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Inspection Summary

Inspection Conducted: February 22-25, 1988 and April 21-22, 1988 (Report
£ 44578873 80- 44658

- -
-

Areas Inspected: Reactive, announced inspection of TU Electric's policies,
procedures, and implementation relating to programs for identifying and
resolving empioyee concerns.

Results: The inspection team was generally impressed with TU Electric's
programs to address employee concerns. The team found a broad range of programs
(see Section 3, which provided employees with many viable options to express
concerns. The SAFETEAM program (see Section 4) appeared to be one effective
means for site personnel to express concerns that they might not express throuch
their normal management chain. The team did not detect any indications that
there was reluctance by site personnel to raise coacerns to SAFETEAM (see
Section 3.h) or through other avenues for expressing concerns. Further, the
placement on site of a Corporate Security-Nuclear group which conducts inves-
tigations of harassment and intimidation and other matters has provided

TU Electric with a good capability to address wrongdoing concerns. Within

the areas inspected, no violations or deviations were identified
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associated with intimidation and harassment, However, the NRC concluded
that a civil penalty was appropriate for the identified violations to
emphasize the need for lasting and effective corrective actions. TU
Electric responded to the Notice of Violation and Proposed Imposition

of Civil Penalty on June 2, 1986 (TXX-4838). TU Electric's response,
while taking exception to some of the specifics of the violations, detailed
a number of corrective actions taken “to assure that incidents and con-
figurations that could be perceived as harassment do not recur in the
future." The corrective actions presented by TU Electric included
restructuring top corporate nuclear management, restructuring site and
corporate quality assurance/quality control management, instituting
training programs to emphasize to all employees the need for a "quality
first" attitude, providing numerous avenues for employees to raise safety
concerns, and interviewing emplovees involved in quality activities prior
to their termination of employment. Final actions with respect to
FA-86-63 (and earlier violations EA-83-64 and EA-83-132) were described
in an NRC letter to TU Electric dated August 25, 1987.

Programs To Deal With Employee Concerns

a., Nuclear Enaineering and Operations (NEQ) Procecure NEQ 2,15,
Nuciear Lomplaints and Concerns

NEO 2.15 establishes methods for employees to register nuclear
complaints or concerns. The procedure encourages employees to

resolve their complaints and concerns through existing project
programs to address corrective actions (e.g., nonconformance

reports or deficiency reports). If the employee feels that these
corrective action programs do not adequately acc.ess his or her
concerns, the procedure then encourages them to present their

concerns in writing to their immediate supervisor. If not satisfied
with normal processes at any time, NEO 2.15 provides for the following
contacts to raise concerns:

- Levels of management up to the President, TU Electric
Generating Division

- The NRC
- SAFETEAM
- HOTLINE

NEQ 2.15 describes SAFETEAM as an administrative program, headed by
the SAFETEAM Manacer, established to help identify and investigate
safety concerns of workers at CPSES. The HOTLINE is described as
another administrative program, headed by the Director, Courporate
Security, established to encourage the reporting of quality concerns
and the timely investigation ano resolution of those concerns,

B Employee Orientation Programs

It is TU Electric's policy to give each of its newly hired employees
an introduction/orientation session at which they are provided a copy
of the company's Employee Information Packet. According to Ms, Teaque
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and Mr, Ballman, TU Electric Personnel Department, these introduction
sessions serve to inform new employees about the many items contained
in the Employee Information Packet. Part of the session is devoted
to an explanation about the SAFETEAM and its function, purpose, and
availability to all employees. A short video about SAFETEAM is shown
during the introduction/orientation session,

The inspector reviewed a copy of the current version of the Employee
Information Packet and noted policy statements regarding the commit-
ment to nuclear safety and the quality of workmanship., There are

other specific statements that address the open door policy, reporting
of non-conforming conditions, compliance with design and/or procedural
requirements, and the accuracy of documentation. Included as an attach-
ment to the packet is a 2-10-86 Policy Statement (#13) that makes it

a requirement for each employee to be given the cpportunity to visit
SAFETEAM whenever his term of employment at Comanche Peak is ended and
they are preparing to leave the site.

During the review of the Employee Information Packet, it was observed
that some of the documents appeared to be Brown & Root (B&R) documents
and perhaps could be construed to apply to only B&R personnel., This
was acknowledged by Mr, Ballman and Ms. Teague. Ms. Teague advised
the inspector that the Employee Information Packet was undergoing a
revision that would correct this possible misinterpretation. A copy
of the draft revision of the packet was reviewed and the inspector
noted that this matter had been addressed in the draft revision,

Through discussions with Mr, Dewey Heintz, TU Electric Training
Department, it was learned that the present policy at the site is
for all newly hired TU Electric employees to be given a l-day
General Employee Training (GET) course in which they are given &
personal copy of the GET Manual., This course duplicates many of the
subjects discussed during the introduction/orientation session
discussed above.

