TA, the Office Director and/or the Deputy Director review the question and
identify the appropriate committee or Division to address it.

¢ The Office Director sends out an interim email to acknowledge that this question has :- e
asked and a response is being developed. ' V% '

e The Committee/Division evaluates the question/issue. This group assessment mgy % ude:

» Employee interviews;

; = Additional data collection;

= [dentification of root cause; and
» Development of report, including findings and recommendationg¥
If the identity of the person who raised the issue is known, then the
involved since that makes the process more effective. "

e The Committee/Division reports their findings and reco
" management, comprised of the Front Office and Divisign*Dire

e For added credibility, the Office Director or
answer through the following communicatiog

= Email from the Office Director to al .
e Intranet; and

* The NSIR Ask Management si " N
* The quarterly/semi-annual nays ;mled Director’s Corner.

How and where policies a ¥Qceflures are documented

Policies and procedures for JBIR Ask Management system are not documented. While there
is a concerted effort to resgond & each question, the process is informal. Questions and answers
are posted to the Ask E ement site on the NSIR homepage on the NRC Intranet. The Office
Director also emaily®¥eh™question and answer to the NSIR employees. The questions and
answers are also pup

&d in the quarterly/semi-annual newsletter, Director's Corner.

TR
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Safety and, sec¥ity significance -

Issues wisafety/Security significance are not brought to this system. These types of issues

ari¥e during policy development and are handled directly through policy development
poups and management. Although employees can raise these types of issues in this

fhat situation has not occurred.

Questions are submitted anonymously unless the employee chooses to reveal his or her identity.
Privacy has not been raised as an employee concern.

Customer Service and Support

How customer service/support is provided
There is no need for customer service. All questions receive immediate responses.
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- How implementation of resolution is tracked -
I

Quality of customer service/support
Not applicable.

impact on Agency

Average time from issue raised to resolved and communicated
Response times vary depending on the nature of the question submitted. Response thp® have not
exceeded 1 month from date of submission. : '

How resolution is communicated
As noted previously, the Office Director or Deputy Director publishes thé
answer through the following communication channels: an email from OX
NSIR employees, the NSIR Ask Management site on the NRC 1n Nt 2
annual newsletter, Director's Corner.

er sustained tracking; rather,
issues are resolved fairly

Questions submitted through NSIR Ask Managemcnt da
the action required is typically a short and concise ef R
quickly.

Not applicable.

b)5)
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' Descrlptmn

-responses from the Region I home page.

Region | Ask Management
System Pumose

The system allows staff to ask management questions. It provides broad 1n51ght across theat
covering topics such as morale issues within the office. It also serves as a communicatigs 89
such as when it was used to inform the staff about the availability of flu shots. .

The system allows employees to make suggestions that are assessed by managemg
adopted. It allows employees to question why procedures are executed a ce AN
prompts management and staff to rethink the processes. At times, the systggo ¥8y Be a venting
tool for staff. 4

System users 5.1
The system is intended for the Region 1 employees who are its p¥ 3" ary wéers. Anyone with
westiQp. ahd view past questions and

How/where purpose is described

reported as being fairly self-explanatory.

Similar or alternative systems
NSIR, RES, RII, RIII, and RIV have sipsiJahgystems. The RIII system is not online but the
purpose is the same. \

cannot be tracked. £

Number of tl%used
Approximately 33 questions have been submitted since 2004. The system was started in 2003,
The nu fihengf responses posted on the Region I Ask Management by year is:

\CY 2007 - 72 total
CY 2006 — 26 total
CY 2005 - 22 total

e CY 2004 - 12 total

Approximately 90% of the questions submitted receive responses Since some questions receive
verbal responses or are duplicates, about 75% of questions receive a written response. Not all
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questions submitted receive a response since some are duplicates and some do not meet the
criteria for a response.

Policies and Procedures

Descriptions of policies and procedures
The process for handling questions submitted to the system is summarized below:

experts knowledgeable in the area to ans
either the RA or the Deputy RA. :

e The TCA emails the question an se to all Region I employees. Questions and

sk Management site and are verbally commumcated

sulimarize a quesuon if necessary. In these cases, the TCA

however the TCA may et g
in the interest of brevity/professionalism, the question has

will include a note stat
~ been edited. ’

4 ux"'p.e and how to use it. Questions and answers are posted to the Reglon I Ask
kgite on the NRC Intranet and are verbally communicated at all-staff meetings in the

scy few questions with safety/security significance are submitted through the system. This

/ system is not considered the appropriate place for these types of questions. If such a question
was received, the TCA would refer it to another system for handling. The system has only
received one question like this in the last 4 years.

Privacy
Most questions are submitted anonymously. Privacy has not been raised as an employee concern.
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Customer Service and Support

How customer service/support is provided
There is not much need to provide customer service. The availability of the system is advertised
at all-staff meetings four times a year. Employees generally demonstrate an understandin'
existence and availability of this system.. )

- Customer service is provided by a response to a question that has been submitted. EgigidTwe ; can

submit a question through the online form or email the TCA directly. «( A}
.

(0)(5)

" The average response time is 5 weeks or 35 days. The targgt

impact on Agency

Average time from issue raised to resolved and comgjuy Thabé(
3()

2 ¥may be able to communicate the
xensitiv€ HR issues), the TCA may need to
img. Some questions require research which

answer in ] hour. If the question is sensitive (e.
coordinate with HQ which increases the respQusg
also increases the response time, \

It was reported that the questions are we
needs to be selective in choosing whick
85-90% of the questions submittad Were 2

How resolution is comaga
The TCA emails the g ‘ :
information on the R®¥on] Ask Management site. The question and its answer is also discussed
at the all-staff mg i

Ceieraction plan would be implemented and tracking would be done in the Region |
Btive Action Program.

How lessons learned are generated from issues and resolution

Lessons learned are not often generated from the Region I Ask Management system. As
mentioned above, if a submission involves a good idea, then Region I may implement the
suggestion. If there is a lesson learned, Region I will conduct a lessons learned review through
the Region I Corrective Action Program. '

How lessons learned are disseminated
Offices/regions can access each other’s system, but they typically do not. Some questions are
specific to the region but some apply across regions. The offices/regions can go into each other’s
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systems and copy answers for similar questions. Although there is potential to share answers for
consistency and efficiency, the offices/regions rarely consult each other on questions and
responses.

®)5)
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Region Il Ask Management
System Purpose

Description
The purpose of the system is to provide another avenue for dialogue for Region II emplo
advance values of an open, collaborative work environment and to continue be the “Bganp
Work™ according to the Pannership for Public Service it is important to have an effe

overly burdensome system that is a time sink.

System users
The system is intended for Region Il employees who are its primary usety
to the NRC Intranet can access the system, submit a question, and v'
responses from the Region II home page.

wone with access
fuestions and

How/where purpose is described £/
ented. The system was
reported as being fairly self-explanatory. There is a li ’u‘f ®elon I Ask Management on the
left side of the Region II homepage on the NRC Intra '1ch makes it easy for a Region ]I
employee to find it. Region Il employees are ro y reMfinded of the system’s availability, its
purpose, and the link on the Intranet. At least _‘%z?omh at the all-hands meetings, questions
and answers are presented and Region II empl6¥ re given a chance to hear and engage in

open dialogue.-

Similar or alternative systems <
NSIR, RES, R], RIIl, and RIV ha'

jld "systems. The RIII system is not online but the
purpose is the same. '

C o B subm:tted anonymously, the number of employees using the system
k Employees may be discouraged from submitting a question if they knew the

“ "f times used
f has been operational for over two years, since the fall of 2007. The number of
yses posted on the Region I1 Ask Management by year is:

e CY 2009 - 32 total (on average about three per month)
¢ CY 2008 - 26 total

All questions and answers since the system’s inception are posted on the Region II Ask
Management site. Most questions are related to corporate support issues, including travel and IT.
In the first two months of 2010, the system experienced a surge in the number of questions
submitted with approximately 10 per month. Typical monthly volume is one to four questions.
The recent increase was due, in part, to weather-related emergency office closure policy and
implementation questions.
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Policies and Procedures

Descriptions of policies and procedures /
All questions submitted are answered. If a duplicate question is received, a response is proyded
pointing to the previous question and answer. Management treats each question as if the "’ _
employee came to the front office to ask the question in person. Each question received 1&tréagéd
with respect to ensure employees feel comfortable with asking questions. ManagemsgtetieiMipts
to answer each question immediately. N S

The process for handling questions submitted to the system is summarized -i’

e An employee submits a question. ' {7
e TheRA, both Deputy RAS, and an IT person receive an email ngficafte that a qguestion has
been submitted. 74 ‘ '
& The Deputy RA reviews the question and decides whethg ,r 3 er directly or refer that

task to the Division Director.

» The Deputy RA or the Division Director drafts a -‘_ %0 the question. If the employee
reveals his or her identity, the Deputy RA ensures tiigg the employee receives a personal
_ response. Management wants the employee § participate and to foster open dialogue, For
' example the Deputy RA may go to the ep¥Rldyees office to discuss the response.

~s The Deputy RA reviews a draft respgrie, If j¥cessary, the Deputy RA may revise that

response or send it back to the Diy ﬂ' P¥ector for revisions,

» The Deputy RA publishes the -@ 4nd answer through the following communication

channels: "O
N/ an ement snte on the NRC Intranet

zumentation does not appear to cause any confusion since employees generally know the
ose of the system and how to use it. Questions and answers are posted to the Region II Ask
Management site on the NRC Intranet and communicated verbally at monthly all-hands meetings
in the region.

Safety and security significance
This system typically does not receive regulatory safety/security issues. Submitted questions tend
to be related to corporate support. Although staff are not precluded from asking about '
safety/security issues, they typically do not use this system to ask such questions. If an
occupational safety question was submitted, the Deputy RA who received the question would
weigh the question to determine the breadth and timing of the response needed. In general,
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" can easily submit another question.

management attempts to answer eabh question fairly quickly. If question is related to physical
security occupancy, the Deputy RA who received the question would treat this type of questnon
with a greater sense of urgency.

Privacy
Most questions are submitted anonymously. Privacy has not been raised as an employeg
The anonymity feature on the system was reported as sound and secure. The leaders ,’Wr
does not try to determine the subm:tter s identity.

Customer Service and Support

How customer service/support is provided

of service. So far, the

system has run without any glitches. If employee encounters4YisSsgg gith the system, he or she

(bX3)

- Impact on Agency @Q‘f
A

Average time from issue raised i and communicated
wit]iy Yy weeks of a question being posted. It can be provided

A response is typically provided
sooner or later, depending on the

an email to the eg j 5 notify that person that a response has been posted. All questions and
fe Region II Ask Management site At least once a month at the all-hands

: 'ﬁcatlon Some questxons require actions for which the resolution is so stralghtforward that .
resolution will be performed in the normal course of business. A minority of questions may
result in a ticketed item that is tracked until closure in Region II’s ticketing system called
Director’s Action File by Fiscal Year (DAFFY). DAFFY is a legacy system which will be
replaced by EDATS.

How lessons learned are generated from issues and resolution

With every question submitted to the system, there is the potential for lessons learned. The
question could be an indicator that management needs to improve communication. Region Il has
not systemized lessons learned into Region I Ask Management. Although management is not
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compelled to create a lessons learned program' just for this system, there is management

question(s) should prompt such a review.

How lessons learned are disseminated
See above.

" incentive to learn from these questions and Region II's leadership team remains mindful when

(b)5)
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Non-Concurrence Process
System Purpose

Description _
The purpose of the Non-Concurrence Process (NCP) is to allow an individual to voice thes” 4
opinion that he or she does not agree with a document, voice concerns on the documenisgi.
express a differing view, in a less formal process (as compared to the Differing Pro_fe NP

performed in relation to some material that requires concurrence.

As stated in Management Directive and Handbook 10.158, “NRC Non-Cgag .
(MD 10.158), the objective of the NCP is:

¢ To promote discussion and consideration of differing views on m&T in the concurrence
process; ; '

¢ To provide a uniform approach to processing nonég

An employee may choose not to CONCUT 0N any pamc

proposed staff posntlons or other documents tog¥estvarded with the position as it moves

through the management approval éhai b dsing®the NCP. The NCP applies to all documents
undergoing concurrence. The NCP aj ap§ gwélly to administrative issues, policy issues, and
technical concerns. i

Non-concurrence is part of the
NCP does not set separate schiy
not requxre independent :

#les for documents involving non-concurrences. The NCP does
son-concurrences are addressed by the individuals normally
ncwrrence.

Applicability :
The NCP is op€n uthor of the document, those on document concurrence, and d(_)cument
reviewers gnd cO&tributors, provided they were assigned by supervisors to perform these roles.

arters and regional employees, except members of boards and advisory committees
RE Commlssmn may non-concur in a document.

RD ot concerns that resulted in the request.

How/where purpose is described

The purpose of the NCP is addressed in MD 10.158. A description of the NCP and its purpose
can be found on the NRC public web site in the About NRC section, under Our Values, and under
the safety culture component for Open, Collaborative Work Environment.

Information on the NCP can also be found on the NRC Intranet on the Open, Collaborative Work
Environment homepage. EDQ’s published materials, including periodic communications to staff,
also contain program information. The OE also conducts outreach to NRC employees to inform
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them of NCP, including requesting to be on the agenda of all-hands meetings at the office,

_ division, and branch levels. NCP is also included in HR training.

Similar or redundant systems

The NCP complements the other mechanisms for raising concerns but is not as broad as
Open Door Policy because the NCP applies only to concerns about documents in concygeh
(e, 1t cannot be used once a document is sxgned out) and may be used only by mdxv'

from the DPO Program because the NCP can be used to challenge posmons ifi d
before a final position is established. The DPO Program applies only to :
longer under staff review and has certain prerequisites and exclusions tha ,@ ot apply to the

NCP. @,

Usage A

Number of employees using

The NCP is implemented within the office responsibl ~
Although NCPs are not tracked formally, the nunabs wefies the NCP has been used can be
'I 0 ,uments Access and Management System

Number of times used N
The NCP has been used approximately" .' es since it was established in November of 2006.

Policies.and Procedures

Descriptions of poli ~_@r nd procedures

: As stated in MD_ l_ AR K is the policy of the NRC to promote dlscussxon and consxderatxon of

discuss differing views as early as possible in the preparation and review of |

] ' uments. Individuals with concerns and those responsible for originating and issuing
= ents including document sponsors and signers, have a responsibility to seek solutions to
cogeerns that might otherwise result in a non-concurrence. Non-concurrence should be necessary
only when informal discussions are unable to resolve an individual’s concerns and the individual
seeks a response through the NCP.

The NCP is a three-part process: 1) the initiation of a non-concurrence; 2) the document
sponsor’s review; and 3) the document signer’s review. The NCP requires use of NRC Form 757
to facilitate the process. Non-concurring mdmduals and those responding to non-concurrences
must use the form.
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The NCP does not include any provisions for anonymity or

How and where policies and procedures are documented

The policies and procedures for the NCP are documented in MD 10.158, which provides
guidance on initiating, documenting, reviewing, processing, withdrawing, and keeping records of
non-concurrences on documents in the review and concurrence process.

Safety and security significance ,
MD 10.158 does not specify the process for assigning safety/security significance. NKC C
‘employees are very much aware of how they need to handle safety/security issues afiq tha
process may or may not go through NCP. All individuals on the concurrence chai,
the TNON-coNcurrence; any safety/security risk would be picked up in the nor ?V g

Privacy

he has disagreed and who
wants to remain unidentified can request that they be ’{' /& Irom concurrence. Consistent with
the NRC’s normal practice of withholding deliberatiy€p

_ . against individuals who non-concur is prohibited and may

result in disciplinary ack@pmimployees who believe that retaliatory actions have been taken

because of their no ;A rrence may seek redress through the negotiated grievance procedure
o (Xllecfive Bargaining Agreement) or through the grievance p'rocedure

[, “Employee Grievances and Appeals of Adverse Actions,” or through

Forms and other records created to document non-concurrences are official Agency

% and are retained in ADAMS or another record retention system. All non-concurrence
wrds, including records of non-concurrences that are subsequently withdrawn, shall normally
be non-public, even if the document they are associated with is publicly available, unless subject
to special requirements. Based on unique licensing requirements, the need to make non-

~ concurrence records associated with the high level waste repository program publicly available is

governed by the provisions of 10 CFR Part 2, Appendix J. Subject to all other requirements
related to the public release of Agency records, non-concurrence records may be made publicly
available at the request of the nonconcurring individual or in response to a Freedom of
Information Act request.
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Customer Service and Support

How customer service/supportis provided
The Differing Views Program Manager (PM) in OE provides customer service and support to /
potential and actual users of the NCP. OE provides training on the NCP through multiple es.
If a specific case is brought to OE’s attention, the PM will educate the employee, the dg
sponsor, and the document signer about the process and their roles and responsibiliti

(bX5)

Impact on Agency

Average time from issue raised to resolved and cgri%p

&8 nkcH tral tracking of NCP usage or the

average time for resolution. MD 10.158 does not establigh # specific time limit for the review of
non-concurrences. The intent is to resolve non-céncurrences as part of the normal document

concurrence process and in accordance with
review of non-concurrcnces shall be comple ore the document is issued. All employees

involved in this process have a respon ' W{g/make the NCP as timely, efficient, and effective

parties _should endeavor to be G inCt in completing NCP forms and related records; only
information which is nege¥ga make or support a decision on a non-concurrence should be

. Notwithstanding e 1ts Yo be prompt, the NCP requires that certain actions occur before a
3 and some documents may be delayed beyond their normal schedules.

1~Concurences in accordance with the requirements of this directive. Non-concurring
Bocument sponsors, and others involved in the non-concurrence process shall not be

portunity individuals have to clearly formulate their concerns is when a document is
&sented to them for review or concurrence.

How resolution is communicated

Pursuant to MD 10.158, at the conclusion of the process (i.e., after the document signer has made
a final decision on the non-concurrence), the document sponsor shall inform the non-concurring
individual and assure that the NCP Form accurately reflects actions taken to address the non-
concurrence and the final status of the non-concurrence (non-concurring individual either
concurs, non-concurs, or withdraws) before declaring the form an official Agency record.
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How implementation of resolution is tracked

Tracking is performed and documented on the NCP Form all along the concurrence process by
individuals on the concurrence chain, which is attached to the document.

How lessons learned are generated from issues and resolution _
Although the NCP does not include centralized formal oversight, the Differing Views

How lessons learned are disseminated

The Differing Views PM has taken action to modify the NCP Form { . A

' performed
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Lessons Learned Program
System Purpgse

Description

The purpose of the Lessons Leamned Program (LLP) is to review the Government Acco
Office (GAO) and Office of Inspector General (OIG) lessons learned reports, and oth
internal documems containing lessons learned items, to see if they are applicable 10 oRcae

the staff. The EDO. assigns lessons learned to a lead office for review.

As stated in Management Directive and Handbook 6.8, “Lessons Le
the objective of the LLP is: '

e To establish a formal and rigorous process to ensure corrgalidy of §ignificant Agency
deficiencies.

¢ To confirm the long-term effectivengsss

v tive action plans, subjecting those plans to formal review and
3 lans have been effective and have not had any unintended
g-action plan must include an explanation of what actions will be
Mo knowledge gained through the identification of a lesson learned to
be. Because deficiencies entered into this program are expected to
Burces to correct, and because the Agency already has many corrective
fsg that function at the office level and below, a high threshold has been

learned, developmg dctaxled 5
approval, and ensunng e

X glons not individuals, submit potential lessons learned to the program.

- /where purpose is described
“The purpose of the LLP is described in MD 6.8 and the Program’s Chaner

Similar or redundant systems
There are lessons learned programs at the office/region level, but no similar or redundant
agency-wide systems were identified.
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* There have been about five issues raised since May 2009. The program is currently

- procedures, and programs. MD 6.8 provides guidance to

Usage .

Number of employees using
SharePoint Enterprise Lessons Learned System (SPELLS) is a repository and tracking _
application for the LLP. The application is not online yet and is not available to the staff 3#%
not been launched. %

Number of times used

Policies and Procedures

Descriptions of policies and procedures o
It is the policy of the NRC to continuously self-evaluate and jmprve Agency processes,
Bisonnel to implement an

agency-wide program that will ensure that knowledge gajptq f significant lessons learned is

o Decide whether to include an item ig tf€ LLP"by utilizing the five threshold criteria listed in
MD 6.8;

g plan*and presents it to the Lessons Learned Qversight Board
»eroval; and

CH| ena to be designated a lessons learned item:

¢ The item has significant organizational, safety, security, emergency preparedness or generic
implications;

» A need exists to institutionalize corrective action for this item because the failure to do so
would reasonably be expected to challenge the ability of the Agency to meet any of the -
strategic outcomes designated in the Strategic Plan; '

or

The corrective action would substantially improve the safety or security of NRC employees;
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* A root cause exists or can be identified; and

s The apparent resolution is actionable.

Privacy
Submissions are made by offices and not individuals.

Customer Service and Support

How customer service /support is provided
The LLPM provides customer service and support. Currently, mdxv1dualﬁ&s(

email the LLPM.[ (oX)

L (bK5} j

(0)5)

R S S S

Imgact on Aggncy

timeliness goals to ensure that:

 Each potential lessons leamned itgrigs
processed as a lessons learned
ifreet’

¥ and tasked for each lessons learned item.

* A lead office is promptly%
- o The Iead ofﬁce compleigs ii¥eview and develops corrective action plans within an

deemed ineffective, the lead office is responsible for correcting the identified issues and
performing another effectiveness review, if necessary.

How lessons learned are generated from issues and resolution

The LLOB makes a determination as to which items constitute a lesson learned by applying the

program'’s threshold criteria (see above for the program’s five criteria).
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ntehtation of the approved corrective action plan according to the schedule identified in the

an. A memorandum from the lead office to the LLOB is required for the closeout of the lessons

learned item. Following implementation of the corrective actions for the lessons learned items,

- the lead office performs an effectiveness review of the corrective actions to confirm that the
completed actions have addressed the root cause(s) of the problem, If the corrective actions are
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How lessons learned are disseminated
Lessons learned are disseminated through SPELLS.
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'NRR Corrective Action Program

System Purpose

Description _
The purpose of the Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation (NRR) Corrective Action Progr
(CAP) is to receive suggestions for improving NRR processes. As stated on the NRR )
on the NRC Intranet, the program provides a process for NRR staff and managers to 1

System users
The system is intended for NRR employees who are ifs primary users. A
NRC Intranet can access the system, submit a Problem Identificatio KFo
and closed items on the NRR CAP site. -

& with access to the
WF), and view open

How/where purpose is described

"The purpose of the NRR CAP is described in the NRR OfRg? " ction ADM-101, Revision |

(ADM-101, Rev. 1), effective March 25, 2005. Prograpftr{owpT
found on the NRC Intranet, on the NRR homepage, oy AP web site.

