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Enclosed. for whatever action you deem appropriate. is the Office of Investigations (Ol) Report
of Investigation concerning the above matter. .

Please note that documents may have been gathered during the course of the investigation that
are not included in either the report or the exhibits, This additional documentation will be
maintained in the O} case file and available for the staff's review upon reguest.

Neither this memorandum nor the report may be released outside the NRC without the
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controlled and limited only to those with a need to know and that they are aware of the sensitivity
of its contents. Treat as “Official Use Only - Ol investigation Information.”
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SYNOPSIS

This investigation was initiated on March 31, 2010, by the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Office of Investigations. Region IV, to determine if a [®X7)C) at Pacific Gas
and Electric Company’s Humboldt Bay Nuclear Plant {Humboldt), Eureka, California, was the
subject of discrimination for raising safety concerns.

0, the evidence developed during this investigation, the allegation that al(b)m(c)

at Humboldt was the subject of discrimination for raising safety concerns was not
substantiated.
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Exhibit
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DOCUMENTARY EVIDENCE

T .
. . {(BXTHC)
Humboldt Notification
. b} 7HC J
Email from{ tofiey) |dated|®X"C) |,
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DETAILS OF INVESTIGATION

Applicable Regulations
10 CFR 50.5: Deliberate misconduct (2009 Edition) (Allegation No. 1)

10 CFR 50.7: Employee protection (2009 Edition) (Allegation No. 1)

Purpose of investigation

This investigation was initiated on March 31, 2010, by the U.S. Nuclear Regulato

Commission (NRC), Office of Investigations (O}, Region IV (RIV), to determine if

(BX7)(C) or{PXN©) at Pacific Gas and
ectric ompany s Humbo ay Nuclear Piant (Humbolat), Eureka, California, was

the subject of discrimination for raising safety concerns [Allegation No. RIV-2009-A-0100]

(Exhibit 1).

Background

On July 27, 2009, ®HTXC) Senior Allegations Coordinator, Alieqation Coordination
and Enforcement Staff (ACES), NRC:RIV,, received an allegation from{®X"X®) " |who reported
that she had been subjected to discrimination for engaging in protected activity at Humboldt.

al training concerns during May 2009 to [B1© ]
and [BX7)C)

I(b)<7)(0> ,Humboldt, that the lesson plans used by the training department for the scafiolding
classes were inade?pate and had not been approved by a subject matter expert as required by

procedures. [P7XC) " |further reported that the scaffolding courses were conducted by
"inadequately qualified instructors” and that the training department did not use the approved
lesson plans for the electronic Coastal Compact Disk course material, such as Confined Space
and Scaffolding.(*""©_Istated she also submitted a corrective action document on [(GY7)(C)
Tcy Jto[®Ine [Humboldt, to document the

training department’s Tailure o follow procedures and the use of unapproved iesson plans.
_b)m(m

advised that inadequate training impacted nuclear safety at the site, to include the
radiologically controlied areas.

BINC) ktated that subsequent to reporting har concerns to (2 and
(B)(7)(C) Iheﬁkb)(7)(0) urther

advised that because of her refusal to teach courses with unapproved lesson plans, she

received numerous threats during_lthe period [(d)7)C) |
[®YTiC)

On August 18, 2008, the Allegation Review Board (ARB), RIV, convened to discuss[EXC__|
allegation that she had been subjected to discrimination for reporting nuclear safety concerns
related to training program deficiencies and violations.
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BY7IC)
On August 25, 2009, was contacted by the NRC and offered an opportunity to

participate in the NRC's Alternative Dispute Resolution (ADR) process in an attempt to resolve
her dispute with the licensee.

bY7)(C)
On March 17, 2010, ACES:RIV notified OL:RIV that the ADR offer extended to e in

August 2009 had been rescinded due to her lack of response and requested that OL:RIV initiate
an investigation to determine if{*X7X®) had been subjected to discrimination for reporting
procedure violations and training deficiencies at Humboldt (Exhibit 2).