The inspector examined the GET Manual and observed that the training
provided includes, among other thirags, topics such as the Quality
Assurance Program, Problem [dentification and Reporting, NRC Report-
able Noncompliances, and the purpose and use of the Hotline and
SAFETEAM, The manual provides an 800 number to the Hotline that can
be used for reporting concerns. Mr. Heintz said that a 60-question
examination is given at the completion of the course. He also stated
that each year all TU Electric employees are required to attend a
2-hour retraining session and pass an examination on the information
covered, Mr, Heintz informed the inspector that all contractor
personnel who are permitted to work in the plant protected area must
also take the GET course, pass the exam, and undergo retraining once
a year, He briefly discussed the system of records that is maintainec
at the site to ensure compliance with the training policy.

From the discussions and review of documents, the inspector found that
the licensee is implementing an adequate training program for all their
employees in those areas dealing with the reporting of employee
concerns,



c¢. Contractor Programs

Through discussions with Mr. Donald Brown, Brown & Root consultant,

the inspector reviewed B & R's program for management/supervision
training to deal with employee concerns. According to Mr, Brown,

the program was initiated by B&R in response to a history of concerns
that had developed at Comanche Peak and at another B&R nuclear job
site. The program is formalized in a training manual titled “The
Quality Supervisor." The training, which takes 20 hours, is mandatory
for all B&R supervisors, While various sections of the training
program apply directly to the handling of employee concerns, the
program treats employee concerns in the overall context of a manage-
ment policy that fosters the "Open Door" resolution of concerns. That
is: supervisors are required to attempt resolution of emplovee concerns,
using established criteria, at the lowest level of management, and if
not satisfiad at this level the supervisor is required to walk the
employee to the next level of management, and so forth, until resolved.
Some of the training topics coverec in the manual are as follows:
National Labor Relations Act, Managing of Quality Communications,
Personne] Motivation, Equal Employment Opportunity, Sexual Harassment,
Threzts, Intimidation, Types of Discrimination and Counseling,

One technique used by B&R to monitor the program's effectiveness is
throuch the issuance of a questionnaire quarterly to craft personnel.
This questionnaire asks pointed questions about the performance of
the supervisory staff in areas such as: use of the open door policy,
freedom to approach supervision with concerns (all levels), freedom
from harassment and intimidation, adequacy of training/counseling,
attitudes, and motivating actions., The results of the surveys are
evaluated by a Quality Management (QM) consultant and then sent to
B4R top management for appropriate action, Supervisors who are
jdentified as having problems may be required to retake the training
program, while those doing well are given recognition. Craft
personnel are not required to sign their names to these survey forms;
however, the consultant informed the inspector that between 15% and
20% of them are doing so at present.

When asked to give some measure of effectiveness for the B&R training
program, Mr, Brown stated that before the program was placed into
effect the rate of personnel complaints of bad treatment by maragement
was running about 70 a month, Presently, the rate is about Jorda
month.

Mr. Brown said that the Quality Supervisor training program is avail-
able to anyone at the site who wishes to avail himself of it. He saic¢
that all the SAFETEAM staff has been through the program. Also, it is
B4R's policy to conduct 2- to 4-hour seminars every 3 months to remind
supervision about the program requirements and to discuss noted
problems of interest to others in the program., While the program is
structured to resolve employee concerns within the B4R organization,
nonsupervisory personnel are advised that they are free to go to
SAFETEAM or to the NRC if they so desire.




From the interviews conducted and a review of documenrts provided,
the B&R program appears to foster a climate conducive to the
reporting of employee concerns free from intimidation and harass-
ment and there are provisions within the program for routine re-
training and evaluation of its effectiveness.

With respect to the other contractors on site, discussions were held
with W. Ballman and L, Teague, TU Electric Personnel Department, about
the training and orientation of new contractor personnel, The in-
spector was informed that it is TU Electric's policy to provide an
Employee Informaticn Packet to all newly-hir<d contractor personnel,
regardless of position, This is done as eac. person is sent to the
site personnel office to obtain his badge. According to Teaque, all
site contractors are instructed to provide an orientation session to
all new hires and that they are to be informed, amorg other things,
about the reporting of concerns and the availability of SAFETEAM.

d. Corporate Security-Nuclear

Nuclear Engineering and Operations (NEO) procedure NEO 1.17, Security,
Rev. 0, dated September 11, 1987, describes the responsibilities and
instructions for the TU Electric Manager of Corporate Security-Nuclear,
who is presently Mr. John Rumsey. Mr. Rumsey stated that the onsite
office was initially formed in the spring of 1986. Presently, the
staff consists of four full-time investigators with considerzble
investigation experiencn and who are licensed by the State of Texas,

A1l concerns determined by SAFETEAM to have aspects of wrongdoing are
forwarded to Corporate Security-Nuclear for investigation. Corporate
Security also investigates concerns received by individuals, the
Hotline, and other TU Flectric organizational units. Mr. Rumsey stated
that his group has been responsible for the investigation of harass-
ment and intimidation (H&I) concerns since November 1986.

