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Rr. Thomas T. Martin

Begional Administrator

v.8. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
¢7% Allendele Road
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Dear Mr, Martin:

Millstone N

Beveral weeks 8go, you vere
with & third-party to con

progrems {nvolving employee concerns.,

to Ls is ir.eloded a8 Eaclcsu
T*i8 fepSis consains _proprietary H

ce 1 for yo
nforraticn ancd :$ supperted by

uclear Pover station, Unit No. 2
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The final report provided
ur information and reviewv,

the enclosed saff:rdavit. Accordingay, it is reb ectfully reguested
ton contained in gnclosuce be withheld from
in sccordance with 10CFrR2,.7%0.

that the informat
public disclosure

Very truly yours,

NORTREAST NUCLBAR ENERGY COMPANY

cc:1 w/0 Enclosure:
0. 8. vissing, NRC project Managers
£. B. Relly, Chief, pesctor Projects Section dA

. J.‘loxuona. ganior
1, 2, end 3}
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pocyment conttol Desk
pC 2055%
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l;oc;t ve Vice President

Resident Inspector, Millstone Unit

oty Commission
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NORTHEAST NUCLBAR ENEROY COMPANY
APPIDAVIT BUPPORTING REQUBST TO WITHHOLD
DOCUMENTE FPROW PUBLIC DISCLOBURS

1, J. 1, Opeka, being dvly sworn, depose and state as follows:

1 am Bxecutive Vice president, Engineezing and Cperations, end
ps such 1 as rasponsible for the teview of the informaticn
referenced herein sought te be withheld froe public
disclorure. 1 08 submitting this affidavit in connectien with
the provisiows of 10CFR gection 2.790(b) of the Commission’s

regulations.

the information sought te be withheid constitutes information
contained in the petrsonnyl files ot similer files of Northeast
Nuclear Energy Company (NNECO) and/of utilized by NWFCO in
paking persoriel determinations and/or which makes reference
to the conduct of performance of named individuels.

NNECO cons‘ders documents relating to pereonnel matters to be
confidential whan they contsin svaluations of or comments on
NNECO employees oF other onrloyoo-ciccltlc {nformation, public
disclosure of which wou 4 4infringe upon the employee’s

privacy.

Fuzthetr, the information sought to be withheld constitutes an
cptional a-alysis undertaken for tr2 pucpose of irproving
corporate pecformance, and public disclosure of such
{nformation could undermine the im ortant public policy
interest ir the promotion of candid and unimpeded self-

svaluation.

“his information 48 of a type cuctonarlly'hcld in contidence
by NNECO and, other than its disclosure to the Ccamission, 18
intended to be held in confidence snd not disclosed to the

public.

under NNBCO policy., guch Ainforsation is to ctemsin
confidential, and public disclosure of this information would
violate employes expectations that personnel information will

tenain confidential.

The information sought te be withheld is being transmitted to
the Commission in confidence pursuant to the provisioneg of
10C*R section 2.790 with the understending that it is to be
teceived in confidence snd withheld from public disciosure by

the Commission.



8. The intoumetion sought to be withheld, to the Dbest cf my
knowledge, is not avellable in public scurces, and eny
disclosute to thicrd pacties has besn end will be msde suuuont
only to regulator requicrements that provides forf’ the
gaintenance of the {nlotntton in confidencs.

the above patagtaphs mre trus and sccurate to the best of ®Yy
hnowledge, information and belief.

Bxecuted this _ 2S5 day of __Q_Q_M“‘ , 1991,

’
e

gtate of Connecticut )
) ss. Berlin

County of Hartford )
#vorn end wb.cttbog9 te before me this é’zh day of
1.

'

) ﬁa(iau . SducledHrns
otary pPublic
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Miilstone Nuclear Powet station, Unit No. |
Enployee Concerns

October 1991



HUKILL & HUKILL, Inc.

7 Mesdowbrock Lane
Elizabethtown, PA 17022
(117) 867-8643

october 17, 1991

Ky. Béward J. Mroczka

Beniey Vice President

Muclear Ingineering and Operations
porthesst Utilities

P.0. Box 270

Martford, Connecticut 06141-0270

Dear Mr. Mroczka!

gnclosed is the Report of my review of the compary's programs
for employees to raise concerns and the compan: ‘g yeaction o
thess concerns. This review was concentrated on the Electrical
and 18C groups at Unit 2 because cf the significent numter of
concerns ralers by {ndivicecels in these Grevpe. ghould you have
any questions in regard to the conciusions ©F recommendations set

forth in the Report, please contact me.

sincerely,

Enclosure



Third Party Resiew in the Ares

! TRODUCTION

This review began with & two part purpose, te determine:
(1) the willinguess of NU personnel to raise concerns through the
ohaln of command or other epproved lines of peporting within NU,
and) (3) 'the receptivity of NU supervision and sanagement to such
concerns. Bince there has been én {nordinate number of eamployés
concoéna within specitic departments &t the Millstone, Unit 2,
feollity, NU requested that personnel within the affected
work-unites be interviewed in & way thet fosters enployee

confidence and ascertains the root ceuse for these continuing

concernsé.