Similar or redundant systems f %
wsedufidant systems to the NRR CAP. Other

ffice wissues and suggestions There are also agency-
wide programs, such as the Lessons Lg
respons'ible for the Reactor Oversi'g R

) S anonymity to the submitter, the number of employees using the system
; ‘ The program reported that they have not received a NRR CAP email in

Policies and Procedures

Descriptions of policies and procedures

Pursuant to ADM-101, Rev. 1, the policy is to support the Agency’s effectiveness goal through
initiatives that serve to sharpen the Agency’s focus on safety and security and ensure that
available resources are optimally directed toward the NRC’s mission. As a means to achieve the
effectiveness goal, NRR implemented a corrective action program to support NRR's approach
for continual improvements in its work processes and procedures. Specifically, this program
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facilitates identification and correction of problems. This program encourages employees to
recommend process improvements then has them evaluated and implemented as appropriate.

A submitter may be involved in different stages of the process as deemed necessary, including
intake of the issue, meeting(s) thh the CAP Program Coordinator (CAP PC) and/or assi g

the implementation and have an opportunity to ask questions.

How and where policies and procedures are documented
The policies and procedures for the NRR CAP are documented in ADM-101 ReWN,
March 25, 2005. They are up to date and can be found on the NRR CAP site \a*™

Safety and security significance _ _
Upon receipt of a PIF, the NRR CAP PC assigns it to one or more N§; ‘mahizations for
evaluation. The responsible organization assigns the PIF to an ev§ A%
safety/secunty significance of the submitted issue. \

term remedy;

e Long-term actions to prevent recurpentdqf the same or similar problems that resulted in the
PIF or to implement process enhapiamepts _

s No action required ’
The schedule proposed for %pletion of corrective actions or suggested improvements

should consider the signj ce%af the problem, the required resources for resolution, and the
near-term potential for ce.

] ustomer service/support is provided

¢ CAP PC provides status updates to the submitter throughout the process from intake to
closeout. The CAP PC may meet with the submitter to understand the issue. PIFs submitted to
the program are entered and tracked in the PIF tracking system by the CAP PC who is
responsible for the overall implementation and performance monitoring of the NRR CAP. The
CAP PC also responds to employee telephone inquiries and email questions.

The NRR CAP site also provides program information and resources, including online
submission of PIFs, FAQs, Office Instruction, open and closed CAP items, and contact
information for program points of contact. The program offers multiple ways for a PIF to be
submitted, including:
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¢ The NRR on-line PIF system at http:/nrr10.nrc.gov/PIP/welcome.htm;
s An enl'ail to NRR_PIP; and '
g . A paper copy of the PIF or other written description to the NRR CAP PC at mail stop O ;

H21. (Anonymous submissions are allowed with this method.)

(©){5)

Impact on Agency

sue, it can take
anywhere from | day to years to resolve the issue. Generally ™ 18geAs resolved right away or
"another office manages the resolution. ib:

How resolution is communicated \
The assigned manager communicates resolutlon 1g PC who then notifies the submmer

W EER ey

~ and'posted on the NRR CAP s 3512
- specific action included in th&QJ¥F's response plan, thc assigned manager emails the status to the
CAP PC, who updates thesdatablise by entering the implementation date for that action.

How lessons learpes Xe generated from issues and resolution

{0)X5)

(b5
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Region | Corrective Action Program
System Purpose
Description

The current purpose of the Region I Corrective Action Program (CAP) is to ensure identifa€ :
correctrve actions are tracked and completed Reglon Ii is consrdermg expandmg the prog

some issue trendmg analysis. It is cumbersome to use the existing system to J’, ghe
reviews and examine previous issues and responses. 4

System users < .
Management decides what actions go into the Region I CAP. Acly®ns hipga ily originate from
intemal planned assessments. Anyone with access to the NRC ca

are likely Region I managers and supervisors.

How/where purpose is described
The purpose of the Region I CAP is described inAp . 4
Corrective Action Program” (RI 650.2), which ca bejfound on the Region | homepage on the
NRC lntranet Employees can get to the Reg1 S site through the Region I homepage;

yees May not know that program information can be
found there

- Similar or alternative systems,
Region I also has the Region ¥1,cps0ue
program is used less freqentl y Region I staff. It is primarily a knowledge management tool

_ _ _-_they track actions and initiatives. At the division level, these actions
are tracked singflaf Corrective actions but they do not have the same level of prieritization,
- and cogumitment for completion. Region 1 CAP items follow a more formal process,

Number of employees using
This information is not tracked. Management decides what actions are entered in the Region |
CAP. The data is entered by the Deputy RA Secretary or other administrative staff.

There is an electronic form on the Region I CAP site to submit an action for entry into the
system. The electronic form is not restricted so anyone with access to this site could submit an
action.
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Number of times used
: The Region I CAP was started in 2002, In 2009, the Region I CAP had 19 assessments (or other
actwmes) that resulted in 84 corrective actions. In 2008, they had 28 assessments (or other '
activities) that resulted in 138 corrective actions.

Policies and Procedures

Descriptions of pohcxes and procedures

retreat items), as well as assessments or lessons-leamed Teviews Cony
external to the region.

How and where policies and procedures are docume, - _
" The policies and procedures for the Region 1 CAP are dooynwéitcg in RI 650.2, which went into
effect on August 2002 and has not been updated since sy 4 6t

program basically operates as currently documented by
changed,

Safety and security significance
-There are no established criteria for assigning saty/sccunty significance to corrective action

items but management does assess sa significance. The amount of impact on the
Ration. The Region I CAP primarily deals with

actions that are related to orgam ccllence Prioritization of issue resolution based on

safety/secunty sxgmﬁcance 1 d in the assessment from which the corrective action

Prlvacy {
This is not applicalle

éstics some support in terms of entering and updating data in the database. There is limited
support provided on the current corrective action tracking system, which was developed in-
house. The system is an Access database that was described as somewhat cumbersome by the
administrative staff who use it. The Deputy RA Secretary and other administrative staff have
reported having problems with the tracking system.

Currently, there is no owner for this program which is due in part to the way the program is used

by Region 1. When the program was first developed, there was an original owner. It then evolved
to a point where an owner was no longer needed. ®)5)

e
XS
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" the norm.

Quality of customer service/support
Not applicable.

Impact on Agency

Average time from issue raised to resolved and communicated |
Resolution times vary depending on the nature of the issue. A due date i
corrective action. The Region I CAP is a formal process and any ghiabge
involve Deputy RA approval. The program representative reportgd, that's
completed by the due date. There are some cases where actigf¥afe ggélonged but those are not

How resolution is communicated i , _
The program indicated that they could do a better job at\dofumenting the completion of actions.
There is no clear guidance on what is required fér clbseout. The owner of the corrective action is
required to send the Deputy RA Secretary an dgiq] gi4
achied. Then, the Deputy RA Secretary updates the
acue list. Sometimes there is no documentation

completed with supporting documentatiomng
tracking system and the issue comes of
detailing what action was taken. <

Jopkis tracked
"implementation of corrective actions weekly. R1 650.2 requires
am but this has not been done every year. The region willbe -

How implementation of regei
Management tracks and moniQu#

X

re generated from issues and resolution _
prgsémetive was unsure what goes into the Region I Lessons Learned Program.
oking to improve this moving forward.

How Jegsohg learned are disseminated _
; Nas a process for sharing the results of the self-assessments they perform which is how
efrned are disseminated. There is a culture among the regions to share information with
; er and the program offices at NRC headquarters. This information sharing is done

ide of the Region I CAP and is a part of the Region I culture.

(b)5)
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Region lll Suggestion Box
System Purpose

Description
The purpose of the Region 111 Suggestion Box is to serve as another tool for regional empdo
to communicate with senior management, including the RA. In the 1998-1999 timefr . A
Region III undertook a management change initiative to improve the work environg %&v ]

recommendation was adopted.

System users . ;
The system is intended for Region 1 employees. Anyone in the JCepide bu11dmg can submit a
suggestion. A few employees making suggestions provide th‘g;_ a e"but most submissions are

How/where purpose is described

The purpose of the Region III Suggestion Box is not
communicates the purpose verbally at new emp
suggestion boxes have been placed througho
as the lunch rooms, so that employees can eas
and encourages the employees to use
meeting. In 2005, management encoufag
Regron I employees In the past 109X

¥itation and all-staff meetings. Five
gion III facility in high-traffic areas, such
and access them. Regional Counsel reminds
Suggestion Box at the end of each all-staff
) ge in an information notice that was sent to all
fnanagement has sent a couple of reminder notices

Management reported 9 ere re no similar or redundant systems in Region III and that the
Agency has a more fag
online systems. The m tem is not online but the purpose 18 srmllar

ployees using '

ber of times used
The Region Il Suggestion Box was implemented over 10 years ago. Typically, a total of 20-25
submissions are received per year, or four to five per quarter. Management has record of.
submissions on file since 2004.
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. Policies and Procedures

Descriptions of policies and procedures
Management typically responds to all submissions placed in the suggestion boxes. An exceptio
would be personnel-type suggestions or questions that may be inappropriate to share with 41 _
staff. If the submitter’s identity is provided, management may address the issue one-on ~_ i
the submmer and ask ifhe or she still wants the matter addressed at the all-staff mee nf

. Employees complete the suggestion forms and place them in one of @
* The DRMA Secretary checks the locked suggestion boxes for of

‘e The DRMA Director and the Deputy Director review subm i
i i i atwBrovided by DRMA since

senior managers during leadership meetings. Most respofists
most questions/suggestions address corporate issues. Ifihe, ) itter's identity is known and

ineeting.

e The DRMA Director and the Depu JRgctor present submissions and responses to the
Reglonal Counsel for review in gdwip®

Submissions are mostly anonymous Wthh management respects. If the submitter’s identity is
provided, management will ask the person if he or she wants his or her identity disclosed at the
all-staff meeting when the suggestion is being discussed. Privacy has not been raised as an

employee concern.
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Customer Service and Support

How customer service/support is provided
No customer service is provided. The system is fairly maintenance free. The DRMA secretary,
checks the suggestion.box at least monthly and replenishes the blank suggestion forms ase#,,
necessary. The suggestion boxes are locked and the DRMA secretary has the key. Thepgahe

in the Region 111 building; the remaining employees work at the power plants.

Quality of customer service/support
Not applicable.

Impact on Agency

Average time from issue raised to resolved and comipsiila

- Response times are unknown since submissions are not dg{od™

How resolution is communicated

submissions and responses. All-staff meetings : _e held af'least once a quarter but may be
conducted more frequently if necessary. SubmysRjons

Three out of five submissions
suggestions. Infrastructure- ; ggestnons may require implementation. The Dwmon
responsnble for 1mpleme atidng responsible for tracking these issues. If DRMA is responsible,
din the Division leadership meeting every Wednesday.

generated from issues and resolution

H.ow lessons leag _

Not applical:% pa‘learned are not generated.
How les lelrned are disseminated

Not applicatle.

OX)5)
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Region IV Ask Management
System Purpose

Description
The purpose of the Region IV Ask Management system is to provide another avenue of &
communication for employees They have multiple channels of communication but thige

anonymous. The system is a modern day suggestion/complaint box. The system wag 8
be more of a suggestion box and less of a complaint box. Clarification questions g
submitted to the system. .,

System users

‘responses from the Region IV home page.

How/where purpose is described

ed a_n_d_ communicated at these monthly
IV Ask Management site.

tot¥l of 35 questions have been submitted.

Policies and Procedures

Descriptions of policies and procedures

All questions may not be posted if they are duplicates or inappropriate for this forum. A question
is typically posted as submitted, however, it may be reworded to protect anonymity (e.g., remove
any personal identifiers) or to rephrase disparaging comments (e.g., if insulting to an
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organization or another individual). Anyone who has access to the NRC Intranet can view the
questions and answers and submit a question. '

The process for handling questions submitted to the system is summarized below:

¢ An employee submits a question.

o The RA, the Deputy RA, the DRM Director and the Regional Personnel Officer '
email notification that a question has been submitted. All read the question and
will answer.

all questions submitted have been anonymous.

s The Deputy RA reviews all questions and responses and ma
‘necessary. '

- ¢ The person who drafied the response posts the questiqn &b answer to the Ask

Management site,

hands meeting.

How and where policies and proceduresqis<fcumented

Policies and procedures for the Region JVi¢ anagement system are not documented. The
lack of documentation does not'appe' abe¢ any confusion since employees generally know
the purpose of the system and how fus¢ iy Questions and answers are posted to the Region IV
\ anet and verbally communicated at current events

Bs in the region.

Ssted on the Region IV Ask Management site does address some
piieg for the system. When asked whether management will be selective
e posted especially if a question posed could embarrass another

The first question and ay
of the policies and pro#

about the question ¥
individual, manage&menth

“* to assure anonymity. Management will do its best to answer them, however, it should be noted
that there may be some-rare occasions where the subject matter may not be appropriate to answer.

If this occurs, we will be sure to describe why an answer can’t be provided at that time.

Safety and security significance _

Typically, questions with safety/security significance are not submitted to this system. Since this
program’s inception, no safety questions regarding reactors have been submitted to this system.
There may have been questions related to employee work conditions. If a submission is time
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~ and to help with communication. The intent is 10 keep the sysBMs

questiongdD help &

/N

sensitive or urgent in nature, the Deputy RA responsible for the system would make sure a
response is provided immediately.

Privacy

Questions are submitted anonymously. Privacy has not been raised as an employee conceg /
Management does not try to determine who submitted the question. Rather, their focus j '
answering the question.

Customer Service and _Suggort

How customer service/support is provided :
Customer service and support is not provided for the system. If employ 5
with the system, they can submit a trouble ticket to the IT help degk,
for customer service and support. The system is an informal way]

Quality of customer service/support
Not applicable.

Imga’bt_ on Agency

targets for responding. If a concen }8
responsible for the system woyld 2

. equlre action other than the response itself. Most submissions are clanﬁcatlon
prove understanding of policy. If action is required, the executive
or answenng the quesuon wrl] also be also responsible for implementation. Some

. estion to start an Ask IT system resulted in the development of an IT FAQ which was
Cinailed to all Region IV employees.

* A suggestion to post all policy guides in WordPerfect and Adobe PDF on the Reg:on 14Y
- Intranet was also implemented.

- How lessons learned are generated from issues and resolution

The system helps management understand matters that are important to employees. It prompts
management to pay attention to matters that may not be on their radar. For example, one lesson -
learned came from a question regarding the pending office move which let management know
that employees had concerns about this event. This system informs management and allows them
to address the employees’ concerns.
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How lessons learned are disseminated
Questions that are troublesome are shared with the other regions. There is a counterpart meeting/

of all Deputy RAs in the regions which offers a way to coordinate answers to questions
submitted. Since regions have access to each other’s Ask Management systems, they can
copy/paste responses for similar questions. There is less coordination with NRC headq

®)5)
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The system is intended for RES staff who are the primary users. Anyone with 2

- Tesponses.

Similar or redundant systems: .
© NSIR, R, RIL RIII, and RIV have similar systems for gt

T R T T, TS

. Since suggestions can be subry

e Ih

Office of Research Feedback Portal
'sttem Purpose

Descriptlon a

“The purpose of the Office of Research (RES) Feedback Portal is to encourage RES staff g _

provxde suggestxons that will enhance RES practices.

System users

How/where purpose is described

‘The purpose is described on the RES Feedback Portal site. There 2 ) 1k g
bottom of the RES homepage on the NRC Intranet. /@

\ . Agency Suggestion Program that

system is not online but the purpose is the same. Thefgds af
MG “which is different from this program

handles Agency-level issues and has a monetary,
which is meant to deal specifically with office-1¢)

Usage

Number of employeés using . :
MeOangnymously, the number of employees using the system
, dividuals per year are estimated to use this system,

& documented on the RES Feedback Portal state that suggestions should be written
and concisely, focus on a single idea, and be constructive. Suggestions are anonymous
jout the review process and are selected on merits such as efficiency, functionality, and/or
CO% -savmgs. Reviewers will also consider how well suggestions relate to NRC performance
goals. The process is clearly described on the RES Feedback Portal.

How and where policies and procedures are documented
The guidelines and process are documented on the RES Feedback Portal site. There is a link to
this site at the bottom of the RES homepage on the NRC Intranet.
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Safety and security significance
The FPA will review submissions and will refer them to RES management if any safety/security
implications are involved. Safety/security related suggestions are not commeon but those that are
submitted take precedence.

Privacy ,
Anonymity is offered in the web-based submission form. Names are not used on the_ &iay
page that shows suggestions submitted and their responses. Privacy has not been raijeg Y
employee concern. ‘

Customer Service and Support

How customer service/support is provided p
The FPA provides customer service and support based on emails

(OXS)

s
Impact on Agency \QE
i i i sved

and communicated

improved.

How resolution is commynRated

" Submissions and resol £ are communicated on the RES Feedback Portal site. If the

submitter’s name waaP&1ded, the FPA will email the individual to notify him or her to check

hnplcmet' 6n 6 wresolution 1is trackcd‘m the suggestion database which is an MS Access
ation.€Qpen action items are tracked in the same place that suggestions are centrally stored.

Adatiy: M ggestlons do not lend themselves well to general lessons leamned. Any lessons leamed

N/ N
¥Quld be generated on a case-by-case basis.

How lessons learned are disseminated
Lessons learned are not often disseminated. RES management would take this step, if appllcable.

(b)3)
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Reactor Oversight Process Feedback Program
System Purpose

Description s
The Reactor Oversrght Process (ROP) Feedback Program is an internal feedback processdor#
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The NRR Division of Inspection and Regional Support (DIRS) oversees gag el
document, review, and resolve problems, concerns, or difficulties enco ry Y
the NRC’s ROP. The ROP Feedback Coordinator coordinates the r j

Forms.

System users N |
- The ROP Feedback Program can be used by any NRC emg)w€evho has concerns or wishes to
provide feedback regarding the NRC's ROP. The prims(1iscfe<

sites and in the regions. HQ staff also use this prograin

R T AN e,

s
i

How/where purpose is described : :
The purpose is described in the Inspection M3gu] Clapter 0801, “Reactor Oversight Process
Feedback Program” (IMC 0801). IMC 08Q}‘wasyevised July 6, 2010. Employees can also find
program information and resources onAM NR ("
* ROP Digital City oni the NRR homegais¢ an}i on the NRR/DIRS Reactor Inspection Branch
(IRIB) SharePoint site. This pro arso described on the NRC public web site at Nuclear
Reactors, under Operating R [
ROP Program Evaluations

NG AR T NI 40 )

Sy ot nique users _

,Feedback form has the name of the person submitting the change request; however, -
gesm does not track usage by unique individuals. This number could be tallxed by lookmg

svsystem but total is not readily available. :

Ba$ed on a review of the Yearly Activity Query-Received report, 19 individuals submltted forms
in 2009 and 22 in 2008.

Number of times used _

Based on a review of the Yearly Activity Query-Received report, 99 feedback forms were
submitted by 19 individuals in 2009; and 57 feedback forms were submitted by 22 individuals in
2008. This is an average of 5.2 forms per individual in 2009, and 2.6 in 2008. A snapshot look of
the current activity in August 2010 shows there are 149 open feedback forms.
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S

g
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. * Note: Based on interviews with the pf

Policies and Procedures

Descripnons of pohc1es and procedures '
Pursuant to Inspection Manual Chapter (IMC) 0801, it is the NRC’s policy to cncouragc the s
to identify issues that need program-level attention and 1o suggest changes to improve the/,
effectiveness or implementation of the ROP. Although feedback is expected to come .
from staff who implement the Agency's oversight programs, any NRC employee ma
program to make suggestions or recommendations regardmg the ROP,

by the lead reviewers. Documents with approve 2 edbac are published annually. Urgent
feedback is communicated by originator mangg enf -to lead reviewer management and may

comparing the procedures as docunmeg :’ C 0801 and how the process is currently '
perfoxmed including: o

* Any proposed changes t *'. ed TS be addressed in fewer than 90 days are considered hlgh
pnonty and need to hahandid by the respective IMC lead directly or through another

Gk

- o The ROP ila 'oordmator does not coordinate the review of feedback to the ROP with

the NRR Y#

Sa" ety and securlty significance ‘
Prior to July 6, 2010, the originator assigned the priority for response. Accordmg 1o IMC 080}
and the ROP Feedback Form, the priorities were as follows:

* High: perform immediately;
o Medium: <90 days; and

J Low <1 80 days, after consulting wnth the lead reviewer.
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* Customer Service and Support o
. How customer service/support is provided - ‘

However, as mentioned above, only medium and low priority changes were handled by the

program. Any proposed changes that needed to be addressed sooner than within 90 days were -
considered high priority and were either handled by the respective IMC lead dlrectly or through
another program.

After July 6, 2010, the process changed. Urgent feedback is now communicated by origifelif®

Privacy
ROP Feedback Forms are not publlc There is no PII on the forms and they ag
internal use only.” Forms require the originator’s name and supervisor appros
been raised as an employee concern.

The ROP Feedback Coordinator provides customer servm. v
acknowledgement that the form has been received an |
missing on the form that may prevent it from moving f

approval). {"

The ROP Feedback Program Coordinator per

¢ Check the ROP Feedback Progr:
submissions.

ming the ongmator if anything is
. _'d in the process (e.g., supervisor

following process coordination:

inpox frequently for ROP Feedback Form

13210 . e originator to inform him or her that no action has been taken
afefe 3 roval After July 6, 2010’s process update, only forms authorized
y ¥nt to the ROP Feedback Program Inbox.

ed by the originator’s Branch Chief or supervisor, the Coordinator
ess by entenng information from the completed form into the program

- S5¢nd an acknowledgement receipt to the originator, typically within one week of receiving
the complete form,

¢ Once the form is resolved and submitted by the lead reviewer, update the database as either

“closed” or “closed pending change notice.”

¢ Forward the resolved feedback form to its originator, the originator’s supervisor, all regional

coordinators, and the lead reviewer.

o If the resolved form has a document change pending, track the form until it is incorporated

into the program document. The program document is updated on a periodic basis or at least
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annually. Once the inspection procedure or manual chapter is issued, remove the form from
all tracking programs.