SAFETEAM Program [mplementation

The Manager of SAFETEAM reports directly to the Cxecutive Vice President,
NEO. The SAFETEAM staff is made up of four interviewers and three investi-
gators, The SAFETEAM process consists of receipt of the concern (via
interview, mail, phone, or special request), investigation of the concern,
and feedback to the person expressing the concern regarding the results

of the investigation., These processes are described in the SAFETEAM
Operational Manual and SAFETEAM Handbook which are the governing documents
for the operations of SAFETEAM, The results of the inspector's review of
these processes i1s provided below.

For the period of May 1, 1986 to February 15, 1988, SAFETEAM receiveo a
total of 1090 concerns, 315 of which were classified as Plant Safety
concerns, 115 were categorized as involving harassment and intimidation,
ano 78 were forwarded to Corporate Security-Nuclear for investigation.



Orientation and Employment Presentations

The SAFETEAM offers frequent orientation sessions to all site
personnel. These sessions are given in the SAFETEAM offices and

take about 10 to 15 minutes. During the session, site personnel

are told about the purpose of SAFETEAM and how SAFETEAM might be
used. This Orientation by SAFETEAM staff is not mandatory for all
new personnel reporting to the site. Although other new-emoloyee
orientation programs expose individuals to the existence of SAFETEAM,
the inspection team believed all new employees would benefit from

the SAFETEAM orientation,

On tarmination of employment, employees are invited by TU Electric
to visit the SAFETEAM for a short preseatation, Although some
employees may leave employment at the site more than once, they

are offered the chance to visit the SAFETEAM each time they leave.
At the exit presentation, employees are asked if they would like to
present any concerns they may have about the project in a private
interview. In addition, each employee is given a postage-paid,
"mail-in" form should & concern be remembered later. Employees who
do not choose to attend the presentation are sent a letter by SAFETEAM
giving them an opportunity to write down any concerns they may have
and return them to SAFETEAM in a stamped, pre-addressed envelope.

Because of recent large reductions in the on-site work force,
SAFETEAM has given the exit presentation to 2,074 employees during
the period of January 1, 1988 to April 15, 1988. Ouring this period,
CAFETEAM has conducted 49 interviews and received 16 write-in
concerns. The inspection team found that SAFETEAM was well prepared
to provide exit presentations to the large number of emp'oyees
leaving the site.

The NRC has inspected SAFETEAM's exit interview process as part
of reviewing implementation of Comanche Peak Program Plan, ISAP
Vil.a.6, “Exit Interview.," The results of this inspectiorn are
documented in Inspection Reports 50-445/87-06;50-446/87-C5 and
50-445/87-09;50-446/87-07.

TU Electric written policies and site bulletin board postings were
found to inform employees of their rights to file a complaint with
the Department of Labor (DOL) within 30 days for acts of discrimina-
tion in Violation of Section 210 of the Energy Reorganization Act of
1974, The inspectors found that employees were not advised of
Section 210 as part of the SAFETEAM program, Since it is SAFETEAM's
practice to accept all types of concerns (including potential acts of
discrimination), the inspection team believed that it would be appro-
priate for SAFETEAM to also inform employees of their rights with
respect to Section 210 of the Act.

Interviews

Interviews are available to al) groups who receive SAFETEAM o.1enta-
tion, whether at entrance or when exiting the site., The interview
coordinator stated that the majority of concerns are taken from
"walk-in interviews,"



Interviews are conducted in private offices, with only the persons
being interviewed and the interviewer present. A1l interviews are
taped, unless the person being interviewed objects. If the interview
is not taped, the interviewer makes handwritten notes of the concerns
and the person being interviewed may be asked to review a final
write-up of the concern before it is sent to the investigation staff,

The interview staff is comprised of individuals who do not have
engineering backgrounds. This does not appear to have caused a
problem, The Interview Coordinator indicated that on fewer than
five (5) occasions has a employvee with a concern expressed a desire
to speak to an individual with a technical backaround, This can be
accommodated by having an investigator sit in on the interview, if
the person being interviewed is willing to waive confidentiality.
As another alternative, the investigator can listen to the tape of
the interview and can prepare specific questions for the persons
raising the concerns that can be relayed by the interviewer. The
inspector found no problems with this practice.

SAFETEAM's appro2ch for conducting interviews was found to be
adequate and no programmatic deficiencies were observed,

Confidentiality Protection

The inspector's review of this area consisted of discussions with
SAFETEAM investigators, the interview coordinator, review of pro-
cedures, and review of six (6) SAFETEAM case files which indicated
possible problems within this area. Based on this review, no general
or program weaknesses were found.

To maintain anonymity of the individuals raising the concerns, con-
cerns received by personal interview, "mail-in," or telephone calls
are recorded on a two-part form; both parts of which are imprinted
with a sequence number. The top portion, which is completed if the
individual chooses to give his name, is used to record the individual's
name, address, and other pertinent information. The bottom part of
the form is used to record the concern(s) without reference to the
individual's name. After the form is completed, the parts are
separated. The bottom part is sent through the SAFETEAM Program
Manager to the investigation staff. Each time an individual raises

a concern(s) a distinct number is assigned which allows the interview
staff to track the concern(s) and respond to the individual.