13, RACKGRCLND, PETHSISLOGY. AND SAMPLE

gnclosure 1 contsine By ptof.uoxoncl packground. A that
pachground indicates, 1 have had no previous involvement with
either %U or the Millstone sites. Apart from the information
Dtv';dod in the courss of the Aintervievs, .o WU manager or
yepsosentative aitempted to direct my efforte in eny substantive
matter nor ceview or slter wy findings {n advance of this report.

gince criticisms over the receptivity of management to

eaployee concerns appeared 1O be centered within the Electrical
and Iastrumentation and Contrele (1&C) groups at Unit 2, those

groups were the focus of intervievs.
A sel of questions was developed cdesigned to determine

the willingness of WU pctsonncl to raise safety concerns and the

receptivity of supervision and management to those concerns.
Ill.l Flii i'“"l!!!"iii



Theoo questions are gst forth in Enclosure 2, however, the
sttached questions were varied and supplenented in the course of
individual interviews so &, tO stimulate 8pONLANeOuS, individuel
gosponses.

About one to two hour interviews were held with
l"toxi‘ntoly 30 WU pereonnal. Included among those intervieved
vore: substentislly all Millstone, Unit Two, Blectriclans)
substantially all Millstone Unit Two, 1&C Technicians) current and

previous immediate pupervisors within those two work groups)

manasers and directors within the chain of command of those two

work groups up through the stetion Director) operations personnel)
the Directors of Units 1 and 3; and other personnel involved in
the disposition of concerns currently being ralsed relative to NU.

Queetions were {ntended to define orqanlzatlonnl dynamics,

procecces, 2~d existing concernee rotivations &nd degires.
in addition, & selected document zeview was conducted to

geternine the guality of procedures uvsed in addressing the raising
of safety concerns, including; Nuclear Engineerine a~d Operations

Precedure NEO 2.15, Nuclear gafety Concerns Program, Revision Bix,

Gsted April 20, 1990.

111, T RYIEWS W R

1. nt c
Although sll interviews initially followed the set of

questions in enclosure 2, end at no time were the names of
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spesitic individuals initielly relsed by the interviewer, In

interviewse focused thelr comments on

5 £
/

mnoerly every interview the

-

@ gsubstantislly all personnel interviewed hold -trong‘
nulcni concerning the manner in which thoum - 8

L]
cenduct themselves on site, and a8 described below;, & majority ef

the personnel interviewed alter thelr conduct as & result of a

coacern over, and at times fesr of rotubuuoni”p}f

— |
4
As & result of the information developed in the

interviews, this report addresses: (1) the willingness of

engloyeer tO raise concerns and the corresponding teceptivity of

management toward those concerns; (2) employee's views of

incrcasing levels of r.ane;e:ent;ZEM LL
W’om; (4) the impact of that conduct on

the organization &nd site activities. Finally, gecommendations

are provided.

2. ¥ ness (e8s 5 £1 h
orceapon ceptivity © &mgmnfz_

In the course of interviews, the vast majority of

personnel were candid and open, and demonstrated & clear

understanding of the need to raise safety concerns to assure the

safe operation of the Unit. Personnel generslly displayed &

mature attitude toward their 4obs and had & level of experience at

or exceeding the level seen oluwhcro.M
] &Y.
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reonnel were in substantial egreement that reieing
safety concerns through the chain of command is both the preferred
spprosch end the one desired by WU. Personnel alse indicated a
'oo.ral.wxlltngnolc to ralse safety concerns through the chain of
eesmand, Personnel at the working level indicated that if
oo.lronéod with & concern which they either couldn't raise, OF had
sslsed to no avail ¢ith their immediate supervisor, they would
either: (1) raise it with a higher level of WU wmanagement) (3) §°
directly to the NRCj) or (3) submit it to the Nuclear Bafsty
Concerns Progran (NSCP) .