After July 6, 2010, all open feedback forms and document timelines for processing are pos
in SharePoint. - /! -

b))

©X3)

N
Impact on Agency \
g to'reSolved and communicated

Average time from issue rai B
_The program reported that cysfert
resolvmg fecdback forms. SoP¥ _ .
¥ do nodt control the offices and staff who are responsible for resolving
cult to meet the timeliness targets. Going forward, the program is

Data for =-i_. Tt resolve a feedback form was not readily available at the time of the
program iy CIyIoY . This figure could be calculated by looking in the system but an average was
not readffkgvailable. Based on a review of the Closed by Calendar Year report, 41 forms were

with an average closure time of 244 days per form. In 2008, 109 forms were .

and low ﬁriority within 180 days. There is also a target to acknowledge receipt of the feedback
form to the originator within 15 working days of receipt.

How resolution is communicated _
As stated in IMC 0801, the lead reviewer forwards the ROP Feedback Coordinator an electronic

copy of the signed feedback resolution. The ROP Feedback Coordinator electronically forwards
the resolved feedback form to its originator, the originator’s supervisor, all regional coordinators,
and the lead reviewer. All Regional Feedback Coordinators receive resolved forms in order to
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distribute the forms to the unique internal stakeholders within the region’s organization to keep
them informed of relevant program changes.

How implementation of resolution is tracked
Pursuant to IMC 0801, the IRIB closes a ROP Feedback Form upon recerpt of approval fién
cognizant Branch Chief when no change is necessary to the document in question. TheR @
Feedback Coordinator continues to track feedback issues electromcally where a revis r.,,?t

be tracked in the table in Section I until the Change Notice for the mspecno DIA
manual chapter is 1ssued ‘Once the inspection procedure or manual chap y i

g n Vi

reviewer. All Regional Feedback Coq orrreceive resolved forms in order to dlsmbme the
forms to the unique internal stakeho e within the region’s organization to keep them informed

of relevant program changes.

)3
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- No similar or redundant systems mﬁ‘*‘ﬂ‘

. agency-level program.

7z

SFST Lessons Learned Process

: 'strem Purpose

Descrzptmn £,
The purpose of the system is for the Division of Spent Fuel Storage and Transportatlon ( FSF)
in the Office of Nuclear Material Safety and Safeguards (NMSS) to conduct an interngisifqa
review of the work they performed and identify any process improvements to increg ‘# i
and effectiveness.

System users #
The system should be used by all employees in SFST. The primary userysg
SKST project managers when they finish a case of high complexity. 3}

How/where purpose is described . _
The purpose of the SFST Lessons Leamed Process 15 described fy'the}OT entitled “Lessons

Similar or alternative systems
o€l. There is an agency-wide Lessons Learned
Program; however, the lessons leam . reyjews that are performed by the SFST Lessons Learned
Process are intended to be d: evd reviews and typically do not meet the criteria for the

Usage

%‘/ .
Number of empldyees using
Usage is not tisgl¢d by individuals.

Numb l;rmes used
Sincg-thelastprocess update in February 2009, three cases have been submitted. An annual
eyidw ha 5 ‘not yet been conducted under this updated process. '

/'6tW6 in 2005, and two in 2004. That is a total of seven cases submitted since 2004,

olicies and Procedures

Descriptions of policies and procedures

Initially, the SFST Lessons. Learned Process was focused solely on the site-specific licensing
process, but SFST has not performed a site-specific license since 2004. In February 2009 when
the OI was revised, the SFST Lessons Learned Process was broadened to include initial

107



L S e T e S S O e

e T T

AL AR RN TN T

ST BT

T L

" fuel at a site that has been evaluated by the licensee to meag

* Privacy

certifications for storage casks as well as first-of-a-kind design approaches for storage casks or
transportation packages.

Under the previous process, lessons learned reviews were done on a case-by-case basis after ::91
highly complex case was completed. Under the current process, an annual review is perfors
on all cases to look for commonalities. As instructed in the Ol, technical reviewers, inspelsgs

licenses. A genera] license authorizes a nuclear power plant licensee to
approved casks at a site that is licensed to operate a power reactor or po
Part 50.

SFST also issues certification of storage casks. An NRC-approv £4,¢2 at % one that has
undergone a technical review of its safety aspects and been {SMndQWe adequate to store spent

CFR Part 72. The NRC issues a Certificate of Compligetesft
the review of the design finds it technically adequate.

Policies and procedures for the SFST Lessons¥ 2&gget Process are documented in the Ol which
was Jast updated in February 2009. '

Safety and security significance¢
This program only looks at the p
and security significance are Hafigi

/ the review was conducted. Any issues with safety
dring the course of the licensing review.

A submitter probably of Eibmit a case anonymously but program management is not aware of
an instance where a/0%eg as submitted anonymously. Typically, the whole team including the

the Division PYogram management is not aware of any privacy concerns. The

project managerpropos & the lesson learned in a memo and is involved in any discussions with
e
perccpti%?ﬁ%gst SFST employees are very open in providing their opinions.

gustomer seri_zice/ support is provided
d¢hnically, there is no customer service or support. Users could call the process lead for
upport; however, the name and contact information for the process lead is not published.

Quality of customer service/support
Not applicable.
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. How lessons learned are disseminated

Impact on Agency

Average time from issue raised to resolved and communicated
Under the current process, a lessons leaed review is done on an annual basis.

How resolution is communicated
Resolution is communicated in a memo from the Division Director.

How implementation of resolution is tracked

the Division ticketing system and/or the Division operatmg plan.

How lessons learned are generated from issues and resolut
The entire process is a lessons learned review.

Lessons Jearned are disseminated in a memo from the _Div' )

reviews and management responses are saved on the gfiared & drive and placed in ADAMS

Generally, lessons learned are not applicable outside pX
. -,
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A2. Evaluation Methodology
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A3. Implementation Approach
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e Overview of NRC OD o “-1

@ Organizational Insights
‘@« Recommendations
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Organizatign Development Definition {sunTIva
@ Organization d VEIY ment is an organlzed effort undertaken

to improve an orga @ ion’s effectiveness while building

internal capacity. Key4 p emises of organization development

include: *
* Action Research ‘\*

« A Collaborative Client-ConsultanR 2 'o,hship

* Application of Behavioral Science Knex -é e

* Viewing Organizations as Complex Syster
* The Use of Targeted Interventions

« OD work can take place at the organlzatlon ,. m and
individual level — most OD work combines int&T Rhtions at the
three levels | ‘ o
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NRC OD Contract Overview  {sunTiva

| S.eptember 2010: A ) o
ContractLaunch * ttmg the Word Out End of First Fiscal Year

b

/‘, . N £ ) . . .x:%
5 Year 8(a) Contract . & g ' 2
(1 Base Year, 4 Option A A By the End of the First :
Years) Awarded to Contract Year, 21 Task
Suntiva LLC in September Orders had been lSSr:led
2010. Contract Ceiling on the Contract. They
over 5 Years: $1.95M. Rangg from Enterprise-
Contract is a “Fee for yv!de Support to
Service” Contract—i.e. Individual Coaching as
: Funded on an “As Part of New Team
W, Needed” Basis by Clients Formation

Goals of a centralized OD contract:
* Consistency across the organization in terms of quality and approach
More visibility into work being done, money spent and evaluation of effectiveneg

lntegrate tasks across orgamzatnon as appropnate to maximize impact to NRC
Integrate what we learn from the work back into the NRC organizational system
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Where OD Work is Taking Place {Z UNTIVA

@ USNRC

{nized Sunizy Nucles: Reguhismry Coaminion
Prosecting Prople and the Environment

 au—

e
i Comm

¢ 2 Legend:
) Circles = where work has/is currently taking place
B} Aeghed square = work may soon begin there
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Used Suntlva S Orgamzatlon Assessment o’
Model to Stpgicture Our lnSIghts | 4SUNTIVA
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v Swratagy

; / Bl s i Cerformarcs .
Business Acumen ! R Miznagament gl % Breakthrough
i W R b Insights
Organization Development = ¢ " Taam
sty
_ Measurable
Management Psychology e g ey Business -«
| ' Capital Srructure Outcomes

fochroio,y &

rastiecture

% A focus on business outcomes
«%* Taking a systems approach to our work
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Organizz t pnal Insights - Culture {sunTiva

Strategy : i
. Technology/Infrastructure

Structure ' External
Processes L Conscious
Performance Management .
Team Effectiveness Logical
Human Capital

Leadership )

N Internal
Assumptions L. Unconscious

Beliefs _, | Emotional

Espoused Values versu
Values in Action

Norms dzé(

Unwritten rules
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NRO Focus Group Summary 2010

THE OFFICE OF NEW REACTORS: FOCUS GROUP SUMMARY

Two NRO focus groups were conducted on September 28™. The purpose of the focus groups wgs s 7
¢ Better understand, from Technical Reviewers and Administrative/Corporate Support profgsswh ;
the perspectlves and root causes (and symptoms) associated with the current work en ﬂgﬂ.‘ et

group agenda was as follows:.

Safety Culture and Climate Survey Action Planning

Objectives:

o . Discuss the current environment in NRO

o Identify opportunities and actions to improve NRO
o  Working Relationships
o ~ Orgonizational Change and Quolity Focus
o Open Collaborative Work Environment

9:30a  Welcome & Introductions {Glenn Tracy)
- Facilitotor & Participant introductions i
- . Focus Group Overview & Agenda

9:40 Temperature Check (two teap

' escrlb current working relationships. Peer-to-peer staff-to-managers, etc.
@t is your level of comfort raising issues and seeking resolution?
.Describe how changes in NRO are initiated?

s NRO doing the rights things? Headed in the right direction?

" Discuss your contribution and level of engagement:

- Do you feel your work contributes to NRO'’s mission?

- Do you feel you are producing high quality products?

- Do you feel you that NRO is producing high quality products?
- Do you have the tools and training 10 do your job?

Create a Plan of Action (two teams)
o Determine areas for improvement and octions to address NRO needs:
s Listen to the OEDO's LPP OCWE Speech
¢ What does OCWE mean 10 NRO?
e Brainstorm actions to help NRO fully realize QCWE.
*  What can NRO do to improve organizational change? Quality focus? Working relationships?

Training and Development?

- Use wall charts to summarize actions

11:00 Discuss of Proposed Action Plans
- Large group discussion of proposed actions

11:30 Close

Attachment 12
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SERPLORE

A B A A

. and learn about technicz

-

i, Summary of Technical Reviewers’' Comments
Q. How would you describe the current environment in NRO?

Technical reviewers described the NRO work environment as good overall. The environment cand
stressful, depending upon which Division staff work in. DSRA, in particular was noted as being Visg#
stressful, hectic with lots of work. Participants noted that NRO is a schedule-driven orgam @
many functions requiring years of technical expertise. % \

Q. What is your level of comfort raising issues and seeking resolution?

Overall, technical reviewers are comfortable raising issues, but noted that theé
“gorilla” in the room. It is difficult to sway/influence managers to make ghanghgips!
Conversations with Branch Chiefs on this subject “takes work”. Howeyee, ¥gchpical reviewers are not
shy about raising issues or concerns. They noted that raising issues i _ org Hallenging in DNRL.

f Bases a stressful environment and
is known for having shouted at a Technical Reviewer about thesefedt Jje Techmcal Revxewers also

et wted with respect and trust overall. Peer-to-peer-
& SWe misunderstandings about the NSPDP and the

they will work — which shows

,'- e 't understand that NSPSP participants are hired into the
Office. NSPDP participants wa

tenior staff to understand that they are rotating to better understand
NRO work. They would like more structure and consistency across
rotations and desire Enments with ample senior staff oversight {to ensure learning and
success). Technical y Meel that there is a knowledge management challenge facing the Office as
well, More tra p¢ and longer rotations are needed to help new hires fully understand the
technical aspe their work

of the focus group noted tension between HQ and Region il over DCIP ahd ccl, Clarity on

Q. How are changes initiated within NRO?

Changes with NRO are often initiated by B8ranch Chiefs and above, with information communicated to
staff via email. There are numerous email messages. Deciphering the value and importance of emails is
increasingly difficult. Important messages are communicated to the staff by Branch Chiefs during staff
meetings. No changes originate from the bottom up. :
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Q. Is NRO doing the right things? Headed in the right direction?

Technical Reviewers feel that NRO is doing the right things. Management is looking for ways to improve:
The tone of the Office is positive. However, the Office needs to look at the schedule and resourcgs

Reviewer believes that it is forthcoming and that the Office must be ready.

AT

Q. Do you feel your work contributes to NRO’s mission?

Overall, Technical Reviewers see how their work contributes to the NRO mission, wekfthe exception of
Construction Inspection. Ability to see how work contributes to the NRO misgoh ¢
understanding the work and technical functions of the Office. This may n
into position, or as one’s knowledge of technical duties improves. i

Q. Do you feel you are producing quality products?
oNsgad reduce quality: However, the
, of said that “good enough is good

enough” this did not demonstrate commitment to qyali & @ngineers, Technical Reviewers strive for
Q. Do you feel NRO is producing quality prog
d , _"the quality of the products that it produces. Inone

atRGre not giving their best effort. For example, several safety”
gt poor quality. The work was best explained as a ‘cut and

_ Technical Reviewers feel that NRO ca
.- ‘branch within DNRL it is felt that seqio
- evaluations had to be rewrittendTaleg

sgicisiveness of a regulator. The contractors’ style of writing is too open-
at edits or rewrites, thus increases staff workioad.

BguaMications varies by Division. Some people know that they won't be held accountable if
fget qualifications, and therefore do not work towards completing the program.

chitical Reviewers noted that non-technical staff are not getting opportunities for reactor training.

7" FoF example, there is a lack of knowledge on the function of the turbine building. Few people have a
proper understanding of reactor-specifics. Many project managers are non-technical and need this
knowledge.

Areas for Improvement
Technical Reviewers developed two wall charts with actions to improve the concerns raised during the
focus group (see pages 4-5).
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2010 NRC OIG SAFETY CULTURE AND CLIMATE SURVEY
\ OFFICE ACTION PLAN FOR the Office of New Reactors

ACTION FOR: NRO .\ .
KEY AREA FOR IMPROVEMENT_: ion
ACTION STEPS: @% hd Responsibility Assigned

To Resources Needed

_ LAV DNRL MGMT Meetings
increase project to project communications B C}

i i DNRL MGMT
Increase clarity of priorities of projects )

KEY AREA FOR IMPROVEMENT: Quality of work products

ACTION STEPS:
Responsibility Assigned Resources Needed
: To
More diligent review of SE inputs to help ensure quality Technical Staff
- -« 0 '

To ensure well-written docs (through more thorough review and concurrence) - Upper Management

i F {concurrence)

KEY AREA FOR IMPROVEMENT: Involvement of New Employees /)6\ o

ACTION STEPS:
- Resources Needed

Suitable work

identify opportunities to include new hires in technical work early (via observation or project work) Suital
: Willing staff

Educate NRO staff on NSPDP Program _' ' NSPDP Lialsdnet. |+
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2010 NRC OIG SAFETY CULTURE AND CLIMATE SURVEY
™y OFFICE ACTION PLAN FOR the Office of New Reactors _

KEY AREA FOR IMPROVEMENT: All Staff torqvide Anonymous Evaluations of Senior Managers

ACTION STEPS: _
. Responsibility Assigned | Resources Needed
T . To
Biannual evaluation of Branch Chiefs using template surve;s ’M\ Survey —-Staff (Debby
,K\ Johnson)
Results should be presented to upper management 7 W Survey ~Staff {Debby
R Y Johnson)
Take necessary actions based on survey A i Actions — Upper
' Management
KEY AREA FOR IMPROVEMENT: Ensuring Knowledge Transfer
ACTION STEPS: .
Responsibility Assigned Resources Needed
N AN To
Determine a hands-on approach to training junior staff (i.e. develaping safety evaluations and using 1 ™pranch Chiefs — Assign

confirmatory codes) enior staff and provide

time

Assign review areas to be highlighted for transfer and ensure they are covered thoroughly
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FOCUS GROUP £2: ADMINISTRATIVE PROFESSIONALS SUMMARY -

Administrative and Corporate Support Professionals. A total of 15 Administrative and Corporate /
Support Professionals participated the focus group. The average tenure of participating Adminisifative

Perceptions among staff in this focus group varied significantly. Perceptions were based ondhy
in which they work and the managers and/or technical staff that they work with. Througfeu&the Tocus
group participants used time to coach and encourage each other, specifically when makagert
career advancement concerns were raised. The Administrative and Corporate SupfoptR
demonstrated very supportive, nurturing behaviors and shared ideas to help eaek gther Succeed.

- Safety Culture ond Climate Survey Action Planning
Objectives: ' .
o  Discuss the current environment in NRO
¢ Identify opportunities and actions to improve NRO
’ o  Organizotionc! Change ond Quality Focus
o Open Colloborative Work Environment

1:00p Welcome & introductions {Gienn Tracy)
Facilitator & Participant introductions
- Focus Group Overview & Agenda

1:10 Temperature Check (two teams)
o Discuss and document the cur, Byt enw snment in NRO:

£ " ow are Administrate and Corporate Support professlonals viewed by

MNRO?

oh?ﬁibutian and level of engagement:
ou feel you are producing high guality products?
o you feel you that NRO is producing high quality products?

an
L . -':_\)o you have the tools and training to do your job?
gate a ﬁan of Action {two 1eams)

& Determine oreas for improvement and octions to address NRO needs:

s Listen to the OEDO’s LPP OCWE Speech

o  What does OCWE mean to NRO? .

s Brainstorm actions to help NRO fully realize OCWE.

What can NRO do to improve organizational change? Quality Focus?

- Use wall charts to summarize actions

7 235 Discuss of Proposed Action Plans
Large group discussion of proposed actions
3:00 Close
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Q. How would you describe the current environment in NRO? :
Administrative and Corporate Support Professionals noted that the overall environment across NRO is

positive. However, participants indicated that the work environment in DNRL is largely negative; citing/

low 'support, high workload, high stress and high turnover as characteristics of DNRL. e

Administrative and Corporate Support Professionals feel pressure to perform well, Particip

had bad experiences wuth the other administrative professionals.

NRO is a fast-baced and sometimes stressful Office. This perception varies bage | el ¢h Division
participants work in. Half of focus group participants noted that their immedi}

they are part of the leadership team. There is also good work life bal_n Dy ront Office and ARP).
Rent high work%oad and low

.. the following concerns:
'». Open door policy does not exist . o
e 'DNRL Supervisor said (on two occasions), “D. e,
* - Administrative responsibilities are unclear gndtinyalued by technical staff
. Disco‘mfort-faising issue because no results SlL be achieved

_ Administrative and Corporate SeppPgrit@sefessionals noted that treatment varies by Division. However,

red that peer-to-peer relationships are good, information is shared
Sther. However, few Admmustratwe and Corporate Support

mation due to competitive pressure.

and peers are willing to heft
‘professionals _do__n‘t_shar o

Q. Whatis your level of comfort raising issues and seeking resolution?

Admtmstratwe and Corporate Support Professionals noted that most issues are resolved at the lowest
level. Resolution on issues between peers is common and easy. With Branch Chiefs, experiences vary.
Participants noted that breaking the ice with manager or technical staff is difficult, but obtaining’
resolution can be done. In general, administrative issues boil over or they are addressed to technical
staff by managers (e:g., the document log).
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“products in DNRL.

A few participants stated that they are afraid to raise issues to managers (and some technical staff)
within DNRL. Because of poor response and lack of results; concerns are “not worth brining up”.

Q. Describe how changes in NRO are initlated? :
Administrative and Corporate Support Professionals stated that changes are initiated when senir.
leaders believe it's time to clamp down and when new measures are needed. When the pr '
solved things go back to normal. Changes are cyclical and occur when there’s a problem

Q. Do you feel you are producing high quality products? .
Administrative and Corporate Support Professionals feel that they are producing hig : _
However, secretaries forward information to staff and many times they do f’ 4 thedl emails, it is
discouraging to Administrative and Corporate Support Professionals when -“f say that théy don't
know how to do something after attempts to communicate have been m3 ge by the secretaries.

Alality work. |

Administrative and Corporate Support' Professionals indicated at oS

Q. Do you feel ybu that NRO is producing high quality p
Yes.
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ACTION FOR: NRO PP
KEY AREA FOR IMPROVEMENT: Betfer Coiy

. 2010 NRC OIG SAFETY CULTURE AND CLIMATE SURVEY

Lnication and Teamwork Across the Entire Office

Seek out management input and cooperation (i.e., use open door ﬁﬁli

ACTION STEPS: o ' Responsibility Assigned
: m o To Resources Needed
_ "m/’§ g MGMT Staff Interaction
Provide all staff with a clearer understanding of short term godfs and big picture
i All Staff Better communication and

skills for staff

Initiate new policies and procedures (by providing tangible solutions to Wuct development and

Administrative
Professionals

" Office wide policy and
procedures

quality) N A N
! \{

KEY AREA FOR IMPROVEMENT: Better Support to Administrative Pt

ACTION STEPS:

)

Responsibility Assigned Resources Needed
To
Take proactive steps to improve working environment for all staff. Create an environment wheés Management Focus groups by
Administrative Professionals are valued for their contribution to the NRO mission. management

' Hold regular Administrative meetings {with management representation)

"\ Afiministrative
_ \Pgdfessionals

Time made available for

meetings
KEY AREA FOR IMPROVEMENT: Career Development for Administrative Professionals { ®
A0
ACTION STEPS: R | ¢
Responsibility " Resources Needed
. - To . AN, :
Seek opportunities for informal/formal mentoring Administrative nigr Program in place_
: . - Professionals Ty,
tdentify technical training opportunities for Administrative Professionals - Management/Staff . {_ ore Flex time

N
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KEY AREA FOR IMPROVEMENT:

2010 NRC OIG SAFETY CULTURE AND CLIMATE SURVEY
OFFICE ACT ION PLAN FOR the Office of New Reactors

orr;ﬁi\ga;on Between Admini_s{rative Professionals and Management

ACTION STEPS: NN
B Responsibility Assigned Resources Needed
To
Seek opportunities to be open and share information All

Raise and address_ issues with supervisor

Administrative
Professionals

Patience, understanding
and a plan of action

Develop a suggestion box

Management

Hold meetmgs {with mediator, if necessary)

Management

Neutral Party

KEY AREA FOR IMPROVEMENT: Gather Lessons Learned From Pfé\')

s Mistakes
1 .. ey

ACTION STEPS: v

ey

Responsibility Assigned
To

" Resources Needed

Communicate mistakes and corrective actions to Staff to help reduce mistakes in the future

Branch Chiefs — Assign

Time

Reduce common errors by creating a checklist

., ' :’\‘ Senior staff

7 \AQdministrative
__ Pgbtessionals
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OPEN COLLABORATIVE WORK ENVIRONMENT THEMES

There are some pockets within the organization in which some staff believe or perceive that the
intentions and behaviors .of their supervisors and managers are not consistent with a healthy
ﬁGWEmnutTeﬂectendunng"receptlveness.

