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As constructisn of the Comanche Peak Steam Electric 5tatiun was nearing comple-

tion, issues ‘rat remained to be resoived prior 4 the consideration of issuance
of an .perating license were complex. resource intensive, and spanned more than
one NRC office. Ton ensure the overall coordipation and integration of these
issues, and to encure their rezslution prior Lo a licensing decision, the NRC's
Executive Ui -ector fer Operations (£J0) issuad @ memorandum on March 12, 1984,
directing the NRC': Office of Nuclear Reacter "legulation (NRR) to manage all
necessary NRC actions leading to prompt !licensiny decisiens, and assigning the
Oirvector, MRR's Uivision of Licensing, the lead vesponcibility for coordinating

anc integracing the related efforts of various offices within the NRC.

The principal areas needing resslutior befcre a censing decision on Comanche
Peak could be reached included: (1) the completi s and documentation of the
staff's review nf the Final Safety Ana’ysis Report (FSAR): (2) those issues in
contention betore the NRC's Atomic Satety and (icensing Board (ASLB); (3) the
completion of recessary NRC regions) [sspection ctions; and (4) the completion
and documentation of the stuff's review of technical concerns and allegations

regaraing design and construction of the nlant.

To evaluate and rasolve the technical cenceris and allegations regarding design
and construction of the piant, a3 Jectnical Peview Team (TRT) was formed. On
July 9, 1984, wne TPT began a 10-wee! (five 2-weck sessions) onsite effort,
including interviews % allegers and (LIC personne’, to determine the validity
of the technizal concerns and allegaiions, to evajuate their safety signifi-

cance, and to asses< their generic implications. The TRT consisted of about 50



technical specialists from WAl MHeadguarters and NRC Regional Offices, and NRC
consultants, who were diviurd into grours accoerding to technical disciplines.

Each group was al- o assigned a group leader.

Of the contentions before the ASLE, only one (Contenticn 5) remained unresolved
in the CPSES operating license application proceeding. Contention 5 alleges
that:

The Applicant’'s failure Lo adhere to the quality assurance/
quality control provisions required by the construction permits
for Comanche Peal, Units 1 and 2, and the requirements of Appendix
B of 10 CFR Part §7, and the construction practices employed,
specifically in regard to concrete work; mortar blocks, steel;
fracture toughness testing; expansion joints; placement of the
reactor vessel for Unit 2; welding; inspection and testing;
materia’s used; craft labor qualifications and working condivions
(as they may affect QA/QC) and training and organization of QA/GL
personnel, have raised substantial questions as to the acequacy of
the construction of the facility. As a result, the Commission
cannot make the findings required by 10 CFR § 50.57(a) necessary

for issuance of an operating license for Comanche Peak.




The ASLB decided in March 1984 that in order to resolve Contention 5, it must

consider the allegations of intimidation and harassment. Prehearing conferences
were held in June 1984; depusitions were taken in July and August 1984; pre-
hearing testimony was filed in August 1982; and nearings commenced on September

10, 1984.

In July 1984, the Manager of the Technical Review Team (TRT), retained the
services of a grou of consultants (Study Team ) to determine whether or not a
climate of intimid tion was created by CPSES management among QA/QC personnel.
The Studyv Team's report, issued in September 1984, (Attachment 1) cuncluded that

a climate of intimidation did not exist at CPSES.

Since the Study Team did not independently assess individual incidents uf
alleged intimidation and did rot review all OI investigation reports relating to
intimidation issues at CPSES, NRC staff decided that the report would not consti-
tute the sole basis for the staff's final position on intimidaticn and harass-
ment issues at CPSES. The report would, however, contribute to the staff's

final determination of intimidation and harassment issues.

The Study Team continued its review of all documentation available on the
alleged cases of intimidation and expanded its effort to include an assessment
of individual cases of alleged intimidation. The additiona' documentation

reviewed is listed in the Study Team's Supplementary Report (Attachment 2).




As the Comanche Peak TRT neared completion of its efforts, the NRC staff
organized the Comanche Peak Intimidation Panel (Panel), comgosed of NRC senior
managers to review, evaluate, and establish a position on all intimidation and

hearassment issues at CPSES. In conducting its review the Panel was briefed by

the Ol investigator who was primarily involved in the investigation of CPSES

int'midation issues. He also provided each of the panel members with a copy of
the irvestigation and inquiry reports that had been issued on the alleged

intimidation events that were investiga*ted by OI.

Additionally, to assist the Panel, staff counsel provided references to relevant
information from the hearing record. The Panel also met with the TRT to deter-
mine whether events which did invelve intimidation reflected corresponding

technical problems.

The Panel and the Study Team subsequently discussed their respective efforts and
found that they were duplicative. At the time of these discussions, the Study
Team had essentially completed its review of the underlying information. In
addition, based on the Panel's discussicns with the Study Team and the Panel's
review of the information, as completed tc that point, it became evident to the
Panei that the Study Team was reaching conclusions that were consistent with the
views being formulated by the Panel. Accordingly, rather than continuing to
duplicate the reviews already completed by the Study Team, and recognizing the
Study Team's substantial exper-tise, the Panel determined that it would use the
Study Team, as its consultant to develop the underlying evaluation. The Panel
thereafter continued to monitor the Study Team's activities and to meet with

them to discuss their findings.



The Study Team, as part of its initial effort, first developed a definition of
the word "intimidation." This definition is set forth in their September 1984
leport (Attachment 1 at p. 4). In the Panel's view, the definition was somewhat
narrow in that it required a finding that an intimidated individual was actually
influenced to act contrary to requirements. In the Panel's view, "intimidation"
would be present if an intimidating act was reasonably likely to influence an
employee to act contrary to a requirement. The Study Team subsequently agreed
with and adopted the Panel's definition as reflected in its Supplementary Report
(Attachment 2). The Panel believes that, as modified, the definition now
reflected in the Supplementary Report on pages 9-10, is appropriate for this

proceeding.