(B)(7)(C)

interview of Alleger {Exhibit 3)
[P was interviewed by ORIV on May 5. 2010 in Smymal Georgia, [P stated she
began her employment with Humboidt in “’"7)(0) (EX7XC)
BX7HC) and was{®)X7XC) Jadvised she was a
(bX7)(C) When her employment wag|[®)X7)C) [stated that while she was a
®XTNC)
(b)(7)(C) ne ratsed a concern about the training employees were receiving regarding
_ 'mﬁsAccording to[PX1® ] the material presented during scaffolding training was not
adequate, not reviewed and not approved by a subject matter expert. Additionally, [P0 |
stated she did not feel adequately trained] H
! BTXC) !

~ [TEXRIBE 3, pp 3-5). _In particular,[®X7X€) Istated {©X7XO)
placed her in the position 1o have tg®X7XC) |without receiving The proper
training herself. [’ |said it was her understanding that subject matter experts in scaffolding
g

should have been available durin training sessions if employees taking the training had
{l(b)m‘c) ibut that did not happen. Regarding the training
environment at Humboldt, [(e)X7)(C) said. "It was just a bunch of people not foliowing procedures”
(Exhibit 3, pp. 6-8). Accoraig 15|®X7)C) Humboidt,
reportedly reviewed the material for the scaffolding fraining provided at Humboldt and said the

material was not adequate (Exhibit 3, p. 11).

|(b)(7)(C) |stated she sent an email tol(b)m(c) Iafter she was asked d[®"©! J

HOUTHC) I
()inieR (& A chion was viewed as her "stopping Work™. and costing The company
“tons of moneg Xhibit 3, pp 11-13). [PXTXC)_]stated she also raised the issue to[®™©)

According to [BIT@ | after raising that [5sue IPXC)__ Jand [OXmo

[LY?)C) began to harass her. [PX7XC) " kaid[GX7IC) [pegan to ignare he| by not
returning emails and refusing to answer her telephone calls. I(b)m(c) ladded CXNC yho was
a[Bmno) a position subordinate to hers) was “put i charge” when[®7C) was not

present. oo Btated[®() began treating her in an aggressive manner,_screaming at her,
berating '%er and Eeing very hostile towards her [PX7C] istated she feltf®"X®) kreatment of her

ma% have been at the d|rect|on of[(B)7)(C)_}[P©)  |stated she had yer little contact with
ﬂ_(b)(” )

R [ prior tofPX7)C Jaddmg she attemplied to contact but could not get
through to him (Exhibit 3, pp. 15-19).
(BY(7)(C) . _|®X7XC) . (BY7)C) .

tated that in she received a text message from requesting she
come to his office for a meefing. [P7)XC)_]stated shelBX7IC) _Jduring that meeting, and
was told by®)N7XC) that Humboldt “decided to change business strategies”, and she was

TN
1(
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INCT " Jat that point (Exhibit 3, p. 20). ]

(bX7XC)

[being provided

at Humboldt to its employees (Exhibit 3, pp. 20-25).

Agent's Analysis

Protected Activity
(bX7XC)

claimed she raised concems to (O and |(b)(7)(°’ |that the lesson pians used
by Humboldt to provide scaffolding training to Humboldt employees were not reviewed and
approved by subject matter experts as required by Humboldt procedures. Additionally.
claimed that as a[®© |she was not adequately trained in the material she was
asked to teach in the scaffolding training classes (Exhibit 3).

Management Knowledge

(bX7)(C) stated she spoke with eX7XC) approximately two times a week whiie she ®Ae) |

was employed at Humboldt, both on a professional and personal basis. [®X7)(C) btated  _
(b)(7)(C)
ABI7HC) Istated]®X7XC) Idid come to her on a professional level and tell
Lﬁer that she|[®7XC)  Ifelt she was being asked to{®)X7©) ]
[Pc) stated old herTHaT SHE Was being &sked O[BIer |
(b)(7)(C) ould noTrecan |
®X7XC)  Wwas referning to scatfolding training or training in general. [e)7)(C tated she did not

raised a concern with anyone else. |®X)©) added that because"b)m(c’ }'vas a[®mne

feeTwhat[PXNC) |ioid her elevated to the level of a safety concern, and was not aware|®7X)

(b)7)C) she did not deal directly with her_regarding any problemssfie may have had-
©X7HC) !stated that if a[EX7XC) had a concern, she always directed them to their
‘empioyer (exhibit 4, pp. 7-16).

e JHumboidt,
advised he knew|™ ) [while she was employed as a contract employee at Humboldt on both

a personal and professional level, adding|®}(7XC)