Employses at the working level generally understood the
wecr. Although the RSCP was usually characterized as &
vell-designed program, few employees indicated a willingnese toO
e the program. Wwren confronted with a concern not belirng
odoquotoly'addrns.od py superviaion, most employees indicated that
they would raise the concern with either second level panagement
oy go direc*ly to the NAC. The perception of the NSCP as an
sffective avenue for concern resolution appears to be hampered by
i1es off-site location, coupled with a preococupation with
confidentiality. confidentiality is automatically bestowed on &
concernee, even if it is not requested and even under
eircumstances when it cennot be assured in light of the concern
expressed. Thir unnecessarily erodes the program's credibility
and impacts t# effectiveness.

persornel at both the working level and ranagement

evidence 1ittle knowledge Of the Nuclear Review Team (NRT)



progran. Tew understand ite relationship to the NSCP snd when ont
progranm should be utilised rather than the other. The NRT progrés
appeers redundant and UANGCORSATY.

o

B anﬁl_gxgg'g Views of Management

Interviews revealed a mutual respect among employees, &2
well as goed cormunications anong the co-workers and.thelr
immediate .ouporvuon[“ Ey (,

Employees generslly considered their secon el
managers as e#ccessible as their first-line supervisors. Enployee!
and managers evidenced & mutusl respect for one another and good |
working relationshipe. ;

Most esployees knew the Unit and Btation directors well,
and indicated & level of familiapity greaster than what 1is EY ,

typically seen &t other sites




o the director jevel beceuse it wac viewed

shet 4n the past directors have not lived up to cosmitments .

here is 8 sense among working-level personnel thet the
directors are overruled by corporate
lack confidence in galeing

cemmitmente by oneite

seasgonent and sccordingly, co-workers

P nowce Jlth the directers. There was & gonorclly expressed viev

thet if an fesue could not be resclved by the first line

Supervisor or pecond level manager, an smployee would probably §o©

Lo the NRC. A smaller nuaber would go to the NSCP under such

eireunstances. When esked to explain this perceptior the two

oxamples consistently provided were corporate managenerit's

ecision to investigate how

peversel of a site panagement d
: co-workers and

poth employees and site

amount of direction from corporate managemssnt ©
As an example, supervisors end

refusal to cocperate {in a ccmpany {nvestigaticn into

AP

directors perceive an excessive

n issues that are

viewsd to be properly site fssues.

sanagers indicate they do not have the authority to adsinister

éiscipline, sven for miner fraction
ithout opocltlc.dttoctlon and/or

Additionally, corporate ponsgements’

approval from headquarters.
directors’ sgreemént to investigate the

records including,

decision to overrvle site

apparent unauthorized release of personnel

——JOCERZ TS0 MATERHAL



- 9 =

employee evaluations, sent @ clear message to site personnel

v:. ~éing the limited authority of those senior managers and
re do not

ors on site. Both employees and site dir

: Pecoeive & strong messege from senior san en

i ij perceive signals
6 troqéontly pixed and/or reversed. Their undezstanding of

the high road=, don't_ k the

nd Y. (,

ioodqunitoro guidance is “t&

beat, and don't In any ces
hopefully the issues will somehow resolve thesselves.

In ehort, the message about bringing concerns through the

chain of command is beipg received by workiny level personnel, but

o met being follow

‘dnuanaoonont'l inaction

te resclve this situation has compounded this perception.

fi::;-

L

L
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On all lfesues discussed, the co-workers and immediate pupervisors

l"‘ito& to be candid and genuine and gave noO XOASON to suspect
thoir eincerity. As & gesult, und based on their statements,
thege 48 @ serious question with respect tO the safety perspective

There sppears to be an unroaoonnﬁ}p(and unintelligible

wawillingness on the part of to uee

approved lines of communication within KJ, either through the )

chain of command, the NSCP or the NRT. Althoug
were critical of and indicated an unwillingness to use either the
KR cr NSCP, no basis fcr thet position 18 evident. D'J E\/ L
characterizations of both immediate pupervision and management 18

in stark contrast to the characterisations ofasll others 1ad
interviewed. That is to say, althoughad 1 co-workers indicatea & Cy
willingness in the gizst instance to raise OONCOINS with

‘ supervision and a receptivity by gupervision to hear such
2 concesns Wnogouuny were negative with

gespect to all levels of managesent.