After establishing the definition of intimidation, the Study Team performed a
detailed review of all data available for each of the alleged intimidation
events listed in their reports. Attachment 2 is the Study Team's Supplemental
Report which documents the Study Team's review of the additional material pro-
vided to it after its initial effort. Their conclusions with respect to each
alleged event appear in Appendix B of the Study Team's Supplemental Report
(Attachment 2).

Both the Study Team and the Panel concluded that some instances of intimidation
did occur at CPSES. These are described in the Study Team's Supplemental
Report. However, the Study Team concluded that a climate of intimidation did
not exist at CPSES, and based on its review of the underlying information and
discussions with the Study Team, the Panel is satisfied that the Study Team's
Reports fully and appropriately address and evaluate the work environment at

CPSES. The Panel adopts as the staff's position the Study Team's Report.



In their reports, the Study Team also addressed the management style and
interface problems as reported in the depositions reviewed and in the 1979 and
1983 surveys of employees at CPSES. The Study Team noted that a number of
management practices existed which may not have been conducive to good job
performance and which may have generated mistrust, suspicion and lack of manage-

ment credibility.

The Panel shares the concern of the Study Team that certain management practices
at CPSES could create a work environment in which the chemistry would exist for
actual or perceived intimidation to occur, given the right set of circumstances.
The Panel recognizes that the environment created by these management practices
would not necessarily lead to intimidation or result in improper construction or
quality control. Indeed, neither the Study Team nor the TRT findings suggest
that poor quality work resulted from the incidents of intimidation that did
apparently occur and the Panel is aware that projects have been built effec-
tively by entities with an autocratic management style. The Panel is also aware
that recent changes in management personnel have been made at Comanche Peak that

could result in changes in the management practices of concern.

The Panel recommends that the licensee address itself *to the questionable
management practices identified by the Study Team to determine whether changes
are necessary to ensure that its management style is conducive to producing a
quality product. We recommend that TUEC's management take an objective look at

the incidents described in this report, as well as the current situation at the



site, and take whatever steps are necessary to assure the establishment of a
“quality first" attitude by its management and employees. The overall effort
should be directed at establishing trust between the employees and management
which will minimize any fear of reprisals for anyone who identifies safety

concerns or questions safety procedures.

Attachments:
1. Consultant's Report, September 1984
2. Supplementary Report, September 1985
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ABSTRACT

COMANCHE PEAK STEAM ELECTRIC STATION: ALLEGED CLIMATE OF INTIMICATION

August 28, 1384

NRC contracted with EG&G Idaho, Inc., to investigate the work climate
at the Comanche Peak Steam Electric Station (CPSES), and to develop an
expert opinion as to whether or not a climate of intimidation was created
among QA/QC personnel by CPSES Management such that the safety of the plant
migkt be compromised.

ECLG [daho assembled a team of individuals with broad experience in
the nuclear industry and specific knowleige and skill in management and
organization to conduct this study. An additional researcher with
expertise in surveying organization climates and analyzing survey
questionnaires was selected to perform an independent analysis of a set of
relevant survey data.

The team established a working definition for a climate of
intimidation and then assessed the reports, depositions, survey data, and
other information available. Key findings were that the extent of alleged
fntimidatior was limited, and that pecple did feel free to express their
opinions. CPSES showed a strong concern about intimidating behavior, and
generally followed with corrective action. Analysis of the 1983
Questionnaire Survey showed little or no evidence of intimidation as
anything relatively rare, coincidental occurrance. Specific
management . uolems were identified and judged significant; however, these
factors did not constitute a climate of intimidation.

The study team concluded that a climate of intimidation did not exist
at CPSES.
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COMANCHE PEAK STEAM ELECTRIC STATION: ALLEGED CLIMATE OF INTIMIDATION

1. INTRODUCTION

This introductory section presents the overall purpose of this study
and the team assembled to conduct it. The specific problem focus,
definitions of key terms, and the procedures followed are also described.

1.1 Overall Task

The Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) contracted with EG&G Idaho,
Inc. to investigate and develop an expert opinion as to whether or not a
climate of intimidation was created by management at the Comanche Peak
Steam Electric Station (CPSES). Many individuals involved in the Quality
Assurance/Quality Control (QA/QC) area put forth allegations that
management created a climate of intimidation during cunstruction of the
plant, inhibiting Quality Control (QC) inspectors in the performance of
their duties according to written standards and regulations, to the extent
that the saety of the plant might be compromised. )

In the context of issuing an operating license to this plant, the NRC
has taken depositions from those individuals alleging irregularities and
from the applicant utility. This was done in anticipation of a formal
Atomic Safety Licensing Board (ASLB) hearing. These depositions as well as
several NRC Office of Investigations reports, a Comanche Peak Special
Review Team Report, internal reports and reviews conducted by the applicant
utility (including surveys of QC inspectors), and other reports and data
seen as potent:ally relevant to judging charges of management intimidation
constitute this data reviewed by the Study Team. A comprehensive listing
of these data is presented in Appendix A of this report.

The Study Team reviewed the available material in order to advise the
NRC as to whether or not, in their expart and independent opinion, there
appeared to be a climate of intimidation created by management among the
QA/D! personnel at CPSES.



1.2 Team Assembly

Mr. Bruce Kaplan, the study team leader, was in charge of overall
coordination of the study. Mr. Kaplan has a masters degree in Organization
Development and has been involved with issues of general management, as
well as organizational climate and effectiveness, in his role as an
internal consultant for EG&G Idaho for a period of five years.

DOr. Wiiliam E. Stratton, an Associate Professor of Management at Idaho
State University served as interim coordinator during a portion of the
review process, and contributed to integrating the study into a final
report.