[X7XC) ®)TNC) stated JoXTC) Bid express concerns 1o him about the

fraining aspects ol her job, but her concerns 1o him were majnly surrounding her qualifications
(BX7XC) | i

for the job she was occupying. [P stated issues were general in nature . but
did recall|[P©)  |having issues with the scaffolding fraining. [2X7XC) stated| ™) |issue
with scaffolding was whether or not the training provided wentnio enough detail.
stated it was a “professional” discussion, and stated no one in the training
department thought the substance of the training was out of line. {PX7)XC) tated he was
unsure ifhad raised safety concemns to her supervisor o €Ise in the

management chain at Humboldt, but did not feel his discussion with her rose to the level of a
safety concern (Exhibit 5, pp. 7-15).

|(b)(7)(C) | stated he began working at

Humboldt on]®X7XC) " Jand was[®INicy for approximately®XN©
(PI7XC) PX7XC) tated he was aware[PX1C)_Jfelt she wasi[PX7C)

” e { s\
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scaffolding class, but that she never approached him about that issue. According to OXTHE)

®BX7XC)  lcontacted training officials [NFI] from PG&E's Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power Plant who
reportedly advised her that the scaffolding training class consisted of showing a DVD, and

writing down any questions an employee may have to be answere er by qualified personnel.
(EXNC) " ktated he was aware of no other issues or concernsad and added
(0)7XC)  {did not approach him with any concerns regarding the scaffolding class or any other
raining 1ssues (Exhibit 8, pp. 9-13).

(bY(7)(C) A
stated he wasL)m(C’ Fronf?O
(b)7NC)

|when she began reporting to |°X7X<) [recalled[®X7XC)
was uncomiortable with presenting the scaffolding training. |®)(7)C) Irecalledg
she did not feel she_had the timel®)(")(C) ~ |pecause of conflicting duties
she had within the Eﬂc) added|[®X7)XC)  hever gave him a well-
. defined reason why(b)7)(C) ~ pcaffolding traimng (Exhibit 7, pp. 13-18).

c _(b)(7>(C> recalled|®X"(®)  [submitted a condition report about a training concern she had, but

call the exact issue|(b)(7"°) had. [BX7C) btated he did meet with[®X7C) labout
, and according to <b)(7)(°) [stated it was not a “big deal” to her.

(®X7NC) 5aid[PX7C)  tated, * hink a condition report being written about my concern
was a big deal’ (EXRBR 7, p. 30). [PX1©) ksaid he attempted to address her concern, but,

according to[®71© “continued to basically back pedal and say, no, no. this is
being all blown out of proportion™ (Exhibit 7, p. 31).

Tc

b}7}C . . . .
|( 7 Istated he worked in the same group as[*X"©) lfor a short time while he was in

[(BYT)(C RS |stated he took varjous training classes at Humboldt, but
never took fhe scaffolding rainna J®©  Jsaid[®7 hpproached him and stated she
e HEXNC) [and wanied him to help her write the problem into

“Humboldt's corrective action program. [PX7)XC) |recalied he or [EXNC) |had was
possibly with the environmental training, but he was not sure. ["© sfated he agreed to
help[®C)  land drafted the document himself (Exhibit 8, pp. 4-14).

7NC
AGENT'S NOTE: The document|© prepared forl(b)( e did appear in the
Te Humboldt corrective action program, and dldu)((’)

BX7XC)  [Exhibit 9).

Adverse Act

e : (bY7)C)
© kexhibit 3).

(B)7)C)

Nexus: Was Discriminated Against as a Result of Engaging in a Protected Activity?
[EX7HC . BTHC) |,
|PATIC) e only supervised"”  |in the[PC©) o R
OXNC) advised he also supervised|2!” [and[®17(C)
~ (®)(7)C) Humboldt, Wno WeTearso
© assigned o the|k)X7)C) [AcCording To[®)7)iC) e noticed no problems with the

ersonne! within the{(P)(7)(C) | stating, “We gotalong great” (Exhibit 7, pp. 8 and 9).
stated that during the time he supervised®"(€) " ]he had regular staff meetings and
was very accessible to his staff. tated that when he went on vacation, or was gone

/’"\
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b7
for a short period of time, he would leave gc))( ) Bs a point of contact for thef®(")©)

but never specifically stated that ad supervisory respo ilities . [(BX7)(C) tated he
was never approached by|®X7XC)™Tor anyone else within the?ﬂ and told they
-were mistreated in any way by][®XNCI [P ecalled there were disagreements about who
could perform different functions, here were never any reports of any incidents of
mistreatment by anyone.