» Not widespread throughout the region but similar observations were made in more Raf
one organizational unit. ;

¢ The following examples pertain:

a. Some senior managers are not accessible to the staff as they may K

e. Perception that some managers and superyjgore
of their staffs, and don't believe they are qgalifie

boX Samporhsed

v,

e ey

e
joL

. because Ht will hurt your career.

e

¢ Some are not aware of the Open Door, Non-Concu.rrence and DPO processes (mainly
administrative staff).

®

Some feel that policy and process changes in one division have reduced level of
customer service. :

FRcr v

Attachment 13
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TRAINING AND DEVELOPMENT THEMES

Feeling among 14's and 15's that there are plenty of training opportunmes but they a , :
busy to take full advantage of them \

13's want more practical trammg on how to be a good inspector (e.g., SDP -" X % to find
a finding, etc.). -’

General dissatisfacfion with the availability and sequencing of formal ' needed for
certification and a lack of linkage to their work schedule as well as ction with iLearn,

Lower graded staff feels that the higher graded staffs get all tRgding opportunities.

'@ hat nothing will be done in response to them.

%. IDP's aren't an effective tool.

- OTHER THEMES



Work product quality is sacrificed to meet metrics.

There is no consistency in the performance appraisal process.

Survey questions were designed to largely elicit positive responses.

Nothing positive will come out of the survey.

T

T R
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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

REGION |V

612 EAST LAMAR BLVD, SUITE 400
ARLINGTON, TEXAS 7680114125

May 4, 2010

MEMORANDUM TO: Eimo E. Collins
. Regional Administrator

Arthur T. Howell, Il
Acting Deputy Regional Administrator

FROM: Linda L. Howell, Chief /RA/

SUBJECT. FOCUS GROUP RESULTS FOR DRMA
OIG SAFETY CULTURE & CLIMATE St

This forwards a summary of information exchangeg during four focus group meetings conducted
with staff and managers in the Office of the Redigrigl Agministrator and the Division of Resource
jdges a summary of information shared by the
paneetings organized according to the :

luded a copy of the slides used to facilitate the

staff and managers that attended the focyed
categories included in the survey. | havii g%

meeting discussions. . ‘

@rojide®in the enclosure with you during a meeting which is.
currently being scheduled by youRadministrative staff. In addition to the summary provided in
the enclosure, | will be ,@ provide you with some specific details which support the
staff's opinions and obgerwgfiO™®. | also plan to discuss some observations concerning the
survey responses ba; Wy analysis of the data.
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ORA/DRMA FOCUS GROUP MEETING SUMMARY

This document includes a summary of comments received during four focus gfoup meetings
conducted with ORA and DRMA personnel and their respective managers/supervisors.

-Comments are organized-according to survey-categories.

Category 1

Responses in this category were favorable overall, although some unfavorable feedback
provided by DRMA staff. Some DRMA staff members noted that their branch chiefs frggi
changes work/task assignments without explanation for the changes or new prioritiqs. T%ish
resulted in the staff feeling as though everything had an equal priority and left t

stressed. -,

e

Category 2

Question 18b and 22c had lower favorable responses. Some RCB#

N@éd that, in part, this
may reflect their frustration with NSIR at the time the survey w

. JExamples of reasons
e program office with
® shared information on

,'scussed this issue clearly
"(SIR and had no relation to regional

office rather than reglonal management The RCB sta
pointed out that their frustration was specifically di pretc
management or task assignments.

Category 3

DRMA staff from several units expressqd¥Usfation with their management team. Many staff
members noted that new supervisorg mae™
came on board without providing4Me Matis
some instances, when the staffgygtioned why processes were beang changed and provnded a

were established, the new supervisors responded in a

dif Pgifers from multiple DRMA units expressed concerns about their
Wanagement team. They noted that in their opinion, the management team

4 off, is disrespectful of the staff, lacks trust and confidence in the staff and
Aemina derogatory manner. Multiple examples of interactions between staff and

jristarices appeared unprof_essuonal it was notable that almost all examples were. corroborate_d
by others in the session. Some staff members also reported that in some instances when they
attempted to hold discussions of issues with division management, they felt some degree of
retaliation by their supervisor.

Several DRMA staff provided examples of exchanges between staff and managers in which the
managers told the staff that they "didn't know what they were doing;” “were not qualified to
perform at their grade level, and that others at their grade level performed much better.” The
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group unanimously reported that in their opinion, some of the DRMA management team doesn’t
appreciate lower grade staff and treats them differently. Thns group included representatives of
the regional HR team.

-Category 4

DRMA managers and staff noted that they have significant challenges in working with so '_ ¢
program offices with respect to exchange of information. OIS, ADM, OHR and NSIR o, %
highlighted as presenting chalienges to productive exchange of information.

After significant discussion, the group determined that the rgdf _
more rotational opportunmes so that staff can expenenc éreadpositions and perhaps see

Category 5

in the empowerment category, a lot of fg "; aCAvas received representing several sources

outside ORA and DRMA during discusg h ACES and RCB. The ACES and RCB staff

expressed no concerns about empewerMent but they shared information given by their peers on
fse sources. Some techmcal staff suggested that from _

agency as "rigid” and les€ agigpling of recommendations for change. This left them feeling less
empowered in some AMREY
that some of our ngweand §
idga A how a task or process msght be changed szmply because they are

ave less experience. it was reported that senior staff members are the origin
gl ihat 1s o say that purportedly, the senior staff is teliing junior staff not to bother
@ ith senior managers because they are not interested in hearing from staff at

A\ below 14. This particular issue was associated with the technical staff and several
g one group stated they had heard this issue from multiple sources.

andgers and the process for resolution of complaints and allegations involving the DRMA

/ management team, Specifically, they expressed a desire for senior regional managers to
discuss complaints and aliegations with them to determine whether the issue was credible.
They expressed frustration that the staff doesn’t discuss issues with them and instead
“bypasses the normal chain of command” and runs to the “front office.” Some noted that in their
view, the open door policy was merely a way o bypass the normal chain of command.
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. additional work coririsé

DRMA staff reported that they perceive their management team lacks trust in the staff. In
discussing this examples of a branch chief asking the staff questions then tuming and
questioning other staff about the response was cited by several staff members. Some staff
members noted that when they discussed processes with their supervisor the supervisor
discounted-their-views, telling-them-they were-wrong or-didn't-know-what they were-doing.
Some-staff stated that this has resuited in them not sharing views or raising questions to the%
supervisor.

Category 6

in the communication category, one item of note was shared by ACES and RCE #‘#". orted
that many of the newer staff members in Region IV are cautioned by thevr peareat X might not
.y 7-:., Brming them

_ Luseh ey are convinced that their input is monitored as an
individual. in other words, they # RJp8re is no anonymity in this process.

Category 7

The ACES and RCB gief€X
§ be tasked to their organizations with no increase in staffing. The

staff recognized ‘_‘;‘./1“: wSks were important and could not be deferred, but they expressed '

- frustration with thee at fine” budget model.

i po' ance, thus leavmg the staff very stressed.

DRMA staff in two units expressed some frustration about changes introduced by branch chiefs
which, in their view, have reduced customer service. They reported that tasks that used to be
done by the staff to foster customer service have been terminated by branch chiefs.
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Category 8

DRMA managers noted that they believe NRC does a good job of training the staff, but they
also discussed challenges. In particular, they noted that they sometimes believe that the

-agenecy-develops training requirements for ail staff when perfiaps the Underlying reason tor the .

training-is—a need to COMECT perrormance issues tor a single or few individuals. DRMA .
managers also noted that opportunities for personal development and growth, even at the &
branch chief level, are limited in some areas because of access restrictions for some prpsca®

as well as staffing issues that challenge our ability to develop rotatnonal opportumtles 0) —

organization. Although they believe that some rotational opportunities to learnffiey e wouid
benefit them, they do not think this approach to personal development woyld b8 Supborted by
the DRMA management team. e"

Training opportunities may be an issue for ACES from the perspeciys"
in balancing work load with the ability to sponsor rotations and to &K

_Category 9

No uhfévorable information was shared.
Cawgory 10

Responses in the job satisfaction category were’ A
Category 11 &
Although the survey responses fordh A2 @ four items in this category were favorable, the

peX{gurable. DRMA staff did express some unfavorable
1’ FIn discussing their thoughts, it appeared that they tended to

questions. It inyX d the regional property inventory and the issue came from the technical
staff. They ed ts when DRMA began the series of "hands on” property inventory (coming

ot Sieved that employees might steal property from the agency. The issue invoives
Jack of trust. _

Several nndmduals in ACES and RCB shared their thoughts about access to senior regional
management (RA/DRA). Some senior staff noted that they believe that the RA is not as
accessible and that access to the RA has diminished in recent months, Some staff also noted
that in their opinion, they do not see the RA outside of scheduled meetings as often as they
used to. In explaring why this perception exists, the staff discussed specific exampies of trying
to exchange information with or provide information to the RA and being denied access by the
administrative staff even though the RA had requested the information. Most of the examples
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provided by the staff involved attempts by the administrative staff to exercise some control over
the RA's schedule and avoid repeated interruptions. However, in the exampies discussed by
the staff, there was a legitimate need to contact the RA but the staff was turned away from the
RA's office or denied access to the RA. The staff's perception is most likely an unintended
consequence of attempting to exercise greater control over the RA's schedule.  One action that
right adaress the perception of reduced contact with the RA is to impiement tne planned
attendance by the RA at ACES and RCB branch meetings periodically.

DRMA staff and managers also expressed a desire to have greater interface with the RR 2
DRA. DRMA staff noted that they feel that they do not have rapport with the RA and SR,
noted that they feel that they don't really know the RA. DRMA staff and managers'wiggdste

that it would be nice if the RA and DRA circulated in the DRMA area periodicai '
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© - frequently, however, the participants pointed toward sdge ‘

Open, Collaborative Working Environment

During the spring of 2010, the NRC Region 1V Office conducted a series of focus groups
with Region |V staff. The.purpose of the focus-groups was to gain a better understanding
results of the QIG safety culture survey that was administered in the spring of 2009. The{
specific area of focus of this report is the open, collaborative working environment whigiwis
supported by the Open Door Policy, Non-Concurrence Process and the Differing Pro ’Q g

working environment. The questions are prowded in (Appendix A). Ap
participants representing all of Region IV Divisions brought to the fo<:us )

upper management. The focus of discussions mps

discussion, as listed above, were covered indiV
perceptions were very similar for all three

‘Each focus group also included's
Regton’ IV webpage. The focus group\

ary also incorporates 5 recurring themes: (1) Trust/Retaliation, (2) lmplementatibn, (3)
anagement Skills, (4) Survey impact, and (5) Ask Management.

Part One of this Reports summarizes each theme and offers recommendations of what

‘management can do to improve the level of satisfaction and achievement for non-management

personnel. Part Two provides extensive quotations and paraphrases from individual participant
responses, meant to illustrate and support the themes.

-1-

/
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PART ONE
RECOMMENDATIONS

(1) Open Door Polic Non-Concurrence and Differing Professional Opinion

policies/processes. In general, the participants of the focus groups felt the Open Door P
Non-Concurrence Process, and Differing Professional Opinion process were good .
processes/policies and most, though not all, were at least aware of the policies and thég i

staff. Contrary to the stated NRC vision of encouraging trust, respect and opengg @ iation.
experiences and perceptions provided by the focus groups revealed that this sigs
fully met.

(a) Interms of trust and retaliation, the participants in this s _dy Sh
importance of management— :

. Respectmg confidentiality of employee s whe megdaglet as required in MD
10. 160 i3 .

®* & & @
- @
=
3
C
3
Q
©
(o]
3
3
3
o

g or developing strong interpersonal skills
) knunicating effectively in person, writing and email
% Truly champion the use of the Open Door, Non-Concurrence and Differing
Professional Opinion processes
Respect the idea of preserving privacy about empioyees' concerns

d) in terms of Who the policies are open to, some participants in this study— -
o Were not aware that they_could' use the policies.

(e) In terms of Who the employees perceive as the Regions' Management and '
Senior Management participants in this study —

. Most participants had different opinions on how these tarms were used in the
survey.

2.



(2) Survey Impact. The safety and climate survey was conducted in order to measure NRC's
safety culture and climate to identify areas of strength and opportunities for improvement. The

identified areas of improvement were further studied via focus groups to imprave understanding

of open, coliabarative. working-envirenment and detarmine it the staff is comfortable wit .
process

In terms of the survey’s impact, the participants of this study stressed the g
management—

* Not only taking a critical look at the programs and policies in

taking a critical look at themselves for opportunity for im

Providing feedback to the staff on the resuits of the focu s and corrective
actions being put in place

: * Recognize when other managers are consistently rsonnel issues and
*3 take corrective actions (i.e. coaching or removal § n

i -

#

{

panagement position)
» Not sending constant reminders to complete i gtw &
» Not pressuring the staff to complete the suyay

] o 3) Knowled e needed by some staff to use the p -'j?‘lx hinges nesded. While most

technical staff were well versed with pofices for Op: en, DgF Policy, Non-Concurrence Process,
and Differing Professional Opinion, many adminfstrative participants in the study were not.
Several employees would not use the process bk o i

_ JDr€auge it's not properly implemented and
. feared retaliation. A

e

In terms of the knowledge nee @

W€ the policies, the participants of this study
stressed the importance of

“r.. 2% ent —

%iﬁ;&:;,%’*"“"&'.’ R

TR iR T LR

«  Correctly impleme p QliCies
*. -Post results of the DRO

and Non-Concurrence process
» - Ensuring that Mksts

5 aware of the Open Door Policy, Non-Concurrence Process,
i “and DifferingfROpinign
9
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PART TWO
SUMMARY OF FOCUS GROUP MEMBERS' RESPONSES

(1) Trust/Retaliation

Trust is the basis for almost all refationships in life. When trust is absent, it is impossible to%
create a healthy and productive work environment.

Open Door Polic

During the focus group discussions concerning the Open Door Polfcy particip
multiple occurrences in wh:ch retallatlon was felt or trust was v:olated Fo :

supervisor was advised of the meeting and promptly confronted thpestaX

confrontational response by the immediate supervisor suggests tht not ¥ ly did the manager
share the fact that issues had been raised about the immedia ,.: Rp#sor but also identified the
person(s) who raised them. According to the differing views, phe , the success of the Open
Door Policy relies heavily on trust and once a manager hag(

they should "close the door" and preserve privacy. Whi
program expectation was not met in the multiple ingta

Non-Concurrence

During the focus group discussions con
revealed that the use of the process i A

on-Concurrence process, participants

nt. Several participants observed that “zero

argé Furthermore, many participants shared the belief
gwhich *You will concur.” Specifically, one individual

fiot — not concur.”

Syssions pertaining to the Differing Professional Opinion process,
,,' luctance to use the DPO process unless the issue in question was
he general feeling of some was that if the DPO were used, the end

made ENEY 0T .

h being new to the agency. They felt that due to their lack of experience with the
gended backlash” could occur.  One of the participants shared that they were aware
even individuals that were involved in a DPO six or seven years agoe, since that time
ne of those individuals have been promoted. The participant admitted that there could be
many reasons for the others not getting promoted, but since their invoivement in the DPO is a

" common denominator, the perception is careers have stalled due to the use of the DPO.

(2) implementation
The key to a successful policy or program is two-fold. First, the staff must be well-informed of

the programs and be able and willing to use the programs when appropriate. Secondly, and
more importantly, the management team must be successful in implementing the programs fully

4.
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~‘managers mentxon the Open Door Policy to check off a list” and they “ha ke
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and correctly once the process has been initiated by the staff. During the focusing group
discussions concemning the Open Door Policy, Non-concurrence, and Differing- Professional
Opinion, a common theme was identified for these programs/policies in which the management
teams' implementation of the programs failed to meet the intent of the programs.

Open Door Policy /
During the focus group discussions conceming the Open Door' Policy, participants exprg® ~

Policy was a reason for the policy to not be initiated by the staff. Specifically there weng,
concems that “management may not act on an issue” and “management may 4‘3’
limb due to own career concerns.” The focus group participants also shared th *
not all managers really support the Open Door Policy. For example, one R

administrative participants feit that the technical staff by-passed th. d go to the front office
on matters that can be resolved at the lowest level. This process actions from all
levels of management and thus brow-beating occurs. Some g ght that the tone of the
Region encourages misuse of staff. For example, some adg ive staff carries the burden if

~ revealed that not only is the process not imglemeNed, but its use was in fact discouraged.
-Several participants observed that “zero sepOxs he

the DPO Process is not successful. The focus group later stated that part of those
powMRsaktends from the fact that occurrences and results of DPOs are not well pubhctzed in
"Redion. One participant stated “I know of two instances of DPO within 20 plus years.” The
focix group indicated that more visible posting of DPOs and more importantly the. resuits of the
DPO whether successful or non successful may ease some of the concern about using the
process.

(3) Management Skills
During the focus group discussions concerning an open collaborative working environmeht.

many participants shared the view that the region has programmatic problems that can be
contributed to one or two probiem managers. The focus groups recognize that becoming a

5.
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successful manager is not an easy task. However, when a repressive management style exists,
the issue should be addressed. Since many focus group participants expressed having similar
problems with the same manager(s), the perception has developed that other members of the
management team are either unaware of the issues and therefore do nothing or they are aware
and choose to do nothing.. Other staff participating.in.the focus-group-feit-that-a-different set-of - -
rules applies to upper management than the rest of the staff. One individual shared an exarpple
involving the behavior of a manager at a facility. They concluded by saying, “If | would hav§  /
done that, | would have been fired.” 4

competency. However, once individuals reach the management level, interpe
competency becomes as important, if not more important, than technical abilitiggsk 1
several participants felt that the process for selecting managers, including B maptgers,
should re-evaluated. Additional emphasis should be placed on-interperschaf, b}
leadership skills during the selection process. Managers who don't mge! aof:
be brought up to standards and/or moved to a different position.

{(4) Survey Impact

‘During the focus group concerning the 2009 OIG safety gultide #nd climate survey, participants
felt that the survey will have little or no impact on changipg tF e tulture. Some participants felt
the survey was Headquarters biased and was “limited.ih Ygsgonse options.” As such, the
results may present a positive when the situation j§ fi b, Others described the surveyas
being too vague and designed to deflect the re sibifty of havmg a poor open collaborative
work environment away from management 0 Sither the policies or the staff. The focus
group participants aiso expressed disco % e idea of having members of management

lead the focus groups, Some participa : with management involved, results could be

Regarding the terms “Senior hefwefit”, most participants had different opinions of what that
meant. Region management is wgh bargaining unit and Senior Management is SES
Management. Given thi_ gconce ptions, the survey should be written to ciearly articulate who
is being addressed in théxgueetion. This will allow staff to clearly identify who the question is

i 2, ReoWline supervisor, second line supervisor, senior management,

ok wa of Ask Management and/or did not know how to access it Ask Management is
accessed via the RIV webpage. Several focus group participants said that.they never visit the -

-RIV webpage and have never seen the Ask Management feature. Others shared that even

when they did visit the RIV webpage, they either did not see the Ask Management link or did not
know what it was. Category 2 includes individuals who have visited the Ask Management page
and/or have used it to ask a question. The general consensus among the participants in
Category 2 was that the answers were vague and very “cookie cutter’, i.e. copy-and-paste from
a policy guide, or did not really answer the question at all. Others felt that great effort is
expended to make the answers “politically correct” and "appease everyone” versus being

8-
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. "looked like it came from management.” Recammendations.include-a-desire to-have-a-rating,

“Open, Collaborative Working Envurbnment in Region IV S 5 ‘3 , there needs to be clear

- traqnlng is needed by a few managers. Ask Manaes
- effectiveness and recommendations for impro (e
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honest and-to the point. Other participants expressed concerns of whether or not
“management” is actually answering the questions. One individual shared that they were
contacted for information to help answer a question from Ask Management. After the
information.was provided, that individual was instructed to rewrite the information in a form that

system so the answers can be rated and an email being sent when Ask Management is )
updated. The email should list the questions that were added. Another suggestion was JQ S
make the feature more personable by sending the response to the person who asked Jﬂ‘
provided their name, and soliciting feedback on the quality of the answer before it getg P

on the webpage.

Conclusion

S edmying out the vision of

_ Bads to be reviewed for
dentiﬁed in this report considered.
oreover, the NRC Rreamising it survey questions to address staff

concerns. Many believe the survey was writgn tochieve favorable responses. Finally, it is

strongly encouraged that continuous fe I( CRp€ provided 1o staff on how the results of this

focus group are being addressed.
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APPENDIX A

{. Open Door Policy

- Main Question:
1. Think about the NRC's Open Door Policy, what comes to mind?
Follow-Up Question:

2. What causes you to feel the way you do?
Probing Questions:

Who do you perceive as the Region's efhent and Senior Management?.

Do you think the Survey helps change t ’

What was going on at the time yoe 2

response? 1
7. What do you need to know abouliifie

OO s w

process in order to use it?

Prompting Question

8. If you could changg oM , about the policy, what would you change, and
what's the main Lemsdg tha t one thing needs changing?
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‘Main Question:

U2

il.  NRC Non-Concurrence Process

1. Think about NRC's Non-Concurrence Process, what comes to mind?

$&

Follow-Up Question:
2. What.causes you to feel the way you do? ~ ‘
Probing Questions: : ' \

3. Who do you think the NRC'’s Non-Concurrence Process is'Rpen 10

4. Who do you perceive as the Region's Management #ind SBgibr Management? (if
same group of people participating, you don't need 1g #6k thl question again.)

5. What was going on at the time you answered the Sugsey Yegarding this process? Did
it impact any of your responses? (If same grolg of gfople participating, you don't
need to ask this question again.) A

6. What do you need to know about this proces! @ der to use it?

Prompting Question: ..

7.' If you could change one thingsgbout¥he NRC's Non-Concurrence Process, what
wouid you change and what, # fRgi”\ reason that one thing needs changing?

NS
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Main Question:

1.

Follow-Up Question:

1.

Probing Questions:

=

4.

5.
Prompting Question:

1,

Differing Professional Opinions Policy (DPO)

What causes you to feel the way you do?