There appears to be a near-total preakdown in the P
eaployer/employes relationship. These appear to bo*ﬁp
poth unmanaged and unmanageable. Their coOurse of conduct appesrs
wnprofessional and at tires insubordinate. For example, several

supervisors and managers gtated that catogoxxcaxly U-

1 00CNA 100 R



gefused to discuss vlth[ management ar sllegedly improper

U/ !/ w\chlou{i vas involved in perforsing. gimilarly,

severa] interviewess indicated tmt.[”]munuomuy exited

the plant with H\M ithout

faferming the appropriate company peraonnel of this fact as

2 required by company procedure. mo"’
eV M

reopoatodly indicated thelr tota) unwillingness to raise concerns

threugh the company's chain of responsibility or other company

pregrams designed for such purpose.

Thare is & general perception among post co-workers that

- LM:).:- on a campaign to harm the company and various

levels of NU management, and that the {ndividuals clearly do not
gccert NU's chjectives anc strategies.
posed on interviews vttMnnd their

co-workers, no viable path to resolution was identified. Rach

N ’\/ peraon interviewed was asked how the situation witt‘“

dconld be resolved and the majority were unable to
seggest a solution short of transfer or termination. E:“

“appur {ntractabis and this perception is ghared anong

the co-workers.
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s & perception among slooet all coworkorw H( ‘/,

ere gliven favored treatment when compared tb others.

According te site personnel, genior WU managesent has
* gpproach to imnediate

supervision and co-workers vhe W F ’

“ﬁ_] Although the apparent intent of this “high road”

approach is to assure 81l employees are treated equally and not

sonaistently éruchod a4 "high

subject to discrimination for raising concerns, the approach hae

beea interpreted at the site &s permitting th W

Wj X L

Co-workers, immediate supervision, as well as unit

directore and the site director gee no end in sight to the chronic
] nd the company. This

estering situation is e continued distraction to many employees

{an that they are "looking ove: thelr shoulder" out of a concern
that thelir job activities will be misinterpreted or

mischaracterized and becone part of a contentious situation.

Inmediate supervisors and managers within these wozx units are

spending anywhere from 20 to 70% of their time ON

m Thie distraction

me evidence of attrition among

revealed that & nunber of

wvork envirconment. There 8

immediate supervisors and the intervievs

pupervisors as well as co-vorkers are considering leaving their

jobs orx transferring becavee of the poer work environment. There

is & perception among co-workers that if they disagree wit b
nere will be retaliation from these

©0'#ullivan or Del Core t
SRRy o some forn. This has fostered mistrust petween the

_100rRA- R TERI—
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workers, an N] Equelly important, this
appesxs to have gontributed to @ growing mistrust between workers®
and managers due to the gailure on the part of management to deal
with this 1on{--tondlng situation,

There is difficulty within these work units in planning
work lt;\co {mmediate supervision and managepent .;(hopondtnq & o ¥
tmré!nito amount of time resolving concom.' gupervisors have
loet their ability to manage their people in ways traditionally
seen in work unite. For exanple, & supervisor indicated that they
would not even let {ndividuais leave tén minutes early to make &
dentist’'e or doctor's sppointment because of an awarencss that
such treatment would be viewed 88 favoritisa and the subject of 8

concern to the NRC oz the basis for a DOL complaint. Generally,

-

Pt o maintain

the peace.
The long term effect on both the Unit 2 electrical and

14C groups is an erosion of morsle and performunce, and «
corresponding potentiel safety {ssue with respect toO their ability

Lo concentrate on work.

V.  RECOMMENDATIONS
In light of the {nformation provided in the intervievws,

as sumngsized above, the following three basic recommendationg are
(2)

wadie
significantly upgrede the authority and level of on-site

HOEFRP-FS0-HATERA
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menagenment (in this regerd consideration should be given to an

en-site corporate officer to provide the continuity between site

sotivities and the corporate office) and, (3) eonnunlc:ﬁy MU'e

basis for any sction taken relative t r site

sanagenent to the working level.
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| ", HUKILL
| K consultant

Benry D. Hukill getired in Deceabex 1990 froa GPU Huclear
Cosporation where he was Vice President and Director of Three Mile
§oland Nuclear Gensrating gtation Unit One., During his more than
10 years in this position he layed a mejor role in overseeing
modlfications and toottn, following the 1979 accident at Unit Two
whieh 1¢d to the success ul restart of Unit One in late 199835.
Pellewing restart he directed and supervised the operation and
peiatenance of Unit One through more than three highl successful
operetional cycles &b well as thres equally guccensfu refueling
owtages. For the year 1989 Three Mile Island Unit One had the
Wighest cepacity factr: of all the operating nuclear plants in the

o ) € .