The inspector found that persons raising concerns were not required to
provide their identity to SAFETEAM, but when they did, tney were
automatically granted confidentiality, Persons raising concerns

were required to sign a waiver before their identity could be made
known to those outside the SAFETEAM interview staff,

The inspector reviewed the SAFETEAM files for cases where it was
alleged that the confidentiality of the individual raising the
concerns had been violated. T.2 review indicated that there was only
one file where this allegation was substantiated, In the one case
where the investigator had released/revealed the identity of the
alleger, the investigator had been reprimanded even though there were

el



miticating circumstances which caused the identity of the person
raising the concern(s) to become known. There were several files
wherein individuals raising concerns indicated an uneasiness about
~oming to SAFETEAM because their supervisor had to know where they
were if they were away from their workstation for more than 30 minutes.
In discussing this problem with the SAFETEAM Program Manager, he in-
dicated that this was a problem, but pointed out that there were a
number of ways for a site employee to communicate witn SAFETEAM with-
out coming to the SAFETEAM offices during their normal working hours.

At the conclusion of an investigation, the SAFETEAM investigator
prepares a report, which is reviewed and approved by a SAFETEAM
Sceering Committee. This review committee, which consists of the
SAFETEAM Program Manager, a legal representative and the QC Manager,
reviews the report to assure the concern is properly addressed, the
investication results completely address the concern, and appropriate
actions are indicated., From the report approved by the Steering
Committee, an editor on the interview staff prepares a close-out
letter to the individua) who raised the concern(s)., After the
close-out letter is approved by the Steering Committee, the letter

is dispatched by the interview staff after attaching a mailing label
that is generated by the computer which contains the name ard mailing
address of the individual who raised the concern.

The inspector found that the SAFETEAM organization has appreopriate
practices in place to protect the identity of persons raising concerns
and that the individuals involved with SAFETEAM are aware of the
sensitivity of this issue.

Classification of SAFETEAM Concerns and Trending

The SAFETEAM Program Manager classifies all concerns, Concerns are
classified into five (5) categories:

Category 1: Nuclear Safety

Category 2: Security

Cateqory 3: Management

Category 4: Worker safety/industrial safety
Category 5: Miscellaneous

It was found by the inspector that the initial categorization of
concerns is performed by the SAFETEAM Program Manacer., The practice
of keeping this task at a high level in the organization is designed
to achieve a level of consistency that would not accrue 1f several
individuals were involved in the categorzation process.

In addition to assignment of the concern to one of the five
categories, subcategories (almost 100 of these are available) are
assigned to all concerns and this information is inputed into

a computer data bank, With these entries in the SAFETEAM tracking
program, SAFETEAM is able to sort or extract information on a wide
variety of issues and has the capability to do trending analysis on
this data. Bimonthly reports are prepared and provided to senior
TU Electric management. These reports contain some trending data.



Other than the bimunthly reports, trending capability is apparently
used only infrequently and, then, normally at the specific request
of a representative of a particular site group.

The inspector noted that there were no specific definitions for each
of the concern subcategories, which could result in some incon-
sistencies in categorization. This should not cause a probiem so
long as the manner in which these terms are used is understood by
those reviewing the information, and these categorizations are
consistently applied.

Investigation of Concerns

The purpose of reviewing SAFETEAM's process of investigating concerns
was to verify that concerns were investigated properly and in accor-
dance with the the SAFETEAM Manual and SAFETEAM Handbook. The investi-
gation process includes, among other things techniques for: charac-
terizing concerns and documenting investigation activities; re-
ferencing codas, standards, procedures, requlations, specifications,
etc., that were Jied and were applicable to the investigation; docu-
menting discussicns related to the investigation; and documenting the
results of the investigation,

The SAFETEAM investigator ciordinator assigns each concern to one

of the SAFETEAM investigators, SAFETEAM investigators coordinate

the investigazion of eack concern, but the investigation responsibi-
lity is often transferied to another TU Electric organizational unit
having manajement or technical responsibility and knowledge. Concerns
that suggest aspects of wrongdoing, including harassment and intimida-
tion concerns, are forwarded to Corporate Security-Nuclear for
investigation (see Section 8).

The inspectors found that concerns about SAFETEAM practice recefved

by SAFETEAM are normally processed through the SAFETEAM organization,
Altnough the inspector found that the investigations of such concerns
were usually done by an organization other than SAFETEAM, the response
to the individual who raised the concern was normally issued by
SAFETEAM, The SAFETEAM Manager stated that he considered it appropriate
that the response came from SAFETEAM since the concern was brought

to SAFETEAM, The inspection team was concerned that this practice
gives the appearance, at least, that SAFETEAM is conducting the
investigation; a practice the inspection team believes may give an
inappropriate impression of the independence of an investigation,

To verify implementation of the process for investigation of technical
concerns, the NRC inspector reviewed 20 closed case files which con-
tained 32 technica) concerns and covered the period of July 1986 to
December 1987, The inspector's review found that the documentation of
the investigations included: persons contacted (including details of
contact); references to applicable documents; the results of hardware
inspections, if done; the results and findings of the investigation;
and corrective action, if applicable.