Who do you think the Differing Professional OpinionB2hed
Who do you perceive as the Region's Managemerg ar
same group of people participating, you don't eegs
What was going on at the time you answerd;

nior Management? (If
this question again.)

question again.) %
Do you think the Survey help chang ' ulture'> (If same group of people
participating, you don't need to asj'this

What do you need to know aboyt fjs

If you could change &
Policy, what would y¢
to be changing? ™

-10-



. Ask Management
‘Main Question:

1. Think about Region 1V's Ask Management, what comes to mind?

Foliow-Up Question:
j 1. What causes you to feel the way you do?
; Probing Questions: -
: 1. Have you had a desire to use Ask Management?
; 2. Do you feel Ask Management questions are adeq
v; . Prompting Question:

_ 1, If you could change anything about ResfRSNAsk Management, what would

4 : you change and what's the main reasorigr the
g
;
i
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e

R T Y 3 S Bl R Sl

909

-11-



UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
REGION 1V
812 EAST LAMAR BLVD, SUITE 400 .
ARLINGTON, TEXAS 78041-4125 %
April 27, 2010 . >

¢ TO: Elmo Collins,
B Regional Administrator, RIV
:
; FROM Vincent Gaddy,

Focus Group Team Leader

' Bob Hagar,
Team Member

ey e gt s

]

; Rayo Kumana

f _ Team Member

d SUBJECT: EVALUATION OF TRAINING

. DURING THE MOST RECENT

j _ Following review of last year's RIV OIGA lture survey results, Region IV management

4 obsearved that some divisions provide
and development than other divisig
any real or perceived differencoemg g
implemented across the divisi
way they did to certain qugglio

osmve respongses to questions related fo training
[ THS focus group was specifically initiated to delve into
. ay that training and development was being

sAnd to gain insight into why RIV employses responded the
\Once management has insight into the underlying reasons

N
wE
i

18 - Safety Culture survey specifically focused on training and
; imng and development responses were individually and collectrvely rolled

DRP - Six areas
17 DRS ~ Seven areas
¢ DRMA/ORA - Three areas

o DMNS -~ None. All areas for DMNS were above the average regional favorable rate; No
focus groups were conducted.

PROPUREIS N

LR Rt W

Once the areas for additional focus were identified, the working group (Rayo Kumana, Bob
Hagar, and myself) designed specific questions intended to gain insight into the underlying

By Ta—s
s R B
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Elmo Collins -2-

reasons for the responses. The specific areas (questiohs) are included in the corresponding
enciosures,

Design of Focus Groups

The focus groups were specifically designed to interview employees of similar grad

Due to the logistical challenges in getting these empioyees together at a ;.
face dtscussmns were unrealistic. These employees chose to provide the

on of the overall
projects, a few other employees in the regional office also compg rveys However, the
majority of RIV employees met face-to-face with the membe % roup Of the 15 sessions
conducted, 10 were face-to-face with members of the focu ¢ The remaining 5 were via
surveys :
Data Reporting

Each area (question) of concem started with a’
survey. Then, questions that were designeg
underlying reason for specific responseg
‘Comments.” The supporting commeg{¥
the focus group. Results are inclu_

ent of the original question from the OIG
s group members were asked to get {o the
BiNQdtidual comments are included as “Supporting

Most employees stated that their workload prevented them from attending fraining. As such,
they may not take classes that could help them better perform their job.

Everyone wanted more timely addition of courses into iLeam.

/
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Most agreed that RIV had done a good job of recruiting the right people for its future needs, but

had not done a good job of acquiring people. The hiring process is too slow and too
cumbersome.

Enclosures as stated
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DRMA/ORA Conclusions

Q.8 — The training | received from the NRC has adequately prepared me for the
work-l-de. - - >

Overall Conclusions

Generally 13's and 14's believed that their training has prepared them for their ¢ h With
an exception - Branch Chiefs desired more supervisory training.
The administrative staff (lower grade employees) did not agree that their {pes 1039 quately

prepared them for their job. They felt that not only had they not received heced _
training that they did receive, in some instances, had to be lsamed og thefi time. They also

feit that training dollars were not being assessed fairly — Most mones #entdo DRMA higher
grade employees. ; o W

“Training provided to admin staff does not meet needs of R\ more training on “how to
perform my job.” - .

» Employees had/have to, #/ ess on their own time.

y does not meets the needs of RIV. RIV needs to provide

» Training given {o agm 3
dag.on NRC processes and expectations for new admin staff

new admin staff t§
employess.

-2- Enclosure 1
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Q. 26 - Do you have sufficient knowledge of safety concepts to apply them to
your job. -

_Overall Conclysions ... .. . ... . .

No one had a clear understanding of safety concepts that applied to their job. Some # o™
this was limited to electrical safety (shock prevenhon) ~

Almost all indicated they had not received any industrial safety training from thg NEC X ‘

Additional Comment ‘ i

e TheRIV office facilities aren't handicap-friendly.

. «3- Enclosure 1
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Q. 53b - There are sufficient opportunities for me to receive: Cross-training to
learn other jobs

Overall Conclusions
Results were mixed. Higher grade employees stated they had considered cross-traj " :
‘opportunities and they had been encouraged by management to pursue these oppo RnNies,
However, they wished for more opportunities at the management level. )
Administrative staff stated that opportunities for cross-training were limit

no one to backfill their job. They also felt cross-training opportunities wefe riokad emsed to the
staff.

and ACES staff. -
Supporting Comments

« Employees in Headquarters have better 3€%5ss to ¥ross-training opportunities than
employees in RIV. : _

. Cross-tr ‘?" ortunmes are often not that eﬁectwe since the rotatmg empioyee is not
% authonty that the permanant employee has.

-4- Enclosure 1
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'RIV needs to better allocate its training budget - Allocate budget on a quarterlubs. }

regards to a new series or upward mobility. Why couldn't the

A R R R

Qther Training Issues

Additional {Blanket) training does not always solve the problem. Training should be targeted to
the offending individuals.

‘Be sensitive to training. It's too much. Too many classes required by il.earn,

Allow employees sufficient time to complete training.

| have heard that several admin assistants state that it seems the technic; ' .
training approved first, then left over money is used for the admin staff,

this is true since | don't know if the admin staff prepared and provideg tra ' aglans as
requested \

There has not been a position open in RN that administrativeseysteigpls could apply toin -

-5- _ Enclosure 1
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DRS Conclusions

R

Q8- The'tra.ining I received from the NRC has adequately prepared me for the, /
work1do. '

Overall Conclusion

Most participants agreed that the technical training they received met the minimukg.

for performing their job. Most also agreed that more specialized training is ry %
senior inspectors/team leaders expressed concern that they have not beeg p¥idel] adequate
supervisory training for leading teams. “ g

Almost all inspectors had issues with the availability of training and H g tralf tg is scheduled.

§ -~ . expertise.. For instance, electrical engineers would like to bef
- electrical issues. - ' LN

"M'éét inépectors agreed that the current training for 1S'¥g8 ,- ors is inadequate. See comments
below. R

Evefyone felt more RPS training was needed.

R X R -

Supporting Comments
: . '.Seve_ral inspectog resed a need for additional MOV and 1Sl training. Several
j inspectors statgd WBt Mey started in the job before receiving specific training on 1SI
inspections. £ %/NDE are examples of training that is not officially required for new
i inspecto portant on the job
% » Sevgral inSkgctors expressed additional concerns with I1S] inspections. Comments were:

pectors have no experience on NDE and welding, ISI requires special skills that

¥
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R SR,

RPS is inadequate - The training is worse than nothing. RPS is not intuitive and there
are no resources for anyone to learn. '

T

et

» Inspectors would like to have more training specifically for the job they perform. Specific
training mentioned was MOVs, S| and more NDE.

+ Training classes are only held during spring and fall when inspectors are busy.
Coordination and planning of classes is not done well by TTC and HQ/PDC. Some
classes are difficult to get into.

-2- Enclosure 2
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Recently DRS requested specialized training from the TTC. However, the only time TTC
personnel were willing to deliver the course was during an outage season.
Consequently, the only recipient was a DRP PE,

Training generally focuses on knowledge about various aspects of a job; no trainin 2
besides OJT teaches how to do the job. However, OJT is only effective if the | ", 2 Wy

mentor is effective.
g

Inspector training could be more meaningful if BC's were allowed #0"sg\ige input into
the development of qualification cards. _ :

Although OJT is the most meaningful form of training, there is no stan

. Need more training of the SDP; minor vs. more than minog=ero¥g peitting aspects.

Several people expressed a desire for additiong ” ' a_y Bh how to perform their current
job. _ Y ' .

-3- Enclosure 2




Q. 42 - | believe | have the opportunity for personal development and growth in
this organization.

Overall Conclusion. .

Most inspectors felt that the DRS workload prevented them from taking developmentg#

Supporting Comments
» Technical training and current job takes priority and is a problem itse »

o Lack of funding makes availability of classes a problem. ,

o There is a lack of opportunity for promotion for senior inspé

TR S

»  Work load prevents senior inspectors from getting tinf€%
TTC/PDC. ing tinf® S5
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+ Can't access such training because of ¢
' committed to inspection dates before

E -Higher grade employees don't heme

_ S ' unities for lateral transfers, for personal
T _ © development and growth, becglisg

branches tend to be specialized.

P
L]

Some perceived #fiagk
management

v ined are most-worthy, or to those who have already had
opportunities

&ronstrate what they can do.

AR AT T
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Q. 62a - | think the NRC is doing good job of: Recruiting the right people for its‘
future needs.

Overall: Conciuslon ; /

Generally, most inspectors believed that the right people were being recruited, but were bgf

placed in the wrong positions. A few indicated that more industry-experienced people wa(g 4
needed.

Supporting Comments

: » Resources are not distributed appropriately, requiring people to sug ool Pcti
g outside of their assigned area. J" o

rd § whether the inspector
card) to complete the

» Not enough electrical engineers.

» Inspectors are often assigned to fill slots with little or n
is actually qualified (by knowledge and experience, n
associated inspection scope. e

A

Balance between formal education vs. experienda js lacking

PRI =5,
®

o |t's hard to find quality industry personng

k
:
a
i
|
B!
i

past we haven'’t focused on recruiting people to fill specific needs; instead, we

. cruited good people from selected universities. Recruiting should be focused to meet-
N, agency needs.

« Recruiting could be improved if technical staff were allowed more participation. For
instance, technical staff would like more input in school selection. Using the school
selections provided by HR often results in recruiting people with similar backgrounds. -

-5- Enclosure 2




Q. 62b ~ | think the NRC is doing a good job of: Developing its people to their full
potential.

Overall Conclusion

Most DRS personnel agreed that the inspection schedule prevents RIV from devéloping D
to their full potential.

Supporting Comments
E « Development is difficult due to work load. Senior personnel could helg
| busy as well.
» Resources for déve%op&ng people are inadequate. . /@

ks inspectors to scopes for which they're
fning one, but learning that way isn't the

g/loping NSPDP'ers. Through their rotational
-' to a variety of jobs, but we don't actually teach them how
such, they aren't prepared for jobs when they graduate.

. s Werneedtodoa better j
: assignments we expo :
to do any pamcul )

-6- Enclosure 2
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Q. 62¢ ~ | think the NRC is doing a good job of: Retaming its most talented
people.

Overall Conclusion : /

Results are mixed as to whether NRC is doing enough to retain its. most talented people. &

E Supporting Comments
, + Most losses now are due to retirement, not other attrition, but job satisfagtic
; exciting enough for new graduates.

» Younger people are frustrated that the agency is siow to embra :

e Agency has not retained enough people.

¢ Forced moves are an issue, particularly with reSig

« Oftentimes, retention programg‘eMBees, recognition) are too little, too late; the real
; need is to increase job satigfac £

o,

:
%
i
#
i
H
v
i
iE
it
¥
i
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Q.91a - How often do the following interfere with your attending training for your
current job; My personal workload.

Overall Conclusion

All agreed that personal workload often interfered with the ability to take training. A few
personnel stated that work load very often interfered with the ability to take training. ;_ N

Supporting Comments

o Workload interferes with attending training due to inspection schedule

'« Changing workload is an obstacle. Inspections are sched}
-+ advance that classes and inspection schedules are ngeX

'« Changing schedules is a hit against metrics, therafal, :
. Semor inspectors can't delegate enough b 3 s

+ " The IRC staff often assigns inspectol /& rosters without verifying that the
. inspectors are available, and the _y-~‘: he inspectors to find replacements.

2% methics that would take a hit if we change an inspection. dateto
ek of experienced bench strength to replace team leaders who

need training ,‘ \
. Attehdin Fming can have a chilling effect for senior employees. Work assignments

a qick response) or accumulate to be dealt with after training. Consequently
Benployees are reluctant to take time off for training.

-8- Enclosure 2
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Q. 91b - How often do the fol'lowlng_ interfere with your attending tfaining for your
current job: Availability of classes/courses.

Overall Conclusion

DRS personnel, particularly the inspectors, agreed that the lack of class availabtmy was #%
problem.

Supporting Comments

Classes are scheduled after inspection schedules are developed.

iLearn does not list classes until the last minute

Root cause classes have not been offered for months andea 2 Yglgihg people up from
completing inspector qualifications. f %

Specialized courses such as filters/HVAC gg healhangers are offered extremely
rarely. 6 : .

-9 Enclosure 2
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- ‘Some trammg'_ imposed through iLeamn isn't useful or valuabl

| 'Training coordinators generally aren't helpful.

. Need more attention, focus, etc for special eff
the past.

T AT

Other Training Issues
The recently required OSHA training was too much effort for too littie benefit.

Some documents. (old NUREGs and.old versions of the ASME Code). are required.to fuuy £
understand licensee commitments, but they aren't avalilable onlme N

RCB staffing or exercises is not coordinated with inspections or vacations or training S
opportunities.

Main obstacle is a “clique” of ex-Navy personnel; if you're not one of them, ydud
opportunities to promotion to GG-15. »

For some Branch Chiefs, training and development is mostly about kg Mewatfead of the
workload s

P Ng@ent OSHA courses)

Regiona! awards process Is not effective. It's too burg ¢. Nothing differentiates

performance it's more of a cattle call.

fards for special inspections are a thing of

<10 - Enclosure 2



DIVISION OF REACTOR PROJECTS




S EREPT B

Supporting Commentst )
In-Office

DRP Conclusions

Q. 63a - There are sufficient opportunities for me to receive: Training to |mprove
my skills in'my current Iob

Conclusions

In-Office Conclusions

However, there was a general sense that some classes needed for full infpeM
were not readily available. ;

Br_ahch chiefs stated that the most important skill needed for the jgB Wik g pfoject and time
management. Branch Chiefs would like to receive more training krf pej onnel management

PEs surveyed would like to receive more training on the R&! " ). , and _more technical training

(diesels, motors, pumps, valves, etc). Also addmonal 1o
understand regulations.

" Site Administrative Assistant Conclusions

Some slte secretaries expressed concern §

thixe are not sufficient training opportunities for

354 asic qualifications are not available when needed. This has resulted
Completing the qualification process.

7] & are not posted in iLearn soon enough to avoid potential conflicts. Inspection
jities are not linked with the qualification card requirements. For instance, EOC
gtings are often scheduled during the same weeks as required training h

There needs to be more of an effort made to link the qualification card requnrements w1th
the availability of training classes.

e (5-205 (Root Cause Incident investigation Workshop) is required by the qual card, but no
classes are scheduled.

* Need more hands-on vendor workshops (no other specifics given).

-2- Enclosure 3
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» Scheduling classes is difficult, especially with the lead time which commits you so far in
advance; it's hard to know how busy you will be by the time you take the training.

Resident inspectors

¢ The region should allow residents to perform an annual week of cross-training by 4 .
observing baseline inspections at different sites, where the only focus and res )&} !b b
of the inspector it to galn insight from the way the resident staff is performing

inspections. y .

¢ Residents would like additional tralnmg in the following areas: work pn (g mq1%n

accurate and timely communications, technical knowiedge, critica iggAnd techmcal
writing and the ROP. V‘

] "Ob;ectmty visits are a very good method for improving insp okills. However,
objectivity visits are often typically coordinated to provide g p Fto sites that need site
emergency response coverage, or support for compl W/‘ haddaseline inspection

requirements.

« Sufficient training is available — biggest obsta ‘ toverage

‘Site Administrative Assistants

¢ There is limited training available tq SIt etaries unless you are in allowed to receive

training in the Dallas area. With 1oy, d m:ly obligations, most are not able to go when
course are offered in Region | -.

_Tlme is the biggest obsts Q e secretarles for receiving training.

- It's been almost two yes smce the last counterpart meeting. This Is the only hands on

training | routinel _@ ve. " If a site admin assistant has to miss a countarpart meeting,
the next training SO

ities become much longer, three to four years in some cases.

bt counterpart sessions for admin assistants.

- .

oid like to have a basic understanding of nuclear powerfindustry/NRC. A'lso a basic

saii;nderstanding of how government operates. Also a basic understanding of emergency
response would be helpful. '

» Improve the timeliness of training -~ Sometimes training on new cbmputer systems are
too far ahead of the actual release and sometimes it lags behind.

~3- . Enclosure 3
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Resident Inspector Conclusions

* In-Office

: 'Residegt !nsgctors

Q.53b - There are sufficient opportunities for me to receive: Cross-training to
learn other jobs. _

in ce Conclusions

Most DRP personnel believed that although there are cross-training opportunities availgb shey
are not well advertised. ' " N

Site Administrative Assistant Conclusions

Site admin assistants would like more cross training opportunities in the regi :
other sites. Some also expressed a desire to participate in emergency eyaThigea

Supporting Comments

« Members of the technical staff expressedintere:
DRP. Branch Chiefs expressed more &§pRg-tra
realm. ‘

+ Regional cross training oppo

2
Yésidents to perform an annual week of cross-training by

£ ons at different sites, where the only focus and responsibifity

of the inspector -* oAy, insight from the way the resident staff is performing

inspections. % %

i{¥re a very good method for improving inspection skills. However, _
Wsits are often typncally coordinated to- prowde support to sutes that need site -

" _-should consider short term opportunities, one to three weeks, for qualified
Sinspectors to perform different inspection.

' The region should start encouraging/allowing additional quahﬁcatton from the extsting
1245 framework '

Site Admmlstratwe Assistants

« A site admin assistant commented that she had applied for two rotational opportunities in

the region only to have the positlons withdrawn before being filled. This is very
discouraging.

-4. ' Enclosure 3
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Site admin assistants would like more cross-training opportunities in headquarters of
other regions.

Some site admin assistants believed that only the region benefits from cross-training, .
opportunities. These opportunities shouid be mutually beneficial. Site admin assig
stated that they frequently perform fill-in positions in the region, however when ga ‘

for a temporary promotion to one of the same positions, they are told that thei #
experience doesn't count because it was not documented by personnel, so they<o

get credit for the experience. The region benefits by paying a lower salariy; 0 P&y
higher grade work, and then denies the experience credit toward a pr J’)" OhBf oven a

temporary promotion. )
O

-5- Enclosure 3
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Q 53c - There are sufficient opportunities for me to recelve: Training to increase my
eligibility for a better job.

Higher grade employees generally believed that the region provided sufficient training
opportunities.

Lower grade employees generally believed that regional training opportumtnes ore
They believed that the HQs employees had an advantage since the PDC was jaui
frequency of course offerings should be increased.

Site Administrative Assista onclusions /@

Generally site admin assistants believed there were not sufficient trerih

_increasing their eligibility for a8 better job. They believed they '

-6- Enclosure 3




Q.62a - | think the NRC is doing a good job of: Recruiting the right people for its
future needs

Overall Conclusion

DRP employees believe the region is doing a good job at targeting the right people but n
good job of acquiring the right people. .

Supporting Comments

+ Hiring process is cumbersome and slow. This prevents us from hiringhg

abo t working for NRC, but they are never hired (never made the
#isBWhere). There were people we definitely should have hired, but
'mng by the resident was helpful. Perhaps a personal

ould be welcomed.

approached resigdn}
BQLsothey 1=V,

e rret employees came from. We should be recrumng from schools with strong
Qinedring programs and large numbers of students. For example, we send recruiters.
veral schools with less than 10,000 students, but completely ignore Rice/U of

e . Enclosure 3



Q. 62¢ ~ | think the NRC is doing a good job of: Retaining its most talented people.

Overall Conclusion

-Generally, the NRC. is doing a.good of retaining talented.people. .

Site admin assistants believe their retention rate could be improved by more training to aite

personnel.
Silpportlng Comments
é All DRP
s The NRC is doing a good job of retaining talent; however, imprové v@ could be made
: by increasing job benefits and showing examples of future ad
? through rotations
&
* NRC retention process could be improved by greater
more distinct performance award system, i.e., hmit

amount of bonus.

» Salary restnctlons are the biggest obstacigebe ré \

Site Administrative Assistants

L .Getting a job with the NRC is =r giTNg4engthy process and could turn some talented
‘people away because they m' be able to wait that long to know if they have been
hired. If there is any -way tQ speRdNb the process, it could be beneficial.
il
ii _ Resident Inspectors
é ¢ Relocation - the mendous pressure on the resident staff to NOT move back to
& the region In feselirent economic situation. Given the weakness of our relocation
i program (theg fiice has the lowest relocation incentive payment in the country and
* the reloga ractor is not paying market rates for homes), we will probably lose

Wghts to other employers in the coming years.

-8- Enclosure 3
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‘Not enough training opportunities.

Q. 70 - There is sufficlent opportunity for me to receive additional technical training to
enhance my job skills.

Conclusions
In-Qﬁ" ice Conclusions
Most DRP in-office employees believed that there were sufficient opportunities to regé

training to enhance job skills, However, most employees felt additional courses nee
added to reflect changes in the industry.

Resident inspector Conclusions

Sufficient training opportunities — mixed,

Site Administrative Assistants Conclusions

Supporting Comments

In- Office

*  Younger employees exg #strong desire for more allegations training. Employees
suggested role playing. ¢ :

For residents, scheduling and resources were the bnggest obstacles to for recewmg
" additional training.

s Aside from TTC refresher training, resident don't receive any instruction on how to do
our jobs during an accident. Additionally, the TTC training is not geared towards how to
be a resident - It's focused on how the plant/licensed operator will respond. In my
several years onsite, there hasn't been a participation exercise, so the only opportunity
I've had to practice these skills is during actual events. Is that really what we want?

-9- : Enciosure 3
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Need more cross-training

Residents have adequate systems training, need more focus at the component level.

