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On December 19, 2003, the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) issued a
Confirmatory Order, which required, in Section V.2 (a) that the University of Missouri

Research Reactor (MURR):

[Perform] an employee cultural survey developed by an independent consultant or
entity. This survey shall be performed annually for not less than two years.
During the two year period, the NRC shall be provided an annual report
summarizing the findings of the culture assessment, including the questions used,
the methodology applied, and any follow-up actions....

MURR has satisfied the above requirements for the second year survey (2005) by using
the same survey instrument used in the first year survey (2004) and reported to the NRC
in a letter dated December 29, 2004. The second annual SCWE survey was conducted
over the period September 5 through September 19, 2005. The surveys were sent to be
scored by the same individual with the Utilities Service Alliance Group (USA Group)
who had performed this function for the 2004 survey. The results of the 2005 survey were
reported to us in graphical form with the 2004 survey results included for easier
comparison.

MURR asked a member of MURR’s Ombudsmen Program to provide an independent
assessment of the 2005 survey results. The MURR Safety Oversight Committee (MSOC)
was also asked to review the survey results and provide an additional assessment. Both
assessments were reviewed by MURR’s Senior Management Council on December 14,
2005. At this meeting, follow-up actions were developed for fiscal year 2006 to promote
and maintain a Safety Conscious Work Environment. MURR’s Second Annual Culture
Survey Report, consistent with the Confirmatory Order, is provided as Attachment 1.
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Attachment 2 includes the survey questions used, and a graphical representation of the
2005 survey results, side by side with the 2004 survey results, as provided by a member
of the USA Group. The assessments are available for NRC inspection at MURR.

Sincerely,

S BRI

Ralph A. Butler, Director
University of Missouri-Columbia Research Reactor Center

Attachments (2)

Xc: Michael Johnson, Director
Office of Enforcement, USNRC
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Dr. Elson Floyd, President
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A. Methodology

The University of Missouri Research Reactor (MURR) approached its second year
annual requirement to perform a culture survey in much the same manner as year one.
MURR employed the same survey instrument that was used for last year’s survey that
was modeled after one used by the Utilities Service Alliance group (USA Group) to
assess the SCWE at nuclear power facilities. Once again, MURR used this opportunity to
assess additional areas of interest at the facility, such as the Corrective Action Program

- (CAP).

The scope of the survey exceeded that required by the NRC order in that it addressed four
general topics: Safety Conscious Work Environment; Employee Safety Concerns and
Reporting Process; Management Conduct and Performance and Corrective Action
Program. The survey responses were once again sent to a representative from the USA

- Group to translate the raw survey data into graphical form that we could use to compare
to the results of the Year One (2004) survey results. Enclosed are the results from the
current year (2005) and the previous year (2004) surveys. (See attachment 2)

B. MURR Evaluation of the 2005 Survey and Assessments

For this year’s survey, MURR management asked one member of MURR’s Ombudsmen
Program, a University of Missouri Law Professor, to provide an independent assessment
of the survey results. The MURR Safety Oversight Committee (MSOC) was also asked to
. review the survey results and provide their own assessment. Each of these assessments
considered the results of last year’s survey (2004) as a benchmark to determine any
noteworthy trends.

Ata meeting on December 14, 2005 the MURR Senior Management Councﬂ rev1ewed
both the independent assessment performed by our Ombudsman and the assessment
performed by the MSOC. Both evaluations indicated that there were no obvmus trends as
the survey results for 2005 were very similar to those of the 2004 survey.. On many
survey questions both the “agree” and “disagree” responses increased sllghtly, whlch may
indicate a strengthening of viewpoints (negative or positive) of the persons who had more
neutral responses in the 2004 survey. R

On a positive note, there appeared to be a continued high concurrence among MURR
staff that the safety reporting process is working well. The MSOC assessment ndltates
that management communications, one of our areas of focused attention for 2 05, |
showed a slight negative trend despite our efforts to improve this area. Durmg |the year
2005, MURR sponsored two seminars by a professional consultant in the area of
organization communications. The title of the presentation was “Communications with
Impact”. The seminar was presented to our managers and supervisors in May 2005 and
then to the remainder of our staff in August 2005.
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While the absence of a positive trend despite our efforts in 2005 is disappointing, it
would be naive on MURR management’s part to think that there are quick fixes for
improving organizational communications. This is an area where management will need
to remain open to ways to improve our communications on a continuing basis.

C. Planned Follow-up Actions

MURR will continue to focus our efforts to maintain a working environment that
encourages individuals to identify and raise safety concerns without fear of retaliation.
We understand from both the 2004 and 2005 surveys that improving organizational
communications is an area that requires continued effort by management and all MURR
staff.

The MSOC assessment recommends that a different survey be developed for the year
2006. The current survey has some questions worded such that interpretation of the
meaning is difficult (e.g., some questions are really two or three questions rolled into
one). We plan to ask the MSOC to develop a new survey that may provide better
feedback to MURR management regarding effectiveness of our efforts in maintaining our
SCWE.

The MURR Corrective Action Program (CAP), though not within the scope of the NRC
order, is another area where we plan to make improvements in the coming year (2006).
Over the past year we had a CAP Improvement Team develop recommendations on how
we can improve this program. We are currently working with a vendor who may be able
to upgrade our CAP database to include many of these recommendations. These
recommendations also involve improving communications with respect to how we
provide feedback to individuals regarding their CAP issues and the status of progress on
these issues. |
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MURR 2005/2004 SCWE Survey Comparison
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MURR 2005/2004 SCWE Survey Comparison
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MURR 2005/2004 SCWE Survey Comparison
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MURR 2005/2004 SCWE Survey Comparison
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Q7 - 1 am aware of the Safety Concerns Process (If | wanted to, | could use the process)
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Q8 - | am confident that issues reported through the Safety Concerns Process are thoroughly investigated and
appropriately resolved
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Q11 - Management's expectations regarding safety and quality are clearly communicated
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Q13 - | believe that management wants employees to report concerns
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Q15 - | believe my work environment is generally professional and open (l.e., free of any harassment, intimidation,
discrimination or retaliation)
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Q17 - Identification of potential nuclear safety/nuclear quality issues through the CAP is effective in our
organization
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Q18 - | feel free to raise nuclear safety/quality concerns through the CAP without fear of reprisal
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Q20 The CAP is utilized effectively by MURR to resolve conditions adverse to quality in a timely manner
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