BT : _ ®)7) o '
— stated he received complaints fromjcy  pnd other mdlvnduals Fl]
stating|""©  as not performing the functions That were assigned to hjb)”()t(’():()mc) also

stated he received complaints from individuals within Humboldt [NF1] that was not
properly|®X7XC) stated the complaints he received “were that(®XM©) |
would come into class, have everybody there, but then she wouldn't wantl(b)(7)(0) |Exhibit 7,
pp. 13 and 14). [y ktated[®© }wanted subject matter experts in the room with her,
but she wasl(bx”(c’ |
[BI7C) fexne) [stated the]

BXTIC)

l(b)(mc) stated he made a strategic decision that he
needed to bring someone else-m to the|PX7(C It i i

hat had more experience in the
decommissioning aspect of a nuclear power plant because the[PX7XC) |was behind
in its training responsibilities.

(bX7XC) stated he cleared the decision through senior
Fo his office and told her of his[®X7(C) |her.

management, then brought {®X7)C
as af®X7C) J he was not requwed to bring her

(PA7XC) added that sincelox7xc)
her, he could have contacted her em oner| -]and tell them_ her

Exhibit 7, pp. 22- ZSald he was never adversarial

and never saw anyone mistreat her. [PX7XC) stated her®X7)(C) ad nothing to do wit

her raising a concern,[PNC)—lsaid, "Her[

(b)(7XC) }
[(ExRibit 7, p. 32). - -

ot

/-\

b)(7 . -y (BUTHC )
ﬁc))( ) advised her role within the[D(©) lwas that oial ) Jkeeplng

accurate records and scheduling personnel|®(7© [stated she was not a

®NC ktated she worked with[7C)  from her[PXC ™ Jinitial employment

(which stimated o be from elelde imately[®)X7XC) [until she [®X7XC) as moved
to a different location on the plant. fo) |stated she and[PINC)_Jstarted ouT as co-workers doing
me job, then| P lwas mevead®NC) said that while she and

worked together, their relationship was good.[( )ptated that for a short time, she and
orked forC)]and stated(®®  [Was very supportive of the[BXCT | o)
(Exhibit 10, pp. 7-13).stated that when[®X™© __ lvent on vaca IOM, OF was
out of town for any reason, he would put an email out to the emplovees of Humbaldt that if they
had any questions regarding training to contact her (Exhibit 11)]P7© ktated, however, she was
not in charge of training; she was just there to answer questions[®)7(C) pdded, "I didn't t

fo run

that department. | know that | don’t have the knowledge base fof xhibit 10, p. 14), [PX7XC) I
stateng)‘”(c) lchecked in on the[PXTNC) quite often, and always addresse
everyone in a group. é‘é))m said she never saw|PX7XC) |single anyone out or treat anyone
differently.
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(bU7HC) | b b)(7)(C
(bY7)C) tated that whe (B)(7)C) oved fr ] I( )7)C) Ishel( N7XC)
. (BYTHC) ®X7XC) 7
moved to a different location at the plant |stated]| moved from the [(P)(7)(C) 0

which is where the [BX7C) Were housed (Exhibit 10, pp. 16-18).
®Y7)(C
")) tated she was not award®C had any issues with any of thel(b)m(c) 1

Ll(b’m(c said the scaffolding training was an awareness
level training, which included showing a DVD, getting attendees to sign an attendance sheet

and being able to capture questions and have them answered by subject matter experts [©

said [P Thever asked her any auestions about®X®®) __performance or any other
aspectvovmg| e egarding[®7X©) oncerns|BXNCl ktated, “From what | recall, she

BX7XC)  Inever said anything to me, FETSORANY, about scaffolding or having a concern. | do not

BIG) |she and|®XXC)  lworked in different locations (Exhibit 10, pp. 19-26).