Need more hands-on vendor workshops.

Need more training on emergency response/reactor accident trammg

Site Admlmstratwe Assistants

Would like more training on the new computer programs being |m ahteg (i.e.
2007, HRMS) and emergency response training. -

Would like to have a broader understanding of the nuclear

do. | know it's not necessary for the core functions of my ‘
and would be beneficial to my work.

-10- _ Enclosure 3



1
|
POTENTIAL AREAS TO EXPLORE OR ADDRESS FROM THE FOCUS GROUPS
OCWE
Action ltems from 'May 13 -14, 2010 Off-Site Meeting
Re-inventing “Ask Management’
Assessing barriers to utilizing the hon-concurrence process
Considering scheduled Open-Door periods with RA/DRA _
1 Conducting RA/DRA skip-level meetings with branch chiefs only g kaff o ly
% | lncreasing the visibility of the resolution of issues raised thro _ wiis OCWE processes
Addressing some staﬁ impressions that some superw y ,.. hagers do not treat
employees with respect ’ :
° _ Ensuring the staff, especially the administrativestaff, gre aware of the open door, non-
concurrence and DPO processes ‘ '
Addressing staff impressions that su ‘?@ managers are always pressed for time

; (harried) | . y

TRAINING AND DEVELOPM "P

B oL o

Re-invigorating the IDP _;Q. °
§ Recruiting at sc .,.'- arger engineering student bodies

Assessing e of 'l‘“: of relocation policy for resident inspectors
' ldent'_ ditlonal measures to further streamline recruiting and hiring

m v g developmental opportunities for lower graded staff

Addressing the perception that inspectors have to identify performance deﬁciendies toget
promoted
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MISCELLANEOUS

Management Directives)

Reviewing ROPG's for consistency with higher tiered Agency level guidance documents (e.g., /

Addressing the consistency and objectivity of performance appraisals

AddreSsing perceptions that meeting Operating Plan Metrics is more valued than t
the work products

Addressing the perception/reality that some supervisors and managers :_c o-ghanagers

Identifying behaviors that reinforce that supervisors and managers vqlye
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August 23, 2011

T T——

MEMORANDUM TO: Brian W. Sheron, Director
' Office of Nuclear Regulatory Research

FROM: Thomas M. Kardaras, Chief /RA/
information Technology and Infrastructure By
Program Management, Policy Development.
and Analysis Staff _
Office of Nuclear Regufatory-Resea

SUBJECT:

" recommended transition plan.

bain approach that was designed to promote an open
i e staff within the office and to address a number of

The focus group developed and implgy '»
and collaborative work environmepgt a
the items related to OCWE in thaeRS 2§
with RES staff in sixteen (16) oﬁ heS 1o discuss the working environment that currently exists in
RES and to identify any drivers/gtors or best practices contributing to its strength as well as any. -
i giness and collaboration. Enclosure 1 summarizes some of the
@S, "™n other outreach activities, the group attempted to raise
Megrams through an OCWE-related article in the Researcher,

e group sponsor and group lead during two RES all-hands meetings

panel comprised of both RES and agency staff members to discuss their

agency'’s Differing Professional Opinion and Non-Concurrence processes at

insights from those
awareness about

Continue hosting office director brown bag seminars with a clear purpose and outcome
Increase interactions between management and staff

Conduct a panel discussion about DPO, non-concurrence, and open door policy at a RES :
all-hands meeting every two years

CONTACT: . Thomas M. Kardaras, PMDA/RES
301-251-7667

Attachment 14




B. W. Sheron -2~

¢ Increase RES collaborative interactions with one or more of our corporate offices 4
» Provide quick links on the internal RES website to the agency's DPO, non A%
~ and Open Door Policies

Since receiving authorization to implement our final recommendations, only on .
implemented. Specifically, the recommendation for increased interactions be{yfsew Managers
and staff has not yet been implemented. We expect to complete this item j =4

look forward to discussing with you the results of our focus group activity
for the OCWE activity into normal RES processes. )

Enclosures:
As stated

cc. R. Pedersen, OE
M. Case, RES
W. Ott, RES
M. Sircar, RES
S. Coffin, NRO
J. Yerokun, R-Il/DCI
D. Chan, RES




- B. W. Sheron -2-

¢ Increase RES collaborative interactions with one or more of our corporate offices -
+ Provide quick links on the internal RES website to the agency's DPO, non-concurrggt
and Open Door Policies \

Since receiving authorization to implement our final recommendations, only one of thefrI\g
implemented. Specifically, the recommendation for increased interactions betwegn A
and staff has not yet been implemented. We expect to complete this item in thgpmeakfu

look forward to discussing with you the results of our focus group activity and Que®®nsition plan
for the OCWE activity into normal RES processes. :

Enclosures:
As stated

cc: R. Pedersen, OE
L M. Case, RES
- W. Ott, RES
M. Sircar, RES
S. Coffin, NRO
J. Yerokun, R-II/DCI
D.Chan, RES
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ENCLOSURE 1

FY2010 KLS Focus Group
Promote an Open ang Collaborative Work Environment
GROUP ACTION REPORT: MEETING NOTES
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MEERNNG NOTES (REDACTED VERSION)




ENCLOSURE 1

FYZ2010 RES Focus Group
Promaote an Open anc Coliaborative Y/« Environineni
GROUP.ACTION REPORT: MEETING NOTES

Group Members:

Mike Case, Bill Oft-

Notes:

Tanr s i

R sTa

Observation was offered that after a survey involving considerablg

about three years ago a report was prepared for higher review but ¥, he
course of time and management transfers the effort died. A&pp¥ of jhe
briefing material was provided to us. ; "

One staff member observed that “we had some bulliesy efore
This staff member said that they shut and had littlg hop¥
advancement. New management brought thergeay "--, gave new hope
for professional development. , v ¥

Staff observed that higher management dRs#Sgem to realize what the
situation was. Awards given to abusjyg IKgnesers seemed to encourage
behaviors (permissive environmenti€ '

Staff who had experience frorff ojfier agencies and joined NRC within
last several years observedhat NHIC is wonderful compared to the
median. They had observed™Rg8nhous environments that created a
“someone is out to ge t ~-.. " fgdling. NOT THE CASE HERE!

What do they thinlg .»@ e open door policy? Reluctant to use. Lack
of familiarity witlg g ; ‘management.

No mtnmxdaobserved between staff levels.
Fee @ @echanisms could be important,

br nch all bad feelings and experiences were associated with
b0 individuals who are no longer with the NRC. The same hames

¢came out of conversations with other branches. Conclusion - one or

o individuals can be the source of all the bad vibes and stories.

‘See BC's every day. Lack of conﬁdenoe up the chain may be a result of
lack of contact time and one-on-one familiarity.

. Organization: REDACTED 4
Date: - | 08/10/2010 ;!

14

| REDACTED

08/24/2010

Group Members:

Bill Ott, Stephanie Coffin

Notes:

Administrative staff doesn't feel as connected to technical staff. Service
role not respected.

There is a fear that someone won't have your back,

Access, the ability to walk in and talk to someone is very good.

Interactions generally positive when it is clear that you are there to help.

Page 2 of 15
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ENCLOSURE 1

FYZ010 RES Focus Group
Premote an Open and Collaborative Work. Environment
GROUP ACTION REPORT: MEETING NOTES

individuals can be a problem when they don't understand roles and .
responsibilities, particularly when it means that they don't get the answ A
that they want. N

Interoffice collaborative work environment has.not been as good o ¥
development of agency wide applications such as FAMIS. »

One individual observed afterwards that the presence ghlidhi
management at the meeting caused them to be reluct % and that
at least one person had not been candid in their opsenitigis.

branch's oversight. We discussed and decideg to it attendance
General environment at branch level has | googe We hope that any
individuals who feel intimidated will find a \ya#e express their views to
us separately. We invite any follow up g at the end of each
meeting. A
| Organization: REDACTED - X ¥ L
Date: 08/01/2010 o~ o

Group Members:

Notes: £</

enhancement

There is a negative cop ot %

:

Usmg DPO means that something must have been broken

Management does not want to hear bad news.

Collaboration among branches and divisions could be increased; not enough
communication; people may assume there is not anyone else who can
contribute

Having a formal process (e.g., DPO) is a good thing

Collaboration_ may be driven more by personality and experience'

RES management more enlightened (as compared to several years ago); feel
there is increased access to higher levels of management

Organization:

REDACTED

Page 3 0f 15




ENCLOSURE 1

FY2010 RES Focus Group .

- Bromate an Open and Collahorative Work, BEavirorment

‘GROUP ACTION REPORT: MEETING NOTES

Date: 09/21/2010
Group Members: | Mita Sircar, Jimi Yerokun
Too many processes and there is a lack of clarity amongst the processes s
that they are not fully understood, Training may not be the solution. A
knowledgeable POC for assistance is more effective.
Invite BCs in the higher management meetings so that flow of mf
top level to branch level takes place. .
Open Door Policy - For higher management such as EDO, % yof time is
uncertain. Announcing open time slots will be helpful. The ¢i% ‘es of the
approaches of the senior management regarding Opgp ®@or policy are
unknown. Different managers go about it differentl f
DPOis perceived as a clash, not eye to eye c%
Non-concurrence is perceived as negatiysme %
i) Region - Il inspector shar g s §xperience as suicidal to one of
Notes:

% Ehou be through supervisor.

hy is the DPO handled by OE and not by OEDO? The OE name may have

‘| some negative connotation to the processes.

Commission does not expect that all staffs are in agreement on all issues. They
actually want to see the pros and cons and the different staff views if they exist.

Concurrence page does not have enough space.

There could be better and more user friendly-ways to train staffs on these
processes

Organization:

REDACTED

Date:

09/21/2010

Group Members.

Mita Sircar, Jimi Yerokun

Page 4 0f 18
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ENCLOSURE 1

EY2010 ?«ES Focus Group
Promote an Qoen and Cotlabarative Work Environment
GROUP ACTION REPORT: MEETING NOTES

S v e e, TR

NS

#

'g" Notes: Joint meeting with REDACTED. See REDACTED Notes.
Organlza'tion: REDACTED
Date: 09/22/2010

Group Members: | Tom Kardaras. Mike Case
i Started the discussion by talking about the DPO, Non Concurrencg.arMOpg
" Door Policy programs and everyone indicated that they knew verly lifia 298
H those programs. Everyone was given the number of each M ey

collaborative work environment. They also mdﬁ;, i
of understanding at the higher levels then theramé®cr

empt to be open and

g Someone indicated that many times wigntnhk, ] _
# they are attempting to A

coliaborative nothing happens. Meanm
collaborate with don't engage.

r | . : Everyone indicated that they foR $
are heard and understoody,

Notes:

g’*’é 2 sked if managers should allocate more of their time to their people

' BGne suggested that there needs to get a better way rather than the
suggestions program to collect employee input.

Someone indicated that staff needs to stop taking things personally when
discussing behaviors and to consider criticism as a good thing. Sometimeits all
in how they interpret the comments.

Someone said that if we are gaing to be open and collaborative it can't be
forced it has to be natural and that the managers must create the environment.

| Organization: REDACTED

Date: 09/30/2010.

Group Members: | Mita Sircar, Jimi Yerokun

OCWE ~ Why we need to take it on?
How technical is DPO?

Notes:

R o i e

There appears to be a good knowledge of the process, although, some '
perceive that there may be some negativity associated with process

Page 5 of 15
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ENCLOSURE 1

FY2010 RES Foeus Group
Promote an Open anc Collaborative Work Environment
GROUP ACTION REPORT: MEETING NOTES

The feedback process could be improved
Some cultural | issues at the highest level, management needs to demonstra B
the culture "3
Start form the top down

The non-concurrence process has some associated problems X
Publishing success stories could be helpful : }

User friendly ways to train staffs would be helpful

Some of the issues with the non-concurrence @
comments; disagreements amongst the stafgjswt s
with the staff but just moved up the chaindQ}P%

_ ' Organization:

REDACTED :
:Date; - 10/04/2010
Group Members: | Mita Sircar, Mike Case N

f M the common practice within the branch is to put a
note on the.door, So edggtrote on the white board to reserve it; that caused

i % out breaking the line of command.

" ds common time with other offices. HFRB has founded “First
ghay “- First Thursday is @ monthly opportunity for NRC's human

foerformance professionals to gather after work, get to know each other, and

ave some fun,

Knowledge Transfer ~ The knowledgeable person gets tied up with tasks, and
do not get time for knowledge transfer.

RES staff usually works individually and do not get opportunity to collaborate or
participate on other staffs’ issues. It will be helpful to have a common table to
put out the technical questions.

Using branch meeting as opportunity for discussion/input from experienced staff
or identify the source of knowledge base.

Communication is not so efficient between offices and levels.

Open and collaborative work environment exists at the staff level; more
management support is needed, top down approach is recommended.

Page 6 of 15




ENCLOSURE 1

FY2010 RES Focus Group
Fromate an Open and Coltahorative Work Environment
GROUP ACTION REPORT: MEETING NOTES

To run the projects in more coltaborative manner, built-in language in the SOW
may be effective.

Finding NUREGS are not so intuitive. There shoulid be a better way to organj
them.

' Organization: REDACTED - &
Date: : 10/05/2010 A~

Group Members: | Stephanie Coffin, Tom Kardaras 4 - X

i Someone asked about the safety survey resuit and whether) 5 @ﬁts_were
e better than their peers. They were told that the results werey]

average and that RES's score was higher in some casgs #i

Someone pointed out that feeling comfortable in tal ) tQ Wervisor on
dlffenng oplmons was one area in the survey. ’ )

¢an Prevent important information to
¥s. Itis an organizational challenge.

: up the chain of command and thaf thi
5 : N never make it to the real decisigny

they had at General Electric in the 1980s.
uld "sit in the trenches with staff” because the

Notes:

woomeone mentioned that without collaboration there is a loss of producnvny
Ngnd the cuiture is adversely affected.

Someone said that there is no incentive to collaborate. They viewed fundmg
metrics, power metrics and organizational structure as barriers.

Someone said there is a time to coliaborate.

Someone said that there are Branches with internal expertise and other '
branches with only external expertise and that this causes frustration when
attempting to coliaborate.

Someone said that the current chain of command causes problems.

Someone said that sensitive topics or sensitive deliverables can prevent
collaboration at times.

Someone indicated that the Differing Professional Opinion (DPO) program

Page 7 of 15




ENCLOSURE 1

FY2010 RES Focus Group _
Promote sn Open and Coltaborative Work Environmen!
_ GROUP ACTION REPORT: MEETING NOTES

should be avoided at all costs. They explained how someone had offered a
DPO and folks weren't happy and the person submitting it ended up retiring.

N

Someone said there is no alignment on what the DPO is.
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directed. They talked about metrics and goals being
welfare, spending for spending sake. X

F

b L g R

and technical piece. They indicated th ’
needs.

TR O R

Someone talked about the impo ;1“ of personalmes of Branch Chiefs and
Division Directors.playing an { ﬂan role in encouraging col!aboratlon They

g7

Someone talk about i%g Lot of managers who display to much ownership
of their turf and they 3 .-:‘ d with the earlier comments about metrics.
Someone poineX mgs we do good. When there are large projects there
are lots of ' there is always good communications and frequent

d \ere is respect making it easier to collaborate. On the other
oW are projects with other divisions there are conflicts and

% ¥ said it is really important for people to go outside of their comfort
ghen coltaborating.

REDACTED
"10/05/2010

5 m : | Jimi Yerokun )
s The OCWE process is good and well practiced in RES.

Senior managers interact well with staffs, e.g., Mike Webber coming to RES
“and walking the halls interacting with staffs.

Some staffs mentioned having positive experiences with the Open Door policy
in RES. They have no reservations with talking up the chain in RES. Aithough
there have had negative experiences in other offices {e.g., NMSS)

Notes:

SELE R

There is a perception that management rotates through a lot and as such there
may be some doubt about genuine commitment.

There is usually a good level of support from RES management

Page § of 13




"ENCLOSURE 1

FYZ010 RES Focus Group
Promote an Open ang Ccllahorative Work Eavironment
GROUP ACTION REPORT: MEETING NOTES

TE . e L L

The feeling is that senior management actually believes in this stuff. E.g., EDO
and Chairman

S BB U e Teern

Regarding the DPO process, there is the perception that management alwa
4 sticks with management. While no one indicated that they have had any
experiences with retaliation, some perceive that indirect consequences B

Organization: REDAGTED
Date: 10/06/2010

Group Members: | Tom Kardaras, Stephanie Coffin
Someone indicated that they have been in the agency for 2 :
have had no issues and a posmve experience. They indicat

Someone else, who had only been working in . d ~' mbnths and had
recently come over from NRR, indicated ho * IR igiven '
non-concurrence process and that there jang Of

AR heii s o e s o RS

Heg it the interactions between RES, NRR and NMSS and they feel
wnical meetings they serve as a platform to reach consensus.
Notes: Co '

RC's review processes. Technical reviews and Peer reviews do not play an
jmportant role. They added that work isn't declared mission critical which
uggest minimum QA by staff. Peer review increases responsibility levels
amongst staff. They said it is very tough for them to get used to the lack of
Q&A on peer reviews.

Someone said they have no problem in going to Brian with an issue.

Someone said that peer reviews are so important.

Bl g e T

Someone said they are positive about working at NRC but notxced that
decisions are top-down with no room for disagreement.

Someone said they have faith in peopie that they work with,

Someone said the peer review is not a barrier to collaboration. They added that
there is discomfort in writing conclusions or reports.

Page 9 of 1&




ENCLOSURE 1

FY2010 RES Focus Group
Promote an Upen and Coliaborative Work Eavironment
GROUP ACTION REPORT: MEETING NOTES

Someone said that maintaining schedules and inputting their time causes the
loss of time to conduct peer reviews.

Ex r“Pand on what everyone's saying. One benefit of the peer review is that th
person is confirming the right things and understands there can be no
confus:on or mistakes and that it is aligned with plan or goal. 3
Detailed peer review; awareness is important to OCWE.

Must be a balanced approach concerning the type of work

KM benefits
Quality is foremost and everyone should be prﬂ{iv
Organization: REDACTED
Date: 10/12/2010
Group Members:. | Mita Sircar, Tom Kardaras .
Someone said that they have a great B at promotes collaboration
§ well and creates a strong openness c
E Someone said they have fear to ¢peak jn ar open group. '
Someone described how the “" o years in NRR and now that they are in
RES, they can tell that ut i ; icult in NRR and given the fact that there
3 were more DPO issug r plants having problems that shouid have
welcomed it
Someone saiddy g is needed because there are contentious meetings

% ebout the recent leak of a budget memo that mentioned
i€ licensing review activities at Yucca Mountain.

taff members have heard of non-concurrence to take place but were not
Wvolved directly.

Same with DPO... heard about it, however, no personal experience.

Good processes but need to be top down.

e

1 There are some negative perceptions depending on individuai personalny of the
Sr. Manager and on the other hand somettme the staff is off-base.

in general staff expressed collaborative work environment within the branch.

Sometimes if they receive antagonistic email, they take initiative to make it
more collaborative.

Within the branch, they practice open door policy. Upon asking, one person
responded that so far he didn't need to go to higher management, however, if
situation arises he feels positive about open door policy. Others agreed.

Page 16 of 15




ENCLOSURE 1

FY2010 RES Facus Group :
Bromote an Ouen and Coliabsrative Work Environment
GROUP ACTION REPORT: MEETING NOTES

Positive feedback about Brian's and James's brown bag meetings.
Staffs asked about point of contact within RES for various processes.
Training to face contentious situation. o

Expressed concern about top management disclosing budget mattggs
prematurely.

Group Members:

Organization. REDACTED £
Date: 10/13/2010 ). 4

Tom Kardaras, Mita Sircar

Notes:

| do, could that be a barrier?

Someone states the agency's Open Door Palicy is
accepted.

Someone said the response to them is aljgys W hierérchy but many
times it is not followed. YA

Someone said problem goes directly to staff.
Someone said that there is too much formality.

Someone relatively new to RES said that as they understand it to get promoted
they must stay low and under the radar. in other words, don't rock the boat.

Someone raised a discussion on the brown bag meetings and said that they
really don't like that as a time to meet with management because that is their
personal time.

Someone said it's all about people.

Someone raised this question;: When you look at RES staff you can see lots of
diversity, but in some of the cultures, open door is not something folks want to

Fage 11 of 15
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ENCLOSURE 1

FY2010 RES Focus Group
Promote an Open and Colaborative Work Environment
GROUP ACTION REPORT: MEETING NOTES

Someone said that to be open and collaborative there has to be a strong
commitment.

Someone said managers are questioning resource sharing and that is not €
collaborative. & 3

The responses follow.

improved time management
A comfortable environment

bypass when raising an issue)
Top Down (leaders take ownersh-
Free thinking 3

Someone asked why doe the _‘rmn visit with the Office Director but the
Office Director never R

) Culrure change for having super managers (non-technical) vs. promoting

Wchnical people with leadership capabilities to managerial positions.

With super manager concept it requires lots of briefing and possibility of making
decisions that is not aligned with the best technical interest.

REDACTED

10/19/2010

Group Members:

Jimi Yerokun, Mike Case

Notes:

The nature of the group's work is such that they are always collaborating with
others, both within and outside the office. That is the way work gets done,
providing and collecting information. People generally cooperate (have to?).

It would be better for the group if RES supervision is more proactive and shares
more on the nature of their work activities. Do not necessarily have to always
be in the receiving mode, i.e., always waiting for questions/queries from FPMB

Page 12 of 15



ENCLOSURE 1

FY2010 RES Focus Group

Promote an QOpen and Collaborative Work Environment
GROUP ACTION REPORT: MEETING NOTES

Most of the branch members were not familiar with most of the OCWE
processes. They think that most of the processes are for more for the technical

staff p.
- ‘i /

Organization: REDACTED - . iy,
Date: - 10/20/2010 N

Group Members:

Jimi Yerokun, Mita Sircar

Notes:

The real issue is trying to collaborate with other off ces because of Jge "m of
the branch's infrastructure work ;

The major obstacle is trying to conaborate with OIS. The o ; >: o% -' listen
to inputs or suggestions. Things are basically forced down o2 g/ program
offices.

How can we improve in providing feedbacks to oth c bs e g ois
There is the fear of being tagged as a troubl
issues are sometimes not raised. 4

The old school view is take problems 1o g »ate supervisor. Current
procedures support this view and ?- 't rea encourage the use of paths
around the superwsor

Qear of recrimination), thus

Relations between ofﬁces ", re p eto show disrespect.