Kaplan, ir consultation with NRC personnel, determined that the study
team should include someone with expertise in organization behavior and the
functioning of large and complex organizations, and in the particular
milieu of the nuclear power industry. It was recognized that, while one
single individual might possess all these qualities to the extent desired,
there might be some advantages to assembling an interdisciplinary team to
perform the study. Such a team would have the advantage of including
individuals with different but relevant backgrounds, and fostering analysis
from a number of points of view. This approach was adopted.

The organization scientist selected for the project was
Or. Newton Margulies, Dean of ihe Graduate School of Management at the
University of Californfa at Irvine. He was especially well qualified for
the study in terms of his academic training, past research, and consulting
experience.

To obtain management experts with broad experience in the nuclear
industry, Mr. Charles Rice of LRS Consultants, Inc. (LRS) of
Idaho Falls, Idaho, was contacted. Mr. Rice, in turn, utilized the support
of Mr. Carl Andognini of LRS. Each has had extensive experience and a long
career in the nuclear power industry, and currently works as a consultant
in that industry.



As a part of their review, the study team chose to analyze responses
from a 1983 survey regarding work climate at CPSES. The survey was
conducted by the applicant utility among their QA/QC personnel. An
additional outside expert was sought to render an independent analysis of
these survey responses. DOr. David Bowers of the Institute for Social
Research at the University of Michigan was selected to perform this
analysis. He is a nationally recognized expert in surveying organizational
climates and in analyzing survey questionnaires.

Extensive resumes o 211 team members are inciuded in Appendix B.

1.3 Problem Focus

The basic issue with which this study was concerned was whether or not
management created a climate of intimidation among QA/QC personnel at
CPSES. In order to make such a judgement, a number of terms were defined
and the charge to the study team elaborated.

1.3.1 Specific Problem Focus

The central question the study team attempted to answer was: Did
management by its actions create a clinate of intimidation for the QA/QC
personnel at CPSES such that they performed their duties in a manner
resulting in some likelihood of adverse impact on the safety and quality of
the plant. The intent was to establish if a pattern of intimidation by
management existed. Several clarifications are pertinent hesre.

1.3.1.1 Climate of Intimidation Versus Individual Intimidation. The
intent was to establish if a pattern of intimidation existed. This is
distinct from whether or not certain individuals were, in fact, intimidated
at one time or another. The team was concerned with an overall climate of

intimidation indicating a systemic problem.

1.3.1.2 [Intimidaticn by Man:vement Versus Other Sources. The

concern was whether or not management ac'fons, or possibly inaction,



created the climate of intimidation, if it existed. This is distinct from
intimidation that inspectors may have felt from astions on the part of
crafts personnel.

1.3.1.3 C(Climate of Intimidation Versus Management Style. A
distinction was also made between what is called a climate of intimidation

and what might be described as an autocra*ic and rigid management style in
the plant. Such a style does not necessarily indicate an intimidating
climate with adverse consequences with respect to safety concerns.

1.3.1.4 |Intimidating Climate Versus Actual Safety Problems. This
report deals only with the work climate in the plant which may have some

potential to adversely affect the safety of the plant. It is beyond the
scope of this study to attempt to evaluate whether or not safety problems
exist, or to make any judgement about the resulting condition of the plant
wilh respect to its safety.

1.3.2 Definition of Terms

In order to proceed, the team agreed upon working definitions for the
terms “intimidation" and "climate of intimidation." A discussion of these
definitions follows.

1.3.2.1 Definiticn of Intimidation. The term intimidation refers to
rendering someone timid, thereby inducing that individual to do something,

or to refrain from doing something, because of fear or apprehension. Hence
the process of intimidation involves three major components: (a) the
incident, action, or statement which induces the effect, (b) the resulting
feeling or emotion experienced by the recipient, and (c) the ensuing action
on the part of the recipient who, because of fear, is forced into behavior
that otherwise would be rejected, or is deterred from actions that would
otherwise be taken.

In the context of this study, then, intimidation is an incident,
action, or statement that causes an employee to act contrary to, or refrain
from acting in compliance with written procedures.



1.3.2.2 Definition of Climate of Intimidation. The existence of a
climate of intimidation could be evidenced by the following symptoms:

B Widespread allegations of intimidation indicated by a large
number of cases, the inclusion of areas other than QA/QC, or
alleqations occurring over an extended period of time would point
toward a ciimate of intimidation. This would involve many ‘
different individuals alleging intimidation and would identify
many different intimidators.

. A pervasive atmosphere of fear on the part of the allegers
related to testifying or deposing, to answering questions that
might be traceable to the individual, or to naming specific
individuals as intimidators would be indicative of a climate of
intimidation.

. Failure of top management to take prompt and effective action to
fnvestigate allegations of intimidation and/or failure to take
prompt measures to deal with the behavior of individuals
demonstrated to be intimidators would constitute possible
evidence of a climate of intimidation.

. Failure of management to protect the job security of individuals
who allege intimidation while employed at CPSES would be
fndicative of a climate of intimidation. .

] A general concern on the part of empioyees that not complying
with inappropriate demands of supervision may result in the use
of negative sanctions against them would be indicative of a
climate of intimidation.

All of these indicators do not have to be present for a climate of
intimidation to exist. [f several, or even a few, are present to a
significant degree then such a climate may be present,




1.4 Procedures Followed

On July 18-19, 1984, three members of the study team traveled to
Glen Rose, Texas, to meet with NRC representatives to review the study
assignment. Mr. T. Ippolito and Mr. S. Treby of the NRC outlined the scope
of the task and the time schedule necessitated by the licensing process.
Arrangements were made at this time for the team members to receive copies
of depositions and other pertinent data as they became available. Team
members agreed upon definitions for the terms intimidation and climate of
intimidation, and then individually reviewed the available data as it was
recefved to reach independent conclusions regarding the basic question
assigned. Both the organization scientist and the industry experts
subjected the data to criteria they deemed pertinent from their particular
professional viewpoints. Another brief visit to the CPSES site was also
made by some team members to familiarize themselves with the environment in
which the work in question was taking place.