BT
I_ stated she worked in thel™"©)
BT

“KNow 11 SN anything to]®X("(C) ktated she was not given any instructions
from{®H7NC) on how to treaf®*" /<] Jand re-terated that when [PX7XC became a[PX7IC)

[said that she got the position of

(b)7XC) iin the (BX7)(C) cause (b)7)C) as moved.to {BX7HC)

[T [stated she only worked with BXTHCY Hor approxnmafel e she[®X7IC)
was in transition from[®XC o Jnstructor. [P7X©)  |stated thal during her time as®X©)
©NC) —Jshe reported to[PNIC) Baid That when|[®X7(C) was not there,

[(0)7XC) uld send out an email stating It there were any qQuestions regarding training to

ever put in charae' (Exhjbit 12, pp. 6-10).

contact®")  however, [BX7IC) .-m.
Eiated thatdunng s e Wik C |she neversaw] - - -pe treated any .. (B)7XC)
differently than anyone else, and never heard <b)<7>'¢)—-|mention any problems or concerns she

may have had with training or|®((€) - KExhibit 12, pp. 11-17).

BYNTNC) - _ EE
stated he became the [®X7)C) and saig]”" " lworked
for Fim as a[®eX)c) tated [P7C) Jwas[oi7ic) |

(BXN7HC) ptated he had practically
gaily contact thh‘(b)(7)(C) [and staied he was not aware she rarse safety concerns regarding

any aspect of either framing or the|®X7XC) [stated he did receive
feedback from plant personne! stating]®C) |was not “treating adults as adults”. [*X7%) |

said he talked to her about that and was Workinig towards improving her skillg [®X7XC) ktated
that, eventhough he was her immediate supervigor, he did not know®X"©) lvas being

fere ' y it happened. |®7XC) aid the decision to[®@0Q)__J&XNO  |was
~made by 1Y and [EX7N(C) fated he had no conversation with[®)C) Fegarding
her|(b)(7)(C) |either beforeor ame t happened (Exhibit 6, pp. 7-16).
(b)7)(C)

was familiar with the scaffolding training and stated that just recently he changed the
training for it to be more “instructor-led”. which fits more into the goals he was trying to
accomplish (Exhibit 6, pp. 16 and 17). [ dded that Humboldt had no policy which
referred specifically to scaffold training, and saic scaffolding training fell within the awareness
class, where DVDs are viewed and attendance sheets are signed to show participation in the
class (Exhibit 13).
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((:()7()(():2 5 Humboldt; and

— | were also interviewed regarding the
- allegations raised by| kExhlblts 14-16 respectively). None of the aforementioned

individuals interviewed could offer any direct testimony regarding|®"() Iallegatlons

in summary, although"b’(mc) Llaimed she was}‘ (PITe) \g
BYINC) ]
(B)(7)(C) Jtestimonial and documentary evidence showed]®)(7)C [

PITIC) ktated he was awarel(b)m(c’ raised
a[®exnio ' _]but claimed|®)X7(C)  as hesitant to discuss the

issue with him so a resolution could be reached (Exhibit 7). Additionally, none of the other
supervisars interviewed stated they were aware|®)X7)C)  Jeven raised safety concemnsg.regarding

training. [®X7X©) “Jand not
retaliation for raising safety concerns.

Conclusions

Based on the evidence developed during this investigation, the aliegation that ®X7XC) Twas the
subject of discrimination for raising safety concerns was not substantiated.
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Investigation Status Record, dated March 31, 2010 (2 pages).

RIV ARB Summary and related documents. dated February 8, 2010 (11 pages).

, . . BN
Transcript of Interview with

dated May 5, 2010 (35 pages).

Transcript of Interview withdated November 16, 2010 (25 pages).

b)(7)(C)

Transcript of Interview with(

ated November 16, 2010 (20 pages).

Transcript of interview wnth dated November 16, 2010 (23 pages).

Transcript of Interview with RIS dated November 22, 2010 (36 pages).
Transcript of Interview with ®ATHC) dated November 17, 2010 (25 pages).
Humboldt Noftification|® () (4 pages).

Transcript of interview with (eHrel Hated November 16, 2010 (28 pages).

Email from| > " o) ﬁ‘é’)‘" Hated] ™ 1 page).

Transcript of Interview with BXDIC) dated November 16, 2010 (19 pages).
Email from EXDC) SRR dated (A7) (2 pages).

Transcript of interview with (bX7XC)

dated November 16, 2010 (18 pages).

. . . bY7}C
Transcript of Interview with{ X )

dated November 16, 2010 (18 pages).
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