Security = |T -~ purchaf{ @ moXdures have slowed procurements by factor of 2
because staff not tr Ae "

Need to get i -,-'- ; part of decision chain.

OIS doe . t Irst -~ recrimination can be a factor.

Effs ca ger are real.

_-,:' for raising negative items on senior management review items is

wigM®than for positive items.

¢eed objectivity where career advancement is concerned. How can subjeétivity
be reduced?

Setting up meetings is a process involving many different parties with no one
group in charge ~ everybody has niche and says not my job when another
aspect is addressed. Work environment is protect yourself, not collaborative, -
Need a central responsible authority to cover all aspects.

Organization:

REDACTED
Date: 10/21/2010
Group Members: .
Notes:
Organization: REDACTED
Date: 10/28/2010

Page 130f 15
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ENCLOSURE 1

FY2010 RES Focus Group
Promote an Open and Collaboralive Work Environment
GROUP ACTION REPORT: MEETING NOTES

Group Me_mbers:

Notes:

Organization: REDACTED
Date: . 10/07/2010

Group Members:

Bill Ott, Mike Case

Notes:

A MEETING WAS CONDUCTED BUT NO NOTES WERE PE

Organization:

REDACTED

Date:

Group Members:

‘| Notes:

REDACTED

- [ Organization::
- { Date: -

Group Members:

Notes:

Organization:

REDACTED

Date:

Group Members:

Notes:

[ Organization:

| Date:

Group Mem'bers:.

Notes:

Open and Collaborative Work Environment Focus Group
FINAL MEETING w/ Staff

November 9, 2010

Tom Kardaras, Mita Sircar, Stephanie Coffin, Bill Ott

Notes:

Browns Bags ~ confusion as to the purpose of these (the schedulers do
not contain any information). Are they for management? For staff? For
new staff this isn't at all clear. Do they have to take place during lunch -
hour (do people have to take their lunch break to attend)? Division
management and branch chiefs neither encourage nor discourage
attendance. Might be awkward for some folks to raise issues in a group
setting.

SES and staff - feel a sense of isolation between these two levels.
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ENCLOSURE 1

FY2010 RES Focus Group
Promote an Open ano Collaborative Work Environment
GROUP ACTION REPORT: MEETING NOTES

Recommend getting out to talk with the staff more. Disappointed that
not more SES managers attend the RES seminars, Staffs aiso perceive
that the managers are not interested for detail technical issues. f

J—

! DPO/Open Door/Non-concurrence — feel a need to follow standard v
! protocol and hierarchy when raising issues ~ i.e., would not take %/
advantage of open door policy without talking wnh lower leve! 4
supervision first. The message would be stronger and morgpy
managers take the first step to reach out to staff rather thamw
to bring them issues. £/
It is looked as career |mpact|ve it would be more cred
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career. Staffs feel the procedures are compllcv
simplification of procedures.

2

s,
SR

Pt P e e A

Suggestion Program: Suggested to maka mger, i.e., email, hand’
note. A '

e

Find ways to get message of puLpose i Srown bags disseminated —
breaking down barriers to comgnani -

ST

.

' P Bcess and less on technical content.
Absent at seminars¥ymeg# a Commissioner shows up. .

imp ations influence relationship with other offices.
mfor funds results in a splash of cold water on user need
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ENCLOSURE 2
FY2010 RES Focus Group
Promote an Open and Collaborative Work Environment
In an effort to better understand current staff views about the existing work environment within the
office, the RES focus group to promote an open and coliaborative work environment conducted meetings
with about 75% of the office staff between August and October, 2010. This report provides the group's -
main observations and offers some recommendations to the RES management team about ways to
.improve the environment.

Promote an Open and Collaborative Work Environment

FY 2010Fcu Group

environment (OCWE). Staff indicated good access to %
especially 1" line supervisors (i.e., branch chiefs). Therg
improvement.

yfd naturally lead to a
3Bing manager and staff
iliarity and trust, which are

Increased trust between staff and managedie

more OCWE. RES staff indicated A
_ interactions is important to gain comfo
Obs eﬁati ons: critical to an OCWE.

, hon-concurrence, and open dOOf

¢

Awareness of and familiarity, wit
| policy processes is minimal_g¢ Ry ewer employees.

Real or perceived instanges
reaching and Iong -lasy

OCWE beg Infe difficult as one goes beyond coliaborating within
> he collaboration exiends to the division, or to the office, or

s with RES office director brown bag seminars. Enhance these by
% ding-a purpose and outcome statement in the Outlook scheduler and
[crease encouragement of staff attendance at these by RES management.

Increase division director (and deputy) interactions with staff. Suggestions
inciude: attendance at RES seminars, walk the halls, set aside access time,
etc. Interactions should be informal and unstructured.

Work through OE to prepare a panel discussion of the DPO, non-
concurrence, and open door policy at a RES All-Hands meeting and repeat
this action every two years.

puiations:

Increase RES collaborative interactions with one or more of our corporate'
offices. Suggest OIS and ADM for this year. This would primarily be a
PMDA item but will need support from technical staff and management.

Provide quick links on the internal RES website to the agency s DPO, non-
concurrence and Open Door Policies.

Table-1 (Observations and Recommendations)













March 5, 2012

NOTE TO COMMISSIONERS' ASSISTANTS

OCM/GBJ OCM/KLS OCMI/GEA

Jeffry Sharkey
Darani Reddick
Patrick Castleman

X _Angela Coggins
___Anna Bradford
Laura Pearson

X_

__Lisa Clark Alan Frazier
é ___Tom Hipschman Janet Lepre
___Nathan Sanfilippo ___Nicole Riddick
___Neha Dhir
% ___Melody Fopma oCcCMWDM
a ___Susan Loyd
a ___Richard Barkley X_Patrice Bubar X_Ho Nieh
% ___Patti Pace . __Bill Orders X ___Michael Franovich
___Herald Speiser ___Rebecca Tages ___Andrea Kock e
g ____Catina Gibbs ___Kimberly Sexton
. ___Linda Herr
9 ___Sunny Bozin
FROM: ‘Nader L. Mamish /R4
Assistant for Operati

SUBJECT:  LIST OF TOP .;} Are£D BY SENIOR STAFF IN PERIODIC MEETINGS WITH
THE COMMISSION 4 _

SWENCWsure Hsts the topics raised by senior staff in periodic meetings
e period of February 22, 2012 through February 28, 2012.

Enclosure:
As Stated,

BW. Borchardt, EDO OCA
F’Weber, DEDMRT OPA

» M. Virgilio, DEDR OIP
D. Ash, DEDCM (0]}

N. Mamish, AO CFO
& K. Brock, OEDO EDO R/F
i SECY

0OGC

i i B

ML12065A086
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On 2/22 and 2/23, Eimo Collins had periodic meetings with Chairman Jaczko and
Commissioners Svinicki, Apostolakis, and Ostendorff. The topics raised by Elmo were:

- Ft. Calhoun oversight — activities and status

- SONGS - S/G issues in U2 and U3 -~ NRC action and plans
- Wolf Creek AIT ~ preliminary results and issues

Columbia Generating — issue potentially greater than green — stack radiatiop
-~ Palo Verde - potential greater that green — lack of control of SGI mformatlo A
- Diablo Canyon issues - licensee amendment, shoreline fault analysns [g

e, 225
M
)

- Region IV office move update
- Planned response to Missouri Representative Mott-Oxford lg
- Site visit to South Texas and departure of Ed Halpin from '
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On 2/27, the DEDOs had a meetmg with Chairman Jaczl
. DEDOs were: :

S e sl
oo A R s

Y - NPP Issues
o - Radiological remediation and cleanup
- GAO Audit

- Vote on SECY 12 0025
- TABS update y )
- AARM Planning - Agreemen J‘r_, [T

- Synchronizing petition revieWg 3qd #

IMPEP Periodic Meek
BRC recommendg i

On 2/27, Jim Wig V-4,
Jim were i

Marty Virgilio had a periodic with Commissioner Svinickl. The topic raised by
was:

SECY on Proposed Orders and Requests for Information

On 2/27, Eric Leeds had a periodic with Commissioner Apostolakis. The topics raised by
Eric were:

- Status of the RIC
- Update on the Status of NFPA-805

ENCLOSURE




- AREVA test of Fuel Assembly in Connection with GSI-191
- Fukushima SECY Paper

On 2/27, Marty Virgilio had a periodic meeting with Commissioner Magwood. The topi
raised by Marty were:

- SECY on Proposed Orders and Requests for information
- EPA's Paperon Radiological Remediation and Cleanup -

5 On 2/28 Mike Johnson had a periodic meeting with Chairman Jaczko. Lise _pl ra.i'sed
by Mike were: 5

§ - Status of Levy COL review A

% - Status of STP Financial Review '

- Status of AREVA Design Certification Review
- Meeting with DOE Regarding Advanced Reactors §
- Delay of AP1000/COL celebration '
-~ Update Regarding Mike's Trip to China

On 2I28 the ODs had a weekly meeting W|th 4 ' : an Jaczko The toplcs raised by ODs
were: S

NSIR e N
- Meeting with FEMA Regardip &

FSME
- Noinput

.- Review and Update of the Draft Design information Questionnaire for LES
"= The Licensing Hearing Regarding Mixed Oxide Fuel Fabrication Facility

T
A
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March 13, 2012

NOTE TO COMMISSIONERS' ASSISTANTS

OCM/GBJ OCM/KLS OCMIGEA

X _Angela Coggins - X _Jeffry Sharkey X
___Anna Bradford __ Darani Reddick
____Laura Pearson __Patrick Castleman
__ Lisa Clark ___Alan Frazier :
___Tom Hipschman ___Janet Lepre Kalifeen Blake
___Nathan Sanfilippo ___Nicole Riddick '
~__Neha Dhir :
___Melody Fopma OCM/WDM
- ___Susan Loyd :
___Richard Barkley X _Patrice Bubar X _Ho Nieh
__Patti Pace ~___BillOrders , ___Michael Franovich
___Herald Speiser ___Rebecca Tggessé ___Andrea Kock ot
___Catina Gibbs ___Margaret Bupp ___Kimberly Sexton
: or © ___Linda Herr

___Sunny Bozin

. Carrie O&

FROM: Nader L. Mamish /R

SUBJECT:  LIST OF TOP¥S]) BY SENIOR STAFF IN PERIODIC MEETINGS WITH
THE COMMISSION

Bsure lists the topics raised by senior staff in periodic meetings

with the Commissidgh e period of March 5, 2012 through March 9, 2012.

Enclosure: ’
As Statgq«‘

WV. Borchardt, EDO _ OCA
W Weber, DEDMRT OPA

- M. Virgilio, DEDR olpP
D. Ash, DEDCM _ (07}

N. Mamish, AC CFO
K. Brock, OEDO EDO RIF
SECY

0OGC

ML12073A332
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Commissio_ner Periodics during the week of March § - 9, 2012

The DEDO's met with the Chairman

Brian Sheron met with Commissioner Magwood /

The Chairman’s 2012 Priorities

Safety culture presentations

Central and Eastern US Seismic Source Characterization Pro;ect
Land contamination/economic consequences

Outreach to NRC retirees

The SRM for SECY 12-0025 (Fukushima Tier 1 items)
Plant issues of interest
Recent interactions with EPA on the remediation cleanup proces

Phase 1 portion of the National Academies of Science CaageStydy (Brian requested a
briefing by the NAS on Monday, March 12, and plans tog d aYummary to the
Commission as a CA note by Tuesday.) %

NRC'’s participation in a radiation worker's study hgikg 5 ducted by DOE

Michael Weber met with Commissioner Ostendorff i

The recent Commission meeting on the ggsessiigitt of the threat environment '
The Commissioner's recent participatio _'ﬁ the panel session on the Blue Ribbon
Commission report at Waste Manage R 20H2 -

Mike's upcoming trip to the Repulyjg of Qrea

The staff's development of the & A nd Eastern U.S. Seismic Source Term

!’
- Eric Leeds met with Commission r W ENIOrff
Update on RIC (registr;

ag¥l plenary sessions)

Staff Review Status © *5’: rim License Renewal Application
NFPA-805 (schedgule foligitial wave of amendments)
Fukush:ma {filts (f’ enting)’

Michael Weber me @\ Ssmmissioner Apostolakis
Mike's #a
Possipif

fing on the stafl's SOARCA project
of a Commission meeting on economic impacts and land contamination in

driort ofYegulatory decisions

"'._

upcoming trip to the Repubilic of Korea

{0‘ Carnegie Endowment’s new report on Fukushima

ENCLOSURE



NOTE TO COMMISSIONERS’ ASSISTANTS

ocmM/IGBY

cc_Angela Coggins
cc_Anna Bradford
Laura Pearson

March 27, 2012

OCMIKLS OCM/GEA

_X_Jeffry Sharkey
___Darani Reddick
___Patrick Castieman

___Lisa Clark ___Alan Frazier

___Tom Hipschman ___Janet Lepre

____Nathan Sanfilippo ___Nicole Riddick

___Neha Dhir

___Melody Fopma OCM/WDM
. __Susan Loyd

___Richard Barkley _X_Patrice Bubar W X Ho Nieh

___Andy Imboden ___Bill Orders % ___Michael Franovich

___Patti Pace ___Rebecca TadesseR 4 ___Andrea Kock o
- ___Herald Speiser ___Margaret '] ' ___Kimberly Sexton

.___Catina Gibbs _._Carrie or __ Linda Herr

: \</ X_Sunny Bozin
FROM: Nader L. Mamish /RA&_A=

SUBJECT: LISTOF TOP ,Qi o£D BY SENIOR STAFF IN PERIODIC MEETINGS WITH

THE COMMIS$ 4

Enclosure: &
As stated ,

4. Borchardt, EDO
" ANV eber, DEDMRT
&l M. Virgilio, DEDR

D. Ash, DEDCM

/ N. Mamish, AO

K. Brock, OEDO

wsure lists the topics raised by senior staff in periodic meetings

e period of March 18, 2012 through March 23, 2012.

SECY
OGC
OCA
OPA
OolP

ols

CFO
EDO R/F

ML 12087A342




Commissioner Periodics during the week of March 18 - 23, 2012

The DEDO’s met with the Chairman
» Congressional interactions with Southern California Edison on the ongoing review of the
tube ruptures in the steam generators at SONGS

o Status of the response to the loss of information at River Bend Station
¢ Readiness of the Japan Lessons Learned Directorate/NRR to potentially usedf §
Task Group's recommendations (presented by Commissioner Apostolak:s TR,
responding to Near Term Task Force Recommendation 1
s Current thinking within OMB on how the Federal Mobility directive is@
Digital Government Strategy /
~»  Mike Weber's recent trip to the Republic of Korea, including disck
(KINS) and Dr. Kang (NSSC) regarding cooperation with th '

the APR 1400 design f

Administration. .
« Overview of the IPEC, the replacement for th¢’

_ Yor Advisory Council
+ Status of OIS’ wi-fi project (enabling an opt-i

) RC issued laptops), Region I

L ]
0
«
=
(o]
5
Z
o
[01]
Q
[e]
3
]
[(®]
o~
[e]
O
=2
[}
=
3
4
3
i3
=
o

L]
oy
%
s
3
«
pd
X
(@)
3
w
8
4]
~
w
&
5
-
=
s
[
<
U
—
o]
=
©
o
3
[
=

‘ffice Directors met with the Chairman
Fnpatibility issue with State of Colorado and Pinion Ridge Mill
V ke Weber, Brian McDermott and two FSME staff would accompany the Chaxrman on
his visit to Neutron Products in April

' *« DOE is moving towards taking a recommendation to the Secretary to move fon/vard on
/ “ the grouting of tanks in the F Tank Farm at the Savannah River Site

The ,_

¢ NRO discussed plans for the Levy COL Mandatory Hearing

+ NSIR will be issuing PSEG (the licensee for Salem and Hope Creek) a yellow finding in
the Security Cornerstone for an issue involving unattended openings identified during
the Force-on-Faorce exercise preparations

ENCLOSURE




' Marlk

- Jim Wiggins met with Commissioner Ostendo

*
[ ]
®
L

in July when the NRC implements the initiative to integrate safety and security inputs
into the ROP action matrix, the yellow security input will be characterized as “blue”
representing a "greater-than-green” finding.
NSIR will be working with Region [ to conduct the associated 95002 inspection once the
licensee indicates its readiness to receive. /
The JLD Steering Committee is considering an industry proposal on the mterpre ?
“two refueling cycles” in the recent Orders. The industry interpretation could g
some licensee implementation schedules beyond 12/31/2016. '
All the required 50.54(f) responses on Thermal Conductivity Degradatiog
received. Early reviews révealed that licensees are indicating that EGGSN
will remain within NRC acceptance criteria. :
The Seabrook OSART Report has been sent to Region 1 with a4

Diversity & Inclusion Strategic Plan
EEO Committee Chairs and Co-Chairs interested ¥
Committee insights. Union will be invited. :

EPA PAGS Status

Annual Threat Review Redo
Interagency Activities Relateg

Status of s e
Status of offerathad¥uel cycle facilities
\ Alig# projects in Region 1

New coatrigtic
His rel%lp to Vienna to participate in the IAEA-sponsored consultancy on enhancmg

t :g—- ectieness of IRRS missions

f.. griu¥met with Commissioner Apostolakis

gparent (but not actual) rise in Abnormat Occurrences
whtient release paper

* New Jersey Dept of Environmental Protection intends to issue five apparent violations to

Gamma lrradiator Service (GiS)
On March 22, staff will meet with members of the Virginia Uranium Working Group
(established by the VA Governor on January 19) in Richmond, VA -




OCM/GBJ

cc_Angela Coggins
¢c_Anna Bradford
___Laura Pearson
__ Lisa Clark
___Tom Hipschman
___Nathan Sanfilippo
~Neha Dhir
‘Melody Fopma
.. Susan Loyd
- Richard Barkley
Andy Imboden
Patti Pace
__._Herald Speiser
___Catina Gibbs

SUBJECT:

M. Virgilio, DEDR
D. Ash, DEDCM
N. Mamish, AO
K. Brock, OEDO

April 2, 2012

. C * . Borchardt, EDO
"y M. Weber DEDMRT

NOTE TO COMMISSIONERS' ASSISTANTS

OCM/KLS OCM/GEA

- X_Jeffry Sharkey
Darani Reddick
___Patrick Castieman
___Alan Frazier
___Janet Lepre
____Nicole Riddick

OCM/WDM

_X_Patrice Bubar _X_Ho Nieh
___Bill Orders _ _X_John Tappert
___Rebecca Tgdessé . __Michael Franovich-
___Margaret Bupp, Andrea Kock
__Carrie Ggawvforgh ___Kimberly Sexton
' ___Linda Herr
X _Sunny Bozin

T, Saclosure lists the topics raised by senior staff in periodic meetings
gthe period of March 26, 2012 through March 30, 2012,

SECY
0OGC
OCA
OPA
olp

OIS
CFO
EDO R/F

ML12093A284




Commissioner Periodics during the week of March 26 - 30, 2012

The DEDO's met with the Chairman
+ Congressional interactions with Southern California Edison on the ongoing rewew of the
tube ruptures in the steam generators at SONGS W4
« Status of the response to the loss of information at River Bend Station
« Readiness of the Japan Lessons Learned Directorate/NRR to meet with ths ‘
discuss the potential use of the Risk Task Group's recommendations (pagsefited

Recommendation 1 ' 2 .
o Current thinking within OMB on how the Federal Mobility directifie i€ dvolving intoa -
Digital Government Strategy
¢ Mike Weber's recent trip to the Republic of Korea, includf
(KINS) and Dr. Kang (NSSC) regarding cooperation jith%
the APR 1400 design 4

ADM o
* The estimated annual savings from the § ] 'cquasmon training amounts to $20K -
$30K annually. Ve
» GAO has notified NRC that it will Re cofidU mg a web based survey of the security of
. federal facilities, and will be conlacligg N

* We have seen an increase in L FORNY volume as a result of blue/green bms. This
UINSPNRC (for child care tuition assistance and EWRA)

HR
. lace violence, and EDO signed the last policy statement.
. nissued. Brown bag lunches being held. HR briefed its
aumms to ODs this week the first of corporate office briefings before
- 0Is ' ;
) ; mg vulnerabxllty on public server, and working to fix. Working thh Cs80Oto
BLire occurrences. . .
SBCR

eBuling additional sessions of EEQ refresher training for supervnsors
hna selected her deputy(ies) and will announce it shortly.

~» Status of DOE moving forward on the grouting of tanks in the F Tank Farm at the
Savannah River Site. (Work may start Monday.)

ENCLOSURE
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Afﬂrmatio’n schedule for Summer.

*
o Technical issues related to the Florida Power & Light application. (NRO plans to deal
_ wuth them SImllar to the way the shield building issue was handled.)
NSIR
"« Counter Intelhgence (NSIR making progress on trammg in advance of tasking md
¢ Richard Reed, White House National Security staff, is moving on to Red Cro
: replacement named yet
NRR . _ ' _ : _ Pa "
~ « One year review of Naval Reactors new design — The A1B reactor foj ld Ford
aircraft carrier. o~ ,
« Planned memo to the Commxssuon on Parent Company guarantg bing that NRR
will stay with the “status quo.” :
NMSS '
» Cathy Haney signing off on a DPO in Fuel Cycle, bringi
+  Working with RIl on documentation of fuel cycle site insp
RES
"« Sentup two CA notes this week, one on Ft. Calhown

‘Cancer Study Phase 1 results.
... TA briefing on SOARCA.

. \ = @ A was still awaiting release from OMB to pubhsh the PAGS in the

f;: nhed NRC response to the letter sent to OSTP from several
fated to EPZ size, Kl, and evacuation.):

Fwith Commissioner Apostolakis
ommission is scheduled to receive 3 papers: one on the NTTF Tier 3 items,

g pét" on the results of the spent fuel pool comparative consequence study; and a

. % paper on economic impacts, including how the agency currently handles economic

impacts, how other agencies handle them, and what options there were for considering
them.

[



April 8, 2012

NOTE TO COMMISSIONERS' ASSISTANTS

OoCM/GBJ OCM/KLS OCM/GEA

cc_Angela Coggins "~ X_Jeffry Sharkey

cc_Anna Bradford ___Darani Reddick

___Laura Pearson __Patrick Castleman

___Lisa Clark - ___Alan Frazier

___Tom Hipschman ___Janet Lepre

___Nathan Sanfilippo ___Nicole Riddick

__NehaDnir

___Melody Fopma OCM/WDM

___ Susan Loyd

___Richard Barkley X Patrice Bubar _X_John Tappert

___Andy Imboden ___BillOrders  § X_Ho Nieh

_.._Patti Pace ___Rebecca Tagesst ___AndreaKock

+. - Herald Speiser ___Margaret Bubpq, ___Kimberly Sexton

___Catina Gibbs - Carrie ___Linda Herr
X_Sunny Bozin

FROM:

SUBJECT D BY SENIOR STAFF IN PERIODIC MEETINGS WITH

e period of April 2, 2012 through April 6, 2012.