It should be noted that the NRC had previously inspected SAFETEAM's
investication of technical concerns, The results of this inspection
are documented in Inspection Report 50-445/86-11;50-446/86-09.
SAFETCAM investigations previously reviewed by the NRC covered the
period of January 14, 1985 to May 8, 1986. Other NRC Inspection
Reports which document the results of NRC inspections of SAFETEAM
activities (including SAFETEAM technical concern investigations)
were 50-445/87-06;50-446/87-05, 50-445/87-09; 50-446/87-07, and
50-445/88-01;50-446/88-01.

Based on the sample of concerns reviewed and review of previous
inspection results, the inspector determined that concerns brought
to SAFETEAM were investigated properly and in accordance with the
SAFETEAM Manual and SAFETEAM Handbook.

Feedhack

The inspector reviewed approximately 20 SAFETEAM case files. In all
instances, there was evidence that the resolution to the allegation
was provided to the concerned individual. Even in those cases where
the alleger was anonymous and offered no way for recontact to be
made, the appropriate closure information was found in the SAFETEAM
£ile. Based on these observations, there does not appear to be a
problem with regard to providing the alleger with feedback upon
completion of the SAFETEAM investigation,

Corrective Action

Neither the SAFETEAM Manual or SAFETEAM Handbook specifically addressed
SAFETEAM's responsibility with respect to corrective action, The
SAFETEAM Handbook did state that investigation reports should “...
tel) exactly what was found, and what is being done about it" (1.e.,
what corrective action is being taken). The inspector interviewed

the SAFETEAM manager to determine how he perceived SAFETEAM's role
regarding corrective action. The manager indicated that SAFETEAM is
a management tool to identify problems to management and management
is responsible for initiating and taking appropriate corrective
action for identified problems. He indicated SAFETEAM's role is to
verify that corrective action is responsive to the problem and that
corrective action is appropriate, B8ased on review of the SAFETEAM's
case files, the inspector determined that letters sent to persons
raising concerns dic identify corrective action being taken (1.4,
what was being done about the problem/concern). For example, in those
cases involving hardware, corrective action included project initia-
tion of Nonconformance Repcrts or Corrective Action Reports. These
documents initiate and track to complietion specific actions taken to
address technical problems/concerns, Although SAFETEAM does not have
the responsibility for corrective action, the inspector's review
found evidence to indicate that SAFETEAM is taking an active role in
ensuring that corrective action fs being initiated when required,

v 10



Survey of Workers

Arrangemants were made for two NRC inspectors to walk through the
plant and, at random, ask questions of workers about the reporting
of concerns, their understanding of the SAFETEAM program, and any
training they may have had about the reporting of concerns., A tota)
of 32 workers were engaged in short discussions for this purpose.
Below are 1ists of the workers' general work assignments and the
company they said they worked fur.

Company Name

Brown & Root

Impel

Fluor/Daniel
Ebasco

TU Electric

Hydro Nuclear
South Western Labs

Work ,Areas

Electrical Helper
welder/Cable trays

QC Inspector/mechanical
Engineer

Laborer/cleaning
Pipehanger/installer

QC Inspector/electrical
Hydrolazer/cleaning

Sheet Metal/foreman

QA/QC (ASME)
Engineer/mechanical
Equipment Cualification
Secretary/office asst.
Components Engineer

Paper Flow Group/electrical
Paper Flow Group/supervisor
Fire Watch

Security Guard

Concrete Helper
Operations/nffice asst.
Operations/maintenance mech

Of the employees surveyed, according to their statements, some had
worked at the site for a minimum of 2 months while others had worked
up to a maximum of 12 years. From this survey, it was found chat,
for the most part, the employees were quick to respend to those
questions which focused on their knowledge and understanding of
SAFETEAM and their willingness to use SAFETEAM if the occassion were
to arise. There were other workers who appeared to hesitate in
their response at first but, after further explanation of what the
survey was about and additional questions concerning methods available
to them to resolve concerns, they acknowledged awareness that such
provisions existed for them at the site, including SAFETEAM.
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Many cf those surveyed responded that they would attampt to resclve
their concerns directly with their supervisicn, at higher and higher
levels if necessary, before they would go to SAFETEAM. A few of the
workers had gone to SAFETEAM themselves and had been satisfied with
the resuit. In large part the concerns that they had worked out
with SAFETEAM personally, or other concerns that they were aware of,
dealt with general working practices rather than concerns having
safety implications of interest to the NRC. Cf the 32 persons
surveyed, all knew of a system available to them for the reporting
of concerns; none expressed a fear of retaliation if they were to

do so.

5. Training and Qrientation Programs

a.

The inspector interviewed the SAFETEAM Investigator Courdinator

to review training programs and experience levels for the investi-
qative staff, Mr. T, Gibbs briefly described the early setup of the
SAFETEAM investigative staff when first organized at the Comanche
Peak site. He reviewed the capabilities and experience of those
persons brought in to start the program and the gventual development
of the current training course now in effect. Mr, Gibbs explained
that the current training course was developed and implemented in
response to questions raised over time at several of the SAFETEAM
sites. The course was introocuced at Comanche Peak 1n February 1987.
inspector reviewed the Training " rnual (Rev, 0) and noted several
sections of general interest such as: SAFETEAM Origin, Structure

and Purpose; Investigator's Responsibilities; Interpersonal
Communications; Probiem Analysis; Effective Listening; Verbdal

and Written Communication Skills; Investigative Technigues, and
Confidentiality. The course was stated to take a total of 20 hours
to complete and included two quizzes and a final exam.