Section 2 of this report details the data that were available and
reviewed. Generally, these data consisted of a large number of depositions
taken from individuals reprec .ating intervenors and the applicant utility,
several NRC Office of Investigations reports, two sets of survey data
collected from QA/QC personnel by the applicant, various other reports, and
internal memoranda, interoffice correspondence, and reports from the
applicant ut. ity.

The various types of data from different sources were analyzed,
keeping in mind the definitions of intimidation and climate of intimidation
previously discussed. The team goal was to determine if sufficient direct
or indirect evidence existed to conclude whether or not a pattern of
intimidation of QA/QC personnel by management at CPSES existed.

The individual findings of the team members were reviewed and
discussed by the team and integrated into this final report. Certain data
including perceptions of a representative cross-section of CPSES employees
with regard to the specific issue of intimidation, the opportunity t»
personally interview pertinent individuals, exit interviews, and eip . yee



records were not available to the study team. As a result, there were
limitations in the nature and esxtent of available data. However, even
within these limitations, the team was confiden® n making a judgement.

The remainder of this report presents the data utilized, the analysis
performed, and the conclusions reached by the team.



2. DATA SOURCES

A large volume of data was available for review by the study team.
These data consisted primarily of written material. The study team did not
interview individuals or talk with individual deponents, representatives of
the intervenors or the applicant utility, or other individuals during their
review process. The mojor types of data utilized are described below.

2.1 Dzpo:itiors

Depositions taken over a period of several weeks in July and
August 1984 were reviewed individually by several of the team members.
More than 80 depositions from individual deponents were included in these
reviews, with some deponents having multiple depositions. Deponents
represented those making allegations against the applicant utility on the
part of the intervenors and those testifying at the request of the
applicant. In addition to these uepositions from individuals, there were
five depositions made by groups or panels and five transcriptions of
telephonevconferences reviewed. In total, over 10,000 pages of deposition
testimony were reviewed and utilized by the team in its assessment to
determine whether or not a climate of intimidation existed at CPSES.

2.2 Survey Data

On at Teast two occasions during construction of CPSES, the applicant
utility took steps to gather survey data from QA/QC personnel. These data
are relevant to this study and are significant because they represent the
only instances where the opinion of most of the QA/QC personnel are
available with regard to pertinent issues.

In 1979, in response to allegations of problems in the QA/QC area,
utility management created a Management Review Board to confidentially
interview site QA/QC personnel. Interviewers followed a structured
questionnaire format with all respondents being asked the same questions



and the interviewers noting the answers of respondents on the
questionnaire. These data were available to the study team; both the
industry experts and the organization scientist made independent analyses.

A second survey of QA/QC personnel was conducted by the utility in
1983. This survey consisted of a questionnaire with nineteen items
concerning aspects of the work environment. The questions required a
"mostly yes" or "mostly no" response. The twentieth question which was
open-ended, required a written response on any aspect of the QC job which
the respondent feit should be changed or improved. The responses to this
survey were sent to an outside expert in survey methodology and
questionnaire analysis for an opinion.

2.3 Reports and Correspondence

In addition to the depositions and survey data the Study Team reviewed
several NRC Office of Investigations reports, a Comanche Peak Special
Review Team report produced by the NRC, several internal reports and
reviews prepared by the utility, and a number of items of internal
memoranda and correspondence from the applicant utility.

A comprehensive listing of the data reviewed is included in this
report as Appendix A.



3. ANALYSIS

3.1 Organization Climate--Conceptual "ramework

Organization climate is essentially a perceptual phenomenon. A
variety of events and occurrences in the organization are important in
influencing how people perceive and feel about the organization. Elements
such as task requirements, the nature of interfaces, relationships among
co-workers, the quality of supervision, tne amount and nature of
communication, and the equity of the reward system are all important in
influencing the perception of the total climate.

The information individuals have, and upon which they base their
perceptions, i< also influanced by the communicated experiences of other
organization members. As a result, the individual's knowledge is derived
from second- or even third- or fourth-hand reports of events, confounded by
the various distortions that take place in the transmission of
information. C(limate, then, represents a perception of the environment
within the organization that is derived from all these sources.

The notion of a climate of intimidation refers to a situation where
organizational members perceive that pressure is being exerted to induce

them to not comply with the written : rocedures required for their jobs,

3.2 Analysis of Climate

The determination of whether or not a climate of intimidation exists
in a given situation is not simple due to perceptions involved in the
process. From an organizational behavior point of view, a climate of
intimidation has many intervening elements that influence interpretation.
Several guestions identiiied below demonstrate the complexity.

] What specifically is the unit of behavior that can be
characterized as intimidating? What does the initiator say or do?

1C



. What triggering behavicrs have precipitated that unit of
intimidating behavior? That is, what conditions or situations
initiate such behavior?

. To what extent is intimidation a product of the receiver's
perception? It is possible that variations in perceptions and
individual styles would lead one person to interpret the specific
behavior quite differently from another.

B What is the outcome of intimidating behavior? If a person feels
threatened, but continues to perform his or her function,
harassment may exist. However, by definition, intimidation may
not have occurred. In the event a climate of intimidation
exists, a full range of respcnses from ignoring potentially
intimidating actions to being intimidated can occur on the part
of different emplcyees.