Kr. Nukill has over 30 years'’ experience in the nuclear field.
Bpefere joining GPU he sexved &8 & senior civilien special
essistant to the commander, Naval Sea Systems Command, He was
gesponsible for all matters gelated to the selection, education,
ffication, training and protollional performance of the Navy's

mege than 1,200 engineering duty officers.

A naiive of South pend, Indiana, he received a pachelor of science
degree from the U.5. Naval Academy {n 19%3. Following graduation
he served 22 yeare vith the Navy, which included conpletion of one
yesr of naval nuclear power training. During his career he =2$
primarily {nvolved with the construction, paintenance and
operation of nuclear submarines.

Mis Wavy assignments included five years as comnanding Officer of
a Buclear Submarine end four years on the staff of Adniral
n G. Rickover, who for many years headed the Navy's puclear

g program. He vas toogon- ple for the selection and
englnoering training of al puclear submariné companding officers.

Me zetired with the renk of Captain.

gisce xotirement {rom GPU Wuclear Corporation, Mr. gukill has
pemained active in the nuclear industry. He is currently & pember
of the Nuclear Bafety Review Boards for five utilities. He is
sise & member of the Kational Nuclear Accrediting Board which
reviews the accreditation of utility training programs for the
iastitute of fuclear Power Operations (INPO) .

Frea 1976 toO 1977 he was sssociated with the Clinch River Breeder
preject for purns &nd Roe, inc.

Mekill and his wife, virginias, reared seven children and currently
reeide in Elizavethtown, pennsylvania.

—<HAPERITARAERI
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gnolosure 2
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fatroduction

1. Introduce yourself.

3. Reviev vith the intervieves the points est forth in the
't letter establishing this interviev.

3. ' kaphasize that it is not the purpose of this interview

‘.

to geceive or discuss ogocltte safety concerns, but
rather it the purpose © this meeting to better
understand hov such concerns are raised by employees

and zesponded to by management.

a. Ehould any interviewves have specific concerns
refer them to thelr suypervisor.

b, 1f interviewees &re {nsistent on providing
gpecific concerns, the expert should indicate that
he will recelve those concerns and provide them to

fich Laudenst %OX appropriate disposition through
the chain of command or Nuclear Safety Concerns

Program, &8 appropriate.

polloving this general {ntyoduction, ask if they have
any questions.

Specific Questionse

1.
1.

Current gosttlon and howv long have you held this
position

positions :t Northeast Utilities prioxr 2 current
poeition?

positions at sther commercial nuclear pover plonte?

what is your current understanding of vhat is expected
of you as an KU erployee when you {dentify a safety

concern?

¥here did you gain this undcrctandtng? [ooT, formal
training, or some combination thereol)

what is the typical response of your immediate
supervisor if you raise a concern vith him?

—RRFR-TARHATFRIA-



7. iIf you had a concerm, would you ralse it with your
{rmediate superviecc? 1f not, vhy not

§. Do you get adequite feadback from your immed{ate
supervisor when you ralse a conoexn? 2

9. What is your current understanding of what you should
do if in the course of performing & task under &
procedurs you determine you cannot assure compliance

' with the procedure?

10; Do you belleve that it is generally possible to do your
job in complliance with the procedures you sust vork
under as they are currently vritten?’:

11, Have you ever {dentified & nuclear safety concern to
rmediate supervisor that was inappropriately

your
™~ responded to? If 80, explain,

12. Under what circumatances would you not raise safety
concerme {ou may have with your gupervisor? Would {ou~
then avail yourself of other employee concexrn vehicles
such as the Nucleax Safety Concerns Program or the

Nuclear Reviev Team? 1f not, why not?

. 13. NRC Inspections {ndica* that there is & responsive
atmosphere tO conmunic ... safety issues at Millstone
refle=zting a conficZence in pupervision with respest to
safeLy concern resclution. [o you sgree ¢cr disagree
with this? What is the basis for your opinion?

14. NRC Inspections also {ndicate that the employese
concecis program is satisfactorily structured, with all

the elements of & good Yro ram, do you agree or
disagree with this conclus on? What is the basis for

your opinion?

15. What is your sssessment of hov effective the current
systes at Millstone {s in zesolving employee concerns?

16. Are there nnz recommendations or other points you would
like to make

$31. Conclusion

by thanking intervievee for thelr cocperation

not discuss with others the substance of the
so that you will have the benefit of each

Finally, once agein, ask Af they
else to add.

Conclude
end ask that they
matters discussed
t:rlon'o indivic.al ansvers,

ve any Questicns or anything