It was observed that the Manual did not contain specific sections
devoted to the various technical disciplines tnat the investigators
would be expected to be familiar with during the course of their
work, Mr, Gibbs explained that the training program was not
intended to provide technical training as such, It was intended
that the persons employed to be investigators would have one or
more areas of technical expertise and that the combined staff would
be able to cover most of the technical areas to some extent, It
was noted from the discussion that, for the most part, the
investigators are expected to evaluate the technical concerns to
the point where they could correctly determine that part of TU
Electric or a contractor organization that would most likely do

the best job of investigating and resolving the concern, It is
expected that the SAFETEAM investigator be sufficiently knowledge-
able in the particular technical area to be able to evaluate the
resolution once it is provided to SAFETEAM, Several exampies were

given by Mr, Gibbs where the proposed resolution of a concern proviced

by the technical staff was not fully acceptable to SAFETEAM and was
referred bark for additional work before being offerred as the dest
soluticn to *he person who brought the concern to SAFETEAM,
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Mr. Gibbs said that any new investigators assigned to work at
SAFETEAM are required to go through the SAFETEAM investigator
training course.

The inspector interviewed the SAFETEAM Interview Coordinator to
review the type and frequency of training the interviewers are given.
Ms. Filianne Green, who had worked at SAFETEAM for about 3 years,
currently had four interviewers working for her. All were part-time
employees. In 1985, when the program started at Comanche Peak, a
couple of days training were provided which included a plant tour,

a presentation about SAFETEAM, and mock interviews. Later instruc-
tions were provided on the preparation of interview records and the
use of acronyms which had been somewhat of a problem in communicating
with those bringing concerns to SAFETEAM., There has been some
specialized training in the use of the computer and editing of
interview reports,

Ms. Green showed the inspector a training document titled "Interview
Update Workshop" that had been used at the Comanche Peak SAFETEAM
last April 7-8, 1987. This document described a 2-day course
covering such topics as: Hidden Meanings, Building Trust, Technique
On Tape, Cave Rescue-Who s Biased, Experience As Teacher, Effects
On the Job, Problems Solved, and Listen Here, Now. A plant tour

was given at the end of the class. :

Ms. Green said that many of the interviews they conduct are recorded.
Some are not because the person may be too nervous or inhibited with
a recording device in use. In any event, the purpose of the training
is to equip the interviewer with the necessary skills to adequately
obtain the information and write a concise report that can be turned
over to the investigators.

It is not intended that the interviewer necessarily understand the
technical nature of the concern. The inspector found that the
training provided appears directed toward creating an environment in
which sensitive information can be easily obtained and accurately
documented, -

The inspector met with the SAFETEAM manager, R, Werner, to discuss
the record system in use at SAFETEAM to keep track of the training
received by those working at SAFETEAM, Mr, Werner gave the inspector
copies of computer printouts for 1936 and 1987 showing training
received by each of the staff members, including himself,

In 1986, 11 training courses that appeared to be important to SAFETEAM
were listed as being attended, Of the 11 staff members, all had
attenced at least 2 of the courses; 2 members had attended a total

of 6 courses. In 1987, there were nine mempers and seven different
courses listed as being attended, Each employee had atterded at least
one cour<e; one had attended four courses.
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6. Followup of Past Inspection Findings

During a previous inspection of SAFETEAM (ref. IR 50-445/85-12;50-446/85-08),
five areas for improvement were identified. TU Electric's May 14, 1986
letter to the NRC adcressed each of these areas. The inspector reviewed

the applicant's response and actions taken regarding the five areas.

The following writeup identifies each of the five areas and the results

of the inspector's review,

Areas identified in IR 50-445,/85-12;50-446/85-08 as needing improvement
are identified in quotes followed by the results of the inspector's review.

a. "Interviews lacked specifics. With experience, recontacting
the concerned individuals for additional details had increased,"

The inspector found that interviewers were provided with initial
and pericdic training. Based on review of SAFETEAM case files,
*he inspector found that the quality of the documentaion of
interviews had improved since the .revious inspections and
appeared to be adequate.

b, “"Some files revealed that the investigator did not attempt to
obtain adequate information sufficient to establish the
specificity of the concern.”

Based on review of SAFETEAM case files, the inspector observed
that the investigations for the timeframe of July 1986 through
December 1987 contained adequate information to properiy
characterize the concern. Several instances were noted where
the initiative was taken to broaden the investigation to more
fully characterize the concern. The topic of investigation of
technical concerns is also discussed in Section de of this
report.

Cs "The program does not call for followup resolutions to work
completion. In one case, a concern regarding the disposition
of the NCR raised by an individual was not addressed Dy SAFETEAM."