Some understanding of how people interpret incidents shculd be
explained. For example, Figure 1 demonstrates how behavior is likely to be
interpreted differently by different people due to the unique perceptions
of each individual. Cne kind of management behavior (Behavior 1), might or
might not be interpreted as intimidating. The interpretation made is
largely a product of the intensity of the management behavior and the
perception of the individual. On the other hand, another management
behavicr (Behavior 2), may be more explicit in that the manager or
supervisor uses threats, coercion, o~ negative sanctions as ways of
inducing particular responses from employees. In this instance, it is much
clearer that behavior of this sort is intimidating. The difficulty in
making this determinaticn should be noted. First, there is the general
problem of perceptira (who said and heard what) and the difference of
opinicn concerninr, events and occurrences. Second, it is difficult to
ascertain whethe' neg:tive sanctions were appropriate in spacific
fnstances, or {f ther: were illegitimate abuses of power.

The data availible to make hese assessments were limited. All
relevant document .tion was not available at the time of the study, the
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This behavior is more explicit. The initiator uses
threats and negative sanctions to induce a particular
response. The probability of interpreting this behavior
as intimidating is vastly increased. .
The relative width of each arrow represents the
probability that the behavior will be interpreted in %he
way indicated.
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depositions often pursued paths of inquiry unrelated to the question of
intimidation, and information that might have been more relevant to the
investigation could not be accumulated due to the legal processes
underway. The set of data available is largely from allegers and
management. A survey of an accurate sample of individuals rancomly
selected would result in more representative data which wou'd permit more
definitive conclusions to be drawn.

In general, the team's approach to analysis focused on two major
aspects of the data. First, available information was reviewed to identify
those reported actions which might be construed as intimidation. An
attempt was made to understand the circumstances under which this
perception could exist and to determine whether the instances were isolated
or part of a more general management climate problem at CPSES.

Second, an attempt was made to quantify the analysis to determine, for
example, how many depositions or other documents specifically dealt with
intimidation. Counts were made of the number of allegers and the number of
accused intimidators. As an additiona) consideration, the management
response to complaints was considered to be very important, and specific
actions taken in this regard were noted.

3.2.1 Analysis of Climate Using the Definition

An examination of the work climate was performed utilizing the various
data sources described in Section 2 and the definition set forth in
Section 1.3.2.2 which involved widespread allegations, a pervasive
atmosphere of fear, management failure to take prompt and effective
investigative action, and failure to protect allegers. Each section in the
following discussion is preceded by the related element of this definition.

3.2.1.1 Extent of Allegations of Intimidation.

Widespread allegations of intimidation indicated by a
large number of cases, the inclusion of areas other
than QA/QC, or allegations occurring over an extended
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An attempt was made to tabulate the data sources used and the findings
reached in cr~der to address the problem of the extent to which a climate of
intimidation was present at CPSES. The team calculated at one point that
65 depositions, 4 investigative renorts, and 3 special reports, including
2 QC surveys, had teen reviewed. Of the 65 depositions, it was concluded
that only 47 provided relevant data; this means 18% of the depositions
provided information that was not germane to this investigation.

Table 1 summarizes the analysis of this information along severa)
dimensions. Data were provided by 114 individuals; 96 provided information
Jjudged relevant. Of the 96 sources, 23 were management and 73 were
non-management personnel. In general, the information provided by
management and supervisory people tended to be rebuttals and explanations
regarding specific events and instances Nine different organizational
units were mentioned in the course of tn2 aiscussion of allegations of
intimidation.

It was not always possible to correi. individuals from deposition to
deposition and thus obtain a precise count of accused intimidators or of
claimed victims of intimidation. As can best be determined, the total
number of allegers was 10 and the total number of those identified as
intimidators was 12. Also, there was only a limited number of irdividuals,
fewar than 10, who claimed in excess of one or two specific incidents of
harassment or intimidaticn. Above the level of supervisor, there are only
about five managerial individuals accused of intimidating or harassing
actions.

In summary, there are a relatively small number of allegations of
intimidation that appear to be reasonably well substa-tiated, a smal)
number of allegers and a few management personnel that have been accused of
intimidation. When considering the size of the work force, the total
rumber of inspectors, the length of time the project has beer underway, and
the normal pressures to complete any job, the extent of QC inspecter
allegations of intimidation does not suggest that a climate of intimidation
exists or existed at CPSES.
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TABLE 1. SUMMARY OF DATA®

Depositions Other Totals
Organizational units identified 7 2 9
Data providers 65 49 114
Relevant providers 47 49 96
Management personne! 18 5 23
Non-management personnel 29 44 73
Number of a'legers 6 B 10
Number of intimidators identified 9 3 12

a. Does not include surveys ('79, '83).
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3,2.1.2 Emotional State of Work Force.

A pervasive atmosphere of fear on the part of the
allegers related to testifying or deposing, to
answering questions that might be traceable to the
individual, or to naming specific individuals as
intimidators would be indicative of a climate of
intimidation.

A climate of intimidation on a work site would be reflected by a large
percentage of the work force being afraid to jeopardize their jobs or other
benefits because of personal association with charges of intimidation. As
such, they would be afraid to depose on behalf of the intervenor, they
would wish to retain their ancnymity, they would be extremely cautious in
their response to questions, and they might be reluctant to name specific
individuals as intimidators.

The NRC Report of Investigation dated August 24, 1983, appeared to
support a climate of fear on-site. This was due to the deletion of many
portions of individual interview records and indications by a number of
those interviewed that confidentiality had been requested. However, it is
noted that the identities and other details regarding even those not
requesting confidentfality must be masked to protect those making such a
request. Also, in the interview of the direct supervisor of the individual
accused of intimidation, it became clear that the coating inspectors had
previously brought the same accusations of intimidation to him personally.
Consequently, it appears that issues of confidentiality or fear of
identification were not major factors in the environment. This conclusion
is further supported by the investigation reports dated November 3, 1983,
and March 7, 1984, in which requests for confidentiality were extremely
limited (4 of 55 in the former, and 2 of 22 in the latter).