Enclosure:
As stated

Y. Borchardt, EDO SECY

ce.

% = Weber, DEDMRT OGC
% M. Virgilio, DEDR OCA

D. Ash, DEDCM OPA

N. Mamish, AO OoIP

K. Brock, OEDO oIs

CFO

EDO RF

ML12100A244

Bsure lists the topics raised by senior staff in periodic meetings. = .
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The DEDO’s met with the Chairman

+ Waeekly status report on 2012 Focus Areas
Martin Virgilio

e Plantissues

* Fukushima project update

Darren Ash - )
.+ SRM on Engagement of Stakeholders ’
" Mike Weber N
 Enforcement policy revisions ' *2
+ Consideration of consequences other than health impacts : “ ‘

~ »  Common Prioritization of Rulemakings
The corporate office directors met with the Chairman "
ADM % '
» No damage to Region 4 building from yesterday's torna A4
s Energy savings for March were $32K from same month st ygar (Savings of $180K for
_ the first 6 months of FY 12 as compared to midyear
. _ We are working with GSA to finalize a settiement W OR on its December 2011
~ delay claim. (This would not have an impact ‘w ¢ FY 12 or FY 13 rent budget for
.. 3WFN, as the 15 year term period start date wigid Be adjusted accordingly
« The Facilities Bulletin informing staff of the@iGsur® ¥of the Rockville Pike sidewalk from
- Marinelli to Old Georgetown Road wag ?‘ EPCO to install permanent power to 3WFN

¢ FEVS announcement and TABS B A are'with Chairman’s staff for review
* |G entrance conference on itsé } redrvey is today. HR will be working with 1G to see
how we can integrate thelr s ».-«M h FEVS
e HR will be providing TAB® gnCe to office directors on what they can tell their staff
and adding news flas & “TABS web site
OIS

-3 plefed (Whlle they identified areas for improvement, they told us
smiiguiration is good)
BYO devicef pi as successful

%) et with the Chairman (plant status)

b Overview: Susquehanna Unit 1 is in Degraded Comerstone column of Actlon Matrix,
Limerick 2, Milistone 2, and Pilgrim are in the Regulatory response column, and Calvert
Cliffs is in Regulatory response column based on Security Cornerstone
s Specific plants discussed:

o Vermont Yankee
Indian Point
Pilgrim
Fitzpatrick
Limerick
Peach Bottom

O O 0O O 0.

ENCLOSURE




Oyster Creek
Three Mile Island
Calvert Cliffs
Nine Mile Point
Seabrook

O 0 00O

~

Mark Satonus met with the Chairman and with Commissioners Svinicki and Magwoog
(discussed same topics with all) ‘

+ Recent event in Texas mvolvmg exposure to a radiographer (NRC reported it ‘. on the
INES scale)
» DOE Secretary decision to sign the waste determination for the F Tan¥ F ‘1' : the

Savannah River Site on March 27 :
» Discussed the interactions that the staff was having with the State orado onthe -
~ recent compatibility issue of regulations 4
* What might be expected from the teadershlp of the OAS apenCRCEP during this week's
Commission Briefing ’ Y
¢ Recent Peter Crane letter (he criticizes the staff for refsligWeefPatient Release Paper
' based on ACMUI comments to follow the Commissiq q.-m ction in the SRM). -
« ‘With Chairman only: status of the integrated SoyresdWiTegement Portfolio
» With Commissioners Svinicki and Magwoo_d on "% arent (not actual) increase in AOs

.Roy Zimmerman met with the Chairman and wn th Cognmissioners Ostendorff and Magwood
(topics the same at all) y

» RIC session on safety culture (Finighi g, p responses to questions to post on the RIC
webpage; coordinating respon Mo R, SBCR, and OEDO)

s Proposed changes in the OR, ,@ p an thru 2016 in light of today’s fiscal environment

» Commission paper recenfy s on proposed Enforcement Policy changes.

¢ Annual Enforcement Ppescig Beport for CY2011 that was also just sent up to the
Commission -

o Commission papaegr ths,topic of enforcement discretion for new reactor construction

» OE is supporti Q'! R and OGC in crafting a draft order for Aerotest
s Annual, inte ’ Rforcement coordinator counterpart meeting with the regions in early
N

s« OE r.n girns R on NFPA fire protection license amendment scheduling and
enf reei nt discretion issues
gerhal sdfety culture outreach continues
f'ﬁ rson met with the Chairman -

fon U2 Unusual Event (Jan. 30™)
B Davis Besse shield building
* Palisades public meeting and end of cycle meeting

Prairie Island declining performance

L]
e Perry end of cycle meeting

» Breckenridge, Ml decommissioning success
L]

[ ]

Guards and security screening equipment in Rlil lobby
Authority to Operate meeting on Rlil PBX today




Jlm Wiggins met with the Chairman
+ Counterintelligence Program (started actions in response to tasking memo)
¢ Cybersecurity Roadmap
+ Force on Force Significance Determination process
+ Enhanced Weapons/Preemption Paper
* Frequency of Threat Briefing

Michael Weber met with Commissioner Magwood. _
» The Commissioner had several questions; Mike did not raise any topicsf h

Michael Weber met with Commissioner Apostolakis

« Organization of Agreement States and the Conference of Radla ! Prdgram-

Directors meeting
¢ Mike's trip to Korea
o Risk Task Group recommendations and report

-Cathy Haney met with Commissioner Ostendorff
-« BRC Commission Meeting on April 10

+ Reprocessing (resources, Commission policy

+ Upcoming NMSS All Hands meeting, at whicl™

speaker : '

e S ey




As stated 4

April 17, 2012

OCM/GBJ OCM/KLS OCMIGEA

cc_Angela Coggins - X_Jeffry Sharkey
cc_Anna Bradford ___ Darani Reddick __Rog s
___Laura Pearson ___Patrick Castleman g e fSilles
___Lisa Clark ___Alan Frazier E Stevie Baggett
___Tom Hipschman ___Janet Lepre . ~Kai#leen Blake
Nathan Sanfilippo ___Nicole Riddick - o~ X parmel Savoy
" Neha Dhir - 3 |
___Melody Fopma OCM/WDM ™ N QOCMWCO
___Susan Loyd ™ '} "
___Richard Barkley _X_Patrice Bubar _X_John Tappert
___Andy Imboden ___Bill Orders “Michael Franovich

Patti Pace Rebecca Tggest ___AndreaKock -
Herald Speiser ___Margaret § ___Kimberly Sexton -
___Catina Gibbs ie Ogat __Linda Herr
X _Sunny Bozin
FROM: Nader L. Mamish /RA
Assistant for Operatx
SUBJECT: LIST OF TOPILS} =D BY SENIOR STAFF IN PERIODIC MEETINGS WITH
THE COMMI

wsure lists the topics raised by senior staff in pefiodic meetings
e period of April 8, 2012 through April 13, 2012.

Enclosure:

. Borchardt, EDO SECY
i Weber, DEDMRT 0OGC
M. Virgilio, DEDR OCA

D. Ash, DEDCM OPA
N. Mamish, AO - oip
K. Brock, OEDO" ols
: CFO

EDO R/F

ML12108A001

. NOTE TO COMMISSIONERS' ASSISTANTS %{/ .
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Commissioner Periodics during the week of April 9 - 13, 2012

The DEDO’s met with the Chairman

* 2012 Focus Areas

s Various plant issues
Follow-up on Spent Fuel Scoping Study paper
Colorado concern on the handling of Pifion Ridge matter 0
Recommendations on permanent implant brachytherapy o
Annual OAS meeting (week August 27™) ‘ X

% 4

The corporate office directors met with the Chairman

ADM '

*+ NRC's conflict of interest response to Idaho National Laborato @ d to Mr.

- Grossenbacher Friday, April 6

HR ' ,
« Issued data call on non-monetary awards. X |
+ TABS update issued yesterday (Employees will be xw- Q S10N up for automatic

' electronic updates of TABS-related information asSiis pg# ited)

OPM conducted further analysis of the 2011 % Rployee survey results, and as a

ks

result ranked NRC #1, NASA #2

S e

o]

IS

l

‘Meeting with OMB tomorrow on varioys % i inifatives
ADAMS P8 session will be offered in tie hidim
R _
+ Response to Dec 2011 EEQO 1g -T' Q R M, questioning rights of NRC contractors to
NRC's EEO process, was siggeg DO
» Older Americans Month agg ASg Pacific American Month occur in May
s« SBCR is developing @ 49- NP mmg events and will share it with Chairman's office

) e o

B

1w

meXwith the Chairman

The program ofﬂce dire

“’,_, iran can expect either a call or request for a drop in (or both) from National Mining
‘NA#ociation's Katie Sweeney to complain about a staff decision. (Staff has chosen to
% prioritize the license renewal for Willow Creek above their request to increase the flow
rate) -
« Part 35 paper on medical event definitions for permanent brachytherapy was with the
Commission

+ Update on the Vogtle rebar issﬁe

¢ Status of development of Integrated Response

» Upcoming Security Advisories (G8 meeting at Camp David occurring May 18-19 and for
the NATO meeting in Chicago on May 19-21)

* Preemption Requests related to firearms and ammunition

Enclosure
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South Texas safety injection check valve showing boric acid deposits

NFPA 805 enforcement strategy for Browns Ferry

Accompanying Bill Dean on a visit to Limerick next week to tour the plant and to talk to
Exelon about reliable, hardened vents for BWR Mk II containments

Jim Schaeffer and Kathy Lyons-Burke met with the Chairman _ N
» Windows 7 Testing and Planning 4 ‘0
¢ Bring Your Own Device rollout . %\
» Open Government ' .
» Classified Uncontrolled Information Implementation
s NRC Infrastructure Assessment (NSA performed blue team testi ’V
. RC achieved a

Federal Information Security Management Act Evaluation from (Y
“green” 94% level of compliance, 4 highest in government)x
Authority to Operate and Plans of Action and Milestones,
.+ Standards Working Group (Cyber security standards, ¢ ckh ks, and guidance. )

¢ Management Directive/Handbook 12.5 (Automated §)fGu@®n Secunty Program)

Mark Satorius met with Commissioner Ostendorff G

¢ Arecent event in Texas involving exposure tg ‘@ ographer .

s DOE Secretary decision to sign the wasty te’r ation for the F Tank Farm at the
Savannah River Site

¢« OEDO had forwarded a paper that pr o hanges to Part 35 (defumtlon of a medical
event as it relates to permanent i ant s chytherapy)

» [CRP 103 (paper that summa 4} gfal years of work in :nteractmg with stakehoiders,
both domestic and internationg s@ e ‘merits of updating Part 20 to current lnternahonal
standards) 3

¢ New Jersey Dept of Eg¥€ # sl tal Protection intends to issue five apparent v:olatlons to
Gamma Irradiator Sep? _

» Strengthening AgmémeState Programs (including FSME’s assessment whether there
is an actual do' & jrend in Agreement States)

o Current rulgsiim before the Commission to modify Part 73 in the area of *radiological
sabotages

Jim Wiggins pieRvith Commissioner Ostendorff _
s . Efishima*Operations Center Tapes (conversations with and about IRSN)
o loybegecurity (NEI Guideline 10-04)
' Rce on Force (almost ready to move forward wnh a revised FoF Significance
Deftermination Process) -
‘\ Wolf Creek Force on Force Results '
%+ Foliow-on to the Integrated Pilot Comprehensive Evaluation (lPCE) program
s Economic Consequences/Land Contamination

Kathryn Greene met with Commissioner Magwood
o Status of 3WFN
Strategic Acquisition
White Flint building renovations
Relocation of NRC warehouse
Energy savings in FY 12
TABS tasking to each corporate office (reports were due to OEDO at the end of the
month)

SIS
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April 23, 2012

NOTE TO COMMISSIONERS' ASSISTANTS

QOCM/GBJ

cc_Angela Coggins

cc cc Anna Bradford
" Laura Pearson

"~ Lisa Clark

" Tom Hipschman

" Nathan Sanfilippo

"~ Neha Dhir

~ Melody Fopma

" Susan Loyd

~ Richard Barkley

-~ Andy Imboden

" Patti Pace

" Herald Speiser

" Catina Gibbs

FROM:

OCM/KLS

X Jeffry Sharkey

" Darani Reddick
" Patrick Castieman
"~ Alan Frazier

~ Janet Lepre

" Nicole Riddick

OCM/WDM

X Patrice Bubar
" BillOrders
" Rebecca TadeS¥¢
"~ Margaret Bop

—_Carrie Q¢

OCM/GEA

X _Belkys '/

X _John Tappert

Michael Franovich

:AnQrea Kock
___Kimberly Sexton

Linda Herr

ZSunny Bozin

SUBJECT:  LIST OF J%&K RAISED BY SENIOR STAFF IN PERIODIC MEETINGS WITH |

% R. W. Borchardt, EDO

SECY

M. Weber, DEDMRT OGC

M. Virgilio, DEDR OCA

D. Ash, DEDCM OPA

N. Mamish, AQ _ OIP

K. Brock, OEDO oIS

G. Ellmers, OEDO _ CFO
EDO RF

ML12114A235
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Commissioner Periodics during the week of April 16 - 20, 2012

The DEDQ's met with the Chairman
Ash
« Managing and updating IT/IM systems
» Results of a recent National Security Agency review of our IT systems for vulnerag ilitie
. {NRC viewed by NSA as on par with other civilian agencies)
* Recent meeting with the |G where they addressed roles, responsnbllmes angd ‘1? A
wnth DHS and FBI.

. Staff and the licensee progress in addressing the Ft. Calhoun restart]
+ Staff actions in response to a potential for boric acid corrosion o ? ondsolatable check
valve at South Texas Project Unit 2 : :

» Recent issue on Point Beach that is related to the hcensee t of external events
(tornado) : f s

« San Onofre U2 tube to tube wear ' -

s Confirmatory order-being developed for Browns Fer ,v"\ 5A 805

s Current status of the Vogtle rebar

¢ Staff audit to review documentation that addrg _,;3 t g ey errors and other concerns in
four ESBWR topical reports and to determine What Bdditiona! information GE-Hitachi
needs to submit on the docket to supporiemprovis Fof the topical reports and ESBWR
design certification :' A .

o OGC is reviewing the COL options pa f pr‘how to address Fukushima issues) that
NRQ is developing

¢ Fukushima Steering Committg€ Was Swibfed on 2 Tier 3 plans (EP and seismically

induced fires and floods) an& gﬂ s approach for the upcoming public meetings
o Pilgrim license renewal paper Be 2ifg reviewed

The corporate office director ,O w1th the Chairman

o 3WFN Steerin' wittes meeting (NRC soon to receive a written schedule update
from LCQ'- -

o Quare 'epdrt submitted to OMB

% 28 recent hires, 12 were veterans including 2 disabled veterans. :
ddministration is pushing agencies to hire more disabled and Hispanic individuals
+ Review of entire portfolio of IT investments to inform the FY 14 budget request

SBCR
¢ Minority Serving Institution annual report is due to Dept. of Education on Friday April 27

Enclosure
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The program office directors met with the Chairman

NSIR _

* Region I move (NSIR will continue to support Region I's office move related to incident
response and classified communications)

* Nuclear Security Working Group

s Emergency Planning Working Group

FSME 4P
o Staff is in final preparations for the Joint Convention on the Safety of Spent&¥

, Management and Safety of Radioactive Waste Management. '
¢« ACMUI meeting

RES .
» Received ACRS report on Research
NMSS Y "
. » During a software upgrade at LES production from ', es £.1-1.8 was lost.
NRR X, -
-« Update on staff work on filtered vents ” \
NRO ~

Vogtle Construction (Staff determinedyb¥ thefinstallation. practice observed by our
inspectors did not meet AC! and was arN{&M contrary to the approved design that would
require prior NRC approval) % : _ _
» SMRs (Ameren has identiﬁed' RS potential SMR COL applicant working with
Westinghouse, provided DOSg -‘* through with loan guarantees)

Cheryl McCrary met with thehgrrfl
* Ongoing investigglions 1QUO)

Chery! McCrary j' i XCommissioner Ostendorff
¢ Ongoing, tions (©OU0)

b
2!
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May 1, 2012
NOTE TO COMMISSIONERS' ASSISTANTS

OCM/GBJ

cc_Angela Coggins
¢¢ _Anna Bradford
Laura Pearson

OCM/KLS OCM/GEA
X _Jeffry Sharkey X Belkys So

___Darani Reddick
____Patrick Castleman

__Lisa Clark ___Alan Frazier

___Tom Hipschman ___Janet Lepre

___Nathan Sanfilippo ____Nicole Riddick

___Neha Dhir

___Melody Fopma OCMWDM

___Susan Loyd o ¥

___Richard Barkley _X _Patrice Bubar John Tappert

___Andy Imboden __Bill Orders : __Michael Franovich
___Patti Pace ___Rebecca Tadess g, —__Andrea Kock
Herald Speiser ___Margaret Bupp{, ___Kimberly Sexton
___Catina Gibbs ___Carrie Crayford __Linda Herr

X_Sunny Bozin
FROM: Nader L. Mamish

Assistant for Operatig ‘

SUBJECT:  LIST OF TOPI
THE COMMI

Enclosure:
As stated

% N. Mamish, AO
K. Brock, OEDO
G. Ellmers, OEDO

ficlosdre lists the topics raised by senlor staff in periodic meetmgs '

BWeriod of April 23 - 27, 2012.

SECY
oGC
OCA
OPA
OlIP

OIS

CFO
EDO R/F

ML12122A177




Commissioner Periodics During the Week of Aprit 23 - 27, 2012

The DEDO's Met with the Chairman

Virgilio -
e Vogtle Unlts 3&4 (The consortium is |ssumg a stop work order based on the devighbn

associated with the rebar), "
¢ Final GEIS and rulemaking on environmental impacts on license renewal.

e Inaugural training in the International Exscutive Seminar series.
+ Saltstone (Performance Assessment). .
+ Part 61 (Staff is currently pursuing a strategy that best accomplig e various SRMs

_ . that have been received). '
+ Land Contamination/Economic Consequences. p
» Korean INES report on the February Station-Black Out &

» Staff is meeting with LCOR/Turnegto re 'win detail the proposed schedule leading up
to the Nov 30 completion of 3V

Nghael Weber Met with Commissioner Ostendorff

Highlights of the Agency Action Review Meeting and Senior Staff Leadership Meeting.
International Commission on Radiological Protection (ICRP) Report 103
recommendations (SECY 2012-0064).

e Part 61 (Staff is currently pursuing a strategy that best accomplishes the various SRMs
that have been received).

Enclosure
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':Catina Gibbs

NOTE 7O COMMISSIONERS' ASSISTANTS

May 7, 2012

OCM/IGBY

cc Angela Coggins
cc Anna Bradford

" Laura Pearson

" Lisa Clark

" Tom Hipschman
" Nathan Sanfilippo
" Neha Dhir

7 Melody Fopma

" Susan Loyd

" Richard Barkley
" Andy Imboden
" Patti Pace

" Herald Speiser

FROM: Nader L. Mam

R. W. Borchardt, EDO
M. Weber, DEDMRT
J. Wiggins, DEDR (A)
D. Ash, DEDCM

N. Mamish, AO

K. Brock, OEDO

G. Elimers, OEDO

OCM/KLS

X Jeffry Sharkey

"~ Darani Reddick

" Patrick Castieman.
" Alan Frazier

" Janet Lepre

_ Nicole Riddick
QCM/WDM - ¥ OCMMWCO

__)S_ Patrice Bubar
mBill Orders, o

X John Tappert

"~ Michae! Franovich
" Andrea Kock

. " Kimberly Sexton
wiord : " Linda Herr
X_Sunny Bozin

LARNGS RAISED BY SENIOR STAFF IN PERIODIC MEETINGS WITH -
MSSION '

SECY
0GC
OCA
OPA
olP

OIS

CFO
EDO R/F

ML12128A310




Commissioner Periodics During the week of April 30 — May 4, 2012
The DEDO's Met with the Chairman

Johnson

o Update on the pianning for the next public meeting between the Fukushlma Steer Vs
Committee and the mdustry steering committee. % :

-3
7]
=

e Recent mteragency emergency exercise last week (the exercise was pvECN
not identify any follow-up assignments that we owe to agencies ouisicwsT T

« Results of the DHS briefing on information security. -
« Fuel Cycle Oversight Process Revisions (staff is on trac 3¢
requested by the Commussnon by July) '

» Action on the Risk Management Framework

The Corporate Office Directors Met with the Chai

« . Introduced Jerome Murphy as new associate director.
+ National Older American month luncheon. '
e July 11, “No Fear” author will be guest speaker at NRC.

Enclosure

SRR




-2.

The Program Office Directors Met with the Chairman:

2

NR

+« NextERA withdrew the emergency tech spec change request refated to the inoperability
of two {out of four) EDGs due to inability of the associated exhaust pipes to withstans
the licensing basis tornado. Y

» The solicitation for the Grow Your Own PRA Specialist program has closed
applications were received.

NRO:

s Continuing progress in addressing the Vogﬂe construction issue relt_" se-mat re-
bar placement and related issues of workmg out clear distinction ;’ mspectic)n
and licensing activities. ‘

NMSS

» Staff released for public comment its draft report entitje % _ ncation and Prioriﬁzation
of the Technical Information Needs Affecting Pote lia ;
and Transportation of Spent Nuclear Fuel."

staff on current gmdance for permane
+ Meeting with the GAQ as a follow
Congressional hearing in order jag
Staff briefed the ACRS subcQriyg

national exerci ﬁ gramo.
River Bend peafaX{the SGI matenals have yet to be found)

Leeds met with Commissioner Ostendorff

¢ Decommissioning Funding SECY (The Commission did not accept any of the staff's
recommended paths forward for handling net present value in decommissioning funding

" assurance, Therefore, the status quo remains.)

¢ Filtered vents (Discussed trip to Limerick).




Jim Wiggins met with Commissioner Apostolakis
» Small modular reactor security requirements
* Risk Task Force
» ISFSI Security Rulemaking
o Integrated Response Process

-
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