In their May 14, 1986 response to this item, TU Electric stated
SAFETEAM investigates to determine if it fs an actual problem
rather than a misunderstanding or miscommunication, If a real
problem is determined, the May 14, 1986 response states that the
investigation is complete once the corrective action is identtfied.
SAFETEAM staff further stated that prior to closure of an investi-
gation, they review the corrective action to assure it is reasonable
and tracked (e.q., identified in an NCR , Corrective Action Report
(CAR), or other project tracking system), The inspector's review
of SAFETEAM case files found that the above described approach

was being impiemented and that the approach was adequate.

d. "Resolutions provided corrective actions for the present and
future; however, the impact on the past was not always clearly
aodressead.”




In their May 14, 1986 response to this item, TU Electric stated
that unless specifically part of a concern, evaluation of past
implication of problems is not within the scope of the SAFETEAM
program, As discussed in paragraph ¢ above, SAFETEAM assures

that concerns requiring corrective actions are documented in a
project issue tracking system. These tracking systems include
evaluation of generic implications of the concern, including impact
on the past. The inspector found TU Electric's response to this
issue acceptable.

e. “The SAFETEAM does not comply with the manual with regard to
formally reporting conditions discovered by the SAFETEAM
investigators that may be reportable to the NRC in accordance
with the requirements of 10 CFR 55.5(e)."

In their May 14, 1986 response to this item, TU Electric stated
SAFETEAM does not do inspections, engineering evaluations, or
functions that are normally part of the project. If the in-
vestigation of a concern requires an inspection or engineering
evaluation, TU Electric stated that projects are requested to
complete the action and report formal notification if required,

The inspector found TU Electric's response to this fssue acceptable.

QA _Changes

One conclusion presented in a September 1985 report, CPSES Alleged Climate
of Intimidation Supplementary Report (an enclosure to the NPC 1§n Panel
Report), was that: iiSome management practices at CPSES, while not con-
stituting intimidation, were of concern to the Study Team because they

are generally not conducive to good job performance. Poor commynications,
inadequacy of training and infrecuent feedback on performance were found."
These findings were based on an NRC Study Team's observations of managerial
practices related to the performance of QA/QC personnel, TU Electric's
February 7, 1986 response to the Study Team's report acknowledged the
“gescription of 'prior management' style at Comanche Peak presented in

the Study Team's reports is a fair appraisal, under the circumstances.”

The TU Electric response described several actions to improve management
and employee relations for the QA/QC organization,

The inspector reviewed four aspects of the QA/QC organization to assess
changes made to improve management and employee relations, These aspects
were: (a) management and organizational changes, (b) QA/QC inspector
training, (c) manager skills training, and (d) programs for employee
feedback.

a. Manacement and Orcanizational Changes

TU Electric's February 7, 1986 response to the Study Team's observa-
tions and June 2, .986 response to Enforcement Action (EA) No.

£6-63 described major changes to the QA/QC management structure.
Management changes included the appointment of John F, Streeter as
Director, Quality Assurance in April 1986; the appointment of David
McAfee as Manacer, Quality Assurance in March 198%5; and the appoint-
ment of Phil Halstead as Manager, Quality Control in March 1985,
Since their appointments, these managers have made several lower tier
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supervisory changes to their organizational units, Further, the QA
and QC staffs have been increased substantially since early 1986,
thus enabling better distribution and broader coverage of the QA/QC
workload,

Major changes have also been made 1in the QA/QC organization over the past
two years. These changes include completion of the transfer of the
Manager of QA and his staff from Dallas, Texas, to the site and

having the site surveillance group report to the Manager of QA

instead of the Manacer of QC.

Specific aspects of TU Electric's management and organizational
changes were previously inspected by the NRC and the findings of the
inspectors are presented in IR 50-445/86-03;50-446/86-02, paragraphs
3.a ard 4a-h and in IR 50-445/86-15; 50-446/86-12, paragraph 3a,
Based on interviews with QA/QC managers, review of SAFETEAM cases,
discussion with NRC resident inspectors assigned to the Comanche Peak
site, and review of NRC inspection reports, the inspector found that
the management and organizational structure changes have resulted in
an organization with good capabilities to handle issues raised by
employees. ‘

QA/QC Inspector Training

The inspector interviewed TU Electric managers and staff responsible
for the technical training of the QA/QC staff. The Quality Assurance
organization has established a staff specifically cdedicated to over-
seeing the technical training needs of the QA organization, Ex-
tensive efforts have been made to upgrade the training of QC
inspectors. These efforts were, in part, implemented as a result

of ISAP 1.d.1, QC Inspector Qualifications, and ISAP 1.d.2, Guide-
lines for Administration of QC Inspector Tests, The specific
implementation elements of these [SAPs have been reviewed by the NRC
and the findings documented in several issued inspection reports.