The 1983 QA/QC Questionnaire Survey results also support the

willingness of pecple tc respond. A very high percentage of the
questionnaires were returned (93%) and the response rate was guite high
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(96-99%) on all questions. Furthermore, 71% of the participants responded
to the open-ended question with complaints of various kinds. A similar
willingness to answer questions was exhibited in the 1979 Management Review
Board Survey.

The study team, after reviewing the depositions, the
1983 questionnaire survey responses, the 1979 inspector interviews, and the
Office of Investigations reports concluded that the employees did not
appear to be unduly afraid to answer questions asked or to name individuals
they felt were intimidators or were attempting to intimidate them. The
study team concluded that no pervasive atmosphere of fear has been
demonstrated.

3.2.1.3 Management Response to Intimidation Allegations.

Failure of top management to take prompt and effective
action to investigate allegations of intimidation
and/or failure to take prompt measures to dea)l with the
behavior of individuals demonstrated to be intimidators
would institute possible evidence of management
complicity in a climate of intimidation.
Several aspects to management's response to intimidation allegations

are pertinent to this assessment:

] Reaction to allegations in terms of conducting any investigation
should be prompt

. Investigators should be independent

. Management dedication to quality and to reporting conditions
adverse to quality should be highly visible

. Evidence of appropriate relationships between safety (1.e.,
quality) and schedule should exist

. Management action taken in response to proven intimidation should
be prompt and appropriate.

18



Each of these elements of management response to allegations of

intimidation is examined below.

3.2.1.3.1 Promptness of Reaction to Allegaticns--Based on the

various data reviewed, the team concluded that CPSES management has been
relatively prompt in its response to allegations of intimidation. An
example of this responsiveness was the establishment of an investigation
committee, which produced the Keeley, Spangler, and Kahler report dated
August 19, 1983, to investigate claimed intimidation of a QA auditor. In
other instances, it was clear that QA supervision interacted in a timely
manner with construction management in response to alleged intimidation of
inspectors. Several terminations of craftspeople resulted from these
actions.

The Texas Utilities Generating Company (TUGCO) initiated a Quality
Assurance Management Review Board in 1979, which interviewed QC inspectors
from a variety of areas in order that problems in the relationship between
QC and supervisory personnel might be identified. The existing conflicts
between production and QA/QC personnel were noted in the results of this
effort. In addition, inspectors noted feelings about losing credibility,
and difficulties in their relationship with QA supervisory personnel.
Interviews were extensive, documented, and indicated a strong fnterest and
concern on the part of management to deter any intimidating behavior and to
try to resolve such issues.

3.2.1.3.2 [Independence of Investigators--The independence of

fnvestigators is demonstrated through the use of personnel from TUGCO
headquarters in Dallas to investigate allegations by QA auditors of QA
management cover-up at the site. This particular investigation led to an
accusation of intimidation. Both the cover-up and intimida- . n
investigations were conducted expeditiously and resulted ir a report dated
August 19, 1983, which concluded that there was no evidence ~o support
allegations of cover-up or intimidation.

An individual contract employee (not a TUGCO employee) w:s hired 1n
November 1983 to serve as an independent ombudsman for employees to utilize
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for CPSES investigation concerns. The ombudsman also interviews all
terminating employees and has been involved in several management and
organizational concerns which involve employees.

Additional evidence of the concern of Texas Utilities for the
independence of investigators includes the use of a "hot line" to the
corporate security offices. As of June 25, 1984, corporate security had
received 17 phone calls related to various allegations. Of these, six
investigations were in progress, one had been partially completed, and the
rest had been completed or referred to other officials as not being within
the purview of the hot-line program and corporate security.

These steps taken by management support a claim of the independence of
investigators.

3.2.1.3.3 Management Dedication to Quality--The August 19, 1983,
report by Keeley, Spangler, and Kahler documented an investigation of
intimidation and cover-up by QA management. It is important to note that
this investigation was initiated by Mr. 8. R. Clements, Vice President
Nuclear at TUGCO. An investigation was performed to ensure that QA was
performing properly according to the performance standards expected by the
company. The significance of this report is not so much the outcome of the
fnvestigation, but the process. For example, safeguards were taken to
ensure the accuracy of information cbtained in interviews. The
fnvestigation reviewed several fncidents and noted their conclusicns in
this document. The process represents a management attempt to fnvestigate
allegations, protect providers of information, and ensure accuracy and
completeness of information obtained. [t appears that the report is
thorough and detailed, indicating the serious attempt on the part of the
management to deal with the fssues at hand.

In a follow-up memo dated September 9, 1983, to D. N. Chapman by
Mr. Clements, it is stated that "intimidatfon....wil] not be tolerated.”
In this memo, follow-up questions and queries were identified and
Mr. Chapman was charged with providing the additional information. Once
again, this 1s an indication on the part of management of their serfousness
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in pursuing complaints and allegations in some detail, to try to understand
the basis of those complaints, and to provide a basis for taking action.

In other documents, including minutes of a September 12, 1983 meeting
between Mr. Clements and QA personnel, the management position fdentified
above is reiterated.

3.2.1.3.4 Relationship Between Safety and Schedule-~In a
December 20, 1983 memo to all personnel, Michael Spence, President of
TUGCO, explicitly notes quality and safety as the highest priority of the
company. He also states that compromises in safety and quality will not
and could not be tolerated by the company and, indeed, he notes the
consequences for any employee not reporting any such conditions that affect
safety ancd quality at CPSES.