Based on interviews with the staff responsible for implementing the
QA/QC staff technical training programs, review of previous NRC
inspection reports, and discussion with Comanche Peak NRC resident
inspectors, the inspector concludes that there have been significant
improvements in the organization and thoroughness of the technical
training programs for QA/QC staff,

Management Development Training

The inspector inquired about management development training re-
quired or available for QA/QC managers. The TU Electric Course
Catalog and Calendar provides a l1isting of numercus management
development courses available to TU Electric staff, Also, as
described in Section 3.c of this report, Brown & Root offers a
comprehensive training program for managers. Althcugh many QA
managers have attended TU Electric courses, Brown & Root's
course, and some special training sessions, the inspector found
no systematic program for management development training for new




or current TU Electric QA/QC managers. The inspector considered
that TU Electric might benefit from a more systematic approach to
management development training.

d. Programs For Employee Feedback

TU Electric NEO Quality Assurance Department Procecure NQA 3.30,
Quality Assurance Investigations, establishes a method for in-
itiating, documenting, and closing Quality Assurance Investications
(QAI) in response to concerns jdentified by TU Electric Quaiity
Assurance personnel. The primary purpose of the QAl is to assure
that personnel departing the quality assurance organization complete
a questionnaire., The questionnaire, which is part of the procedure,
allows for the individual to check "yes" or "no" to two questions
related to that person's awareness of programmatic or hardware
problems, If the individual checked "yes," then he or she is asked
to explain, The inspector found that over the past two years de-
parting quality assurance employees seldom identified any problems,

The inspector inquired about any programs that provided feedback to
managers about job satisfaction, manager/employee relations,
training, and other motivaticnal factors. The inspactor found

that the Manager, Operaticns Quality Assurance, had an informal
system where his employees were requested to complete a guestionairre
on such tssues. The manager tracked and trended the information

and stated that it provided valuable feedback on the functioning

of his organization, The inspector thought that the questionnaire
provided a good method of feedback on employee relations matters.

Investigation of Wrongdoing Cancerns

Quring the week of February 22, 1988, the Office of Investi?at1ons (o1),
Recion IV Field Office, assisted the inspection team in evaluating

the effectiveness of TU Electric's employee concern programs as thev
relate to potential wrongdoing issues. The result of the O] assess-
ment is documented in 0! Report A4-88-005 and summarized in the
following paragraphs,

The SAFETEAM Manager, R, Werner, stated that summaries of concerns that
invoive aspects of wrongdoing received by SAFETEAM are sent to Corporate
Security-Nuclear for investication. R, werner further stated that the
identity of the individual expressing the concerns was not provided to
the Corporate Security investigator, bul the individual was cften asked
to waive confidentiality to allow the security investigator to conduct
an interview. In instances when the alleger would not waive confiden-
tiality, a conference call was scmetimes arranced by the SAFETEAM inter-
viewer to allow the Corporate Security investigcator to further debrief
the emplcyee., The Manacer of Corporate Security-Nuclear stated that
security investigators also perform investications at the request of

TU Electric organizations other than SAFETEAM,




A total of 17 TU Corporate Security investigation case files were reviewed.
Most of these files contained the backup documentation to support the
investigative conclusions; however, some of the earlier investications
contained notations indicating that backup documentation was stored in

the TU Corporate Security office in Dallas, In most cases, the wrongooing
concerns had originated through SAFETEAM interviews and the SAFETEAM
interviewers' summaries detailed the concern without naming the alleger.

In a number of instances, it was noted that TU Corporate Security had
requested and received a waiver from SAFETEAM confidentiality and had

also interviewed the employee having the concern.

TU Corporate Security's investigations were found to have been scoped well
beyond the original concern and capable of addressing the generic implica-
tions of issues investigated, As in the past, TU Corporate Securiily's
investigations were found to be of high quality and adequate to resolve
the concerns. A potential weakness of the fnvestigations done by the
security investigators was the continued reliance, in some instances, on
the SAFETEAM interview process, Corporate Security investigative case
files indicated that great care was taken in documenting interviews done
by Corporate Security so that the end user can independently assess the
evidence that formed the basis for Security's conclusion.

A total of 24 SAFETEAM case files were reviewed related to wrongdoing
issues, principally involving allegations of harassment and intimidation.
These files represented closed concerns investigated between June 1986
and February 1988, Some of the earlier wrongdoing concerns hac been
investigated and reported by SAFETEAM investigators, while the more
recent concerns were investigated by Corporate Security.

The SAFETEAM investigative files reviewed during this inspection were
found to be adequate to resolve the employees' concerns. The inter-
viewers' summaries were found to be detailed to the degree necessary

to provide the investigators sufficient datail to perform their investi-
gations. The wrongdoing investigations performed by SAFETEAM investiga-
tors were fully documented, appeared to be properly scoped with the
investicative conclusions supported by evidence. SAFETEAM files closed
by investigations done by Corporate Security contained the SAFETEAM
interviewers' summaries, the Corporate Security response/report, and

the response sent by SAFETEAM to the person who raised the concern,

Exit Interview (30703)

An exit interview was conducted on February 25, 1988 and Apri) 22, 1988,
with personnel as indicated in paragraph 1 of this report. No written
material was provided to the applicant by the inspectors during this
inspection. The applicant did not identify as proprietary any of the
materials provided to or reviewed by the inspectors during this in-
spection. Ouring this interview, the NRC inspectors summarized the
scope and findings of the inspection, The applicant acknowledged

the findings.
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