There is also a corporate policy and attitude with respect to the
relationship between building a top-quality, safe plant and the monetary
impact of delay that was expounded by Mr. L. F. Fikar in his deposition of
July 11, 1984. Examples were given of cost and schedule tradeoffs that had
been made to assure buflding a safe, quality plant. It was stated
explicitly that the company would not jeopardize 1ts 3.9 billion dollar
fnvestment for a delay of a cay or two, a week, or even a month or two.

3.2.1.3.5 Prompt and Appropriate Management Action=--In cases
involving claimed or demonstrated fntimidation of QC inspectors by craft

journeymen, prompt action, including terminations, appears to have been
taken on several occasfions.

Ore case in which a craft person was accused of and admitted having
grabbed the coat of an inspector and yanked her, should have been followed
with immediate termination. However, the inspector is alleged to have
persuaded management not to terminate the offender.

The NRC Office of Investigatfons report dated August 24, 1983, dealt
with an alleged incident by a QC supervisor. The supervisor's manager had
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become aware of tlie incident only shortly before the report date and did
take action subsequently to move that supervisor out of his position
because of his supervisory ineffectiveness.

According to the ombudsman, in all cases he investigated and made
recommendations on, CPSES management initiated his recommended corrective
action.

There is less evidence of such generally prompt action with regard to
intimidators who were either craft or QC supervisors. In several cases, it
appears that QA/QC supervisors were belatedly counseled and subsequently
removed from their positions.

Examination, then, of management's response to intimidation
allegations indicates that management tended to respond promptly to the
specific allegations and provide independent investigators, They
repeatedly stated their dedication to quality and generally followed with
prompt corrective action to confirmed intimidation or harassment
fncidents. Where alleged fntimidators were QA/QC supervision or craft
supervision, corrective actfon was not always prompt.

3.2.1.4 Protection of Allegers. Another element in the definition
of climate of intimidation deals with the protection of those who made
allegations of intimidation:

Failure of management to protect the job security of
fndividuals who allege intimidation while empluyed at
CPSES would be indicative of a climate of intimidation.

Insufficient evidence was available on this point to reach a
substantive conclusfon. In several depositions and the records of a number
of interview:, 1t was clear that the company urged individuals to take
concerns to management or the NRC. A number of individuals, including both
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deponents and those fnterviewed in April 1984, expressed the feeling that
one's job was more secure after becoming an alleger because of "whistle
blowing" regulations. On the other hand there were deponents who believed
they had been terminated because they had alleged intimidation, harassment
or other potential quality problems.

3.2.1.5 General Fear of Misuse of Negative Sanctions. This final
element in the definition of climate of intimidation deals with a general
climate of misusing negative sanctions to force compliance with supervisory
demands:

A general concern on the part of employees that not
complying with inappropriate demands of supervision may
result in the use of negative sanctions against them
would be indicative of a climate of intimidation.

The best available evidence regarding this element of the climate is
found in the survey data collected in 1979 and 1983,

The 1983 QA/QC Questionnaire Survey provided very little evidence of
such behavior on the part of supervisors. The complaints expressed were
generally of a moderate tone and focused on "normal" work issues and
problems. Only three of 139 respondents made comments that would fall into
the intimidation category.

The 13979 Management Review Board Survey provided data from an earlier
time period that were subjected to a similar analysis. There were a number
of complaints about supervisors and management (issues dealing with
communicaticn, the craft/QC interface, pay fnequities, etc.), but very few,
if any, related to negative sanctions being applied inappropriately.

Analysis of the avaflable data leads to the conclusion that there is

no evidence of any widespread climate of fear on the part of employees that
superviscrs misuse negative sanctions to force inappropriate behavior.
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In summaiy, this analysis of the various elements that could be
present and indicative of a climate of intimidation leads to the following
conclusions:

. The extent of allegations with regard to the organizational units
invelved and the number of allegers and intimidators identified
is very small.

. The employees at CPSES did not anpear to be unduly afraid to
answer gquestions or to name individuals they felt were
fntimidators or were attempting to intimidate them.

. The response of management to intimidation allegations appears to
have been prompt, and investigators utilized were relatively
independent. Management repeatedly stated its dedication to
quality and generally followed confirmed intimidation or
harassment incidents with prompt corrective action.

. Insufficient evidence was available to determine the extent to
which allegers were protected. The company has urged individuals
to take concerns to management or the NRC, and some indfviduals
expressed the feeling that allegers became more secure because of
“whistle blowing" regulations. Others, however, felt they had
been terminated for making allegations.

. No evidence of any widespread climate of general fear on the part
! of employees that supervisors misuse negative sanctions to force
|

fnappropriate behavior was found.

3.2.2 1979 Management Review Board Survey

| In 1979, a TUGCO quality assurance management decision was made to

| conduct interviews of the QA/QC department personnel utilizing a

| questionnaire of 40 questions (five numbered questions with a total of

i 40 parts) in an attempt to determine what types of difficulties confronted
i the individuals in the department. The decisfon to conduct these



interviews was made following complaints about pay that had been received
by management and an NRC report indicating they had been receiving
allegations about low morale in the QA/QC organization.

The interviews were carefully structured to provide anonymity through
the follewing:

N An interview team that was outside the direct chain of command on
site was used

B All those interviewed were advised that the information provided
would be confidential and their names would not be provided to
anyone on site

. An alpha numeric designator was used to identify each set of
notes with nobody on sfte receiving a copy of the cross-reference
key '

- Concerns manifested were to be presented to site management in a
way that would not compromise any individual's confidentiality.

The review team was told to cbtain all the information that was on the
minds of the QC personnel without trying to analyze the information
obtained.

As part of the study team's task, copies of the 1979 interview
protocels were obtained. Two different approaches to analysis were
undertaken and are dascribed below.

3.2.2.1 1979 Survey--Content Analysis. The purpose of the survey
appeared to be exploratory fn nature inquiring fnto the “eelings and
perceptions of QC persornel about their jobs, quality of supervision, and
the suppart of QC management. It was a general investigation into
problems, experiences, or observations at the CPSES site.
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However, since the survey was not designed to address the specific
concerns of this study, a judgement had to be made as to which questions
were relevant for analysis. This process involved sorting those questions
in the survey which seemed germane to the study interests from those that
were not. An initial inspection of the survey led to the selection of five
questions that seemed relevant. A careful inspection of 10% of the
questionnaires was conducted to ascertain whether or not the questions
excluded would also exclude relevant information. This inspection led %o
the conclusion that no relevant data would be excluded by eliminating the
other questions.

A content analysis was performed on the responses of 121 individuals
to the five selected questions.

Analysis of Question 1d(2)--This question asked people to
fdentify what made them uncomfortable about their jobs. All responses were
Tisted without modification of the wording. Frequencies were tabulated on
responses that were worded essentially the same. Items were then grouped
to retain the basic theme of the responses but without destroying items
which were intended to communicate a different message. For example, ftems
relating to quality of management were grouped in this heading regardless
of the specific examples or skill discussed by the respondents.

Eleven different categories emerged in response to this question,
Three were related to the technical job performed by inspectors, and
accounted for a total of 20 responses on the survey. Of these, five
responses indicated a concern over procedura) violations. Most of the
ftems fdentified relate to the skill and sophistication of management and
supervisfon (inconsistency, lack of feedback, poor communication, interface
management, and supervisory credibility). While technical concerns were
covered on the survey, these were interpreted as rather straightforward
technical fssues and did not explicitly reflect on the climate.

There fs 1ittle question that the concerns surfaced by this question

reflect management fssues of communication, interface management, and
supervisory credibility among subordinates in the leadership at CPSES.
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However, in an intimidating climate where a pervasive attitude of "cutting
corners" exists, it would be expected that more discomfort with procedural
violations would be indicated by the responses than was the case.

Analysis of Questions 2a and 2b--These questions ask
specifically about percefved supervisory support and the quality of
supervision. On the support question, the responses from 99 individuals
who responded were split almost half and half. There were 48 positive
responses and 51 nega:fve ones, indicating that about half of the
respendents felt that supervisory support of QC inspectors was not what it
could or should be. The ousalitative inputs indicated that there was a
relationship problem between supervisors and inspectors. Inspectors felt
that quality and judgment of supervisors was low, their ability to motivate
and deal with personality problems was poor, and that they did not manage
the interface with craft very effectively. Note the similarity of these
responses to those from the previous question analyzed.

Analysis of Questions 5a and Sb--These questions asked generally
what problems exfsted in the QC organization, and what solutions were
suggested. It was expected that responses to all these questions would
overlap to some extent, and fn fact, the responses correlated quite well,

Again, all items were listed, synthesized, and categorized to simplify
the data. Eleven categories emerged with the predominant problems being in
the areas of pay fnequities, communications, interface with craft, and
technical training of inspectors. Once again the quality of management and
supervision was a concern as reflected in high-frequency Cutegories related
to management capability. Low-frequency ftems were "fear factor",
"procecural difficulties," and "organizational structure."

[t would be expected fn a general question such as Question 5 that the
oppartunity to identify fncidents and events reflacting an intimidating
climate would occ'». Thare was, fn fact, very little information of this
sort present, howaver. Two or three incidents were mentioned briefly, but
there was clearly no prevasive reporting of such an attitude or intent.
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Overall, the data from this survey were not unlike the profile of
other large, bureaucratic organizations. That is, the problems seem
similar, and are most likely the result of management practices which could
be improved. While the responses to the questions did indicate a slightly
more negative set of responses with regard to quality of management and
supervision, the issues cf communications and interface management are not
uncommon elsewhere. The profile that eme-~ged did not represent high
employee morale, or an exceptionally high positive attitude at CPSES, but
it also did not indicate a pervasive intimidating climate.

3.2.2.2 1979 Survey Analysis--Response Categorization. To complete
this apprecach %0 analysis, copies of the completed questionnaires were
obtained and analyzed utilizing the methodology outlined as follows:

N The forty questions were reviewed in detafl, and five questions
pertaining to a climate of intimidation were identified.

. Three classifications for categorizing responses were created:

1. Intimidating=~The response clearly states or permits the
inference that the respondent was subjected to intimidating
actions.

2. Potentially intimidating=-The response indicates the
individual felt pressured or suffered some apprehension with
no clear evidence that actual intimidating incidents took
place.

3. Not intimidating=-The response, or lack thereof, permits
the inference that the respondent was not subjected to
fntimidating actions,
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. The responses to each of the five questions from each of the
121 total interviews were reviewed and categorized according to
the classifications outlined above.

. All questionnaires that had one or more answers to the five
questions with either intimidating or potentially intimidating
responses were evaluated for degree of possible intimidating
climate.

Upon completion of this process, it was found that nine individual
respondents indicated some perception of intimidation by falling into one
of the first two categories. Of this number, five were in category two,
and four respondents, amounting to 3% of those surveyed, were in category
one. [t appears then, that data available from five years ago (1579) when
analyzed, do not reflect a pervasive climate of intimidation.

In summary, two approaches were utilized to analyze the
1979 Management Review Board Survey data. Both approaches, undertaken
independently from one another, reached the same conclusfon. A content
analysis of the responses to selected relevant questions identified some
fssues of possible concern to management, but yielded no indication of any
pervasive climate of intimicdation. A second approach, fnvolving the
overall categorization of each respondent based on answers to relevant
questions reached the same conclusfon. Only a very small percentage of
employees surveyed described or complained about intimidating incidents.

Although the task of the Study Team did not include evaluating whether
or not actual intimidation occurred in specific instancas at CPSES, the
team concluded that some of the alleged cases of intimidation probably were
cases where people percefved some pres<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>