


NAVAL PETROLEUM AND OIL SHALE RESERVES 
TIGER TEAM ASSESSMENT HOTLINE REPORTS AND RESPONSES 

CONTROL '1 

DATE: 

NATURE OF CONCERN: 

RESPONSE: 

CONTROL 12 

DATE: 

NATURE OF CONCERN: 

RESPONSE: 

June 23, 1992 

The caller was concerned wi th pract ices for 
hand1 ing employee compensation matters. 

The caller's concerns were outside the scope of 
the Tiger Team assessment. The hot1 ine call was 
referred to the Director, DOE NPOSR-CUW, for 
response. 

June 24, 1992 

The call er expressed a concern that oil sales 
and production records did not correspond, 
resulting in missing or unaccounted for oil that 
may have been disposed of at 'NPR-3 during the 
period of 1981-1987. The caller was also 
concerned that there had been illproper di sposa 1 
of oil at NPR-3. 

The caller's first concern was outside the scope 
of the Tiger Teall assessment. The concern had 
previously been reported to and investigated by 
the Inspector General. The second concern was 
referred to the Envi rOnlenta 1 Subteu for 
response. 

The Waste ManagelM!nt Specialist conducted an 
investigation of crude oil disposal practices at 
NPR-3. There were no indications that oil was 
being disposed of illproper1y. Prior to 1988, 
there were instances of tank bottOlls and other 
oil productipn wastes being deposited within the 
old tank rings at NPR-3. However, this practice 
has been discontinued and there is no evidence 
that large-scale dUllping has occurred of the 
type indicated by the concern. It does not 
appear that the concern is related to 
environllenta1 probleMs at NPR-3. 

CONTROL '3 

DATE: 

NATURE OF CONCERN: 

RESPONSE: 

CONTROL 14 

DATE : 

NATURE OF CONCERN: 

RESPONSE: 

CONTROL 15 

DATE : 

NATURE OF CONCERN: 

RESPONSE: 

June 30, 1992 

Same caller as number one. The caller 
reiterated the concern addressed in Control II, 
and expressed an additional concern relevant to 
the assessment. The caller stated that JBEC 
supervisors are underqualified and not selected 
based on education and experi'ence. 

TM s concern was forwarded to the Management 
SubteaJI for response. While the Tiger Team did 
not eXailine the educational and experience 
qualifications of supervisors at JBEC, the Tiger 
TealA's review of the JBEC training prograll 
indicates that there is a lack of formal 
supervisory training, and there is not a formal 
career development progru ori ented towards 
identifying and grooming line lAanager 
candidates. Although there are instances of 
ellp10yees being prOIAOted into the management 
ranks, the situations are not (Ollll1On. 

These observations were identified as part of 
the Management SubteUl findings in Chapter 5.0 
of tM s report. 

July 10, 1992 

Caller was a former contractor ellP 1 oyee who had 
concerns regarding unfair treatment on elllj)loyee 
compenB tion issues. 

The caller was contacted by the Assistant to the 
Tiger feu Leader, and informed of avenues of 
appeal for those concerns. 

July 13, 1992 

The caller raised several issues including 
improper waste disposal practices onsite; 
elAp10yee .isuse of government property; 
inappropriate adMinistration of the award fee 
process; and qualifications and experience of 
DOE personnel respons i b 1 e for overs i ght of ESlH. 

The Environmental SubteaJI and Management Subteu 
were requested to respond to the calL The call 
was also forwarded to the Inspector General' s 
office for investigation of Issues outside of 



the scope of the Tiger Team assessment, 
including the allegation of employee misuse of 
government property . 

In response to the caller's concern regarding 
waste disposal practices, the Environmental 
Subteam conducted i nterv i ews, inspect ions, 
manifest reviews, and reviewed the Environmental 
Survey Prel iminary Report (2/89) . The 
Environmental Subteam was not able to confirm or 
disprove the caller's allegations. This concern 
was also transmitted to the Inspector General 
for further invest i gat i on . 

The Management Subteil! evaluated and addressed 
the adilinistration of the cost-plus-award-fee 
process . The evaluation is detailed in the 
Tiger TeUl Assessllent Report, Management Subteam 
Finding MF-17. 
The Tiger Teil! has addressed 'the general 
technical issue of the qualifications and 
experi ence of the DOE personnel respons i b 1 e for 
ESlH in Managellent SubteUl Findings MF -6 and MF-
15. 

Appendix I 

WORKING LEVEL EMPLOYEE PERCEPTIONS OF NPR-3 
HEALTH AND SAFETY PROGRAM 



Introduction 

APPENDIX I 
Working Level ElIJIloyee Perceptions 
of NPR-3 Health and Safety Program 

The etiployees at NPR-3 in general and the working level employees (i . e . , 
hourly etiployees actually perfoT'lling the operations, maintenance, well 
servicing, etc.) specifically are not represented by a union or an employee 
organization. Hence, no single cOllllittee or organization speaks for the 
working level etiployees to assure that they are satisfied wi th the health and 
safety progrUl illPlelle:1tation as it pertains to their own individual tasks. 

To ascertai n the worki ng level etiployee perception of the implementation of 
the health and safety progrUl at NPR-3 as it applies to their own task, this 
special review was initiated. 

Purpose 

The purpose of this review was: 

1. To deteT'lline if the working level ellPloyees perceived that the NPR-3 
site is a safe place to work. 

2. To deteT'lline if the working level etiployees had possession of and used 
an established IIK!chanisll at NPR-3 to express ",heir health and safety 
concerns. 

3. To deteT'lline i f the working level employees' safety concerns at NPR-3 
were acted upon to their satisfaction. 

Methodology 

Between the period of June 22, 1992, to July 2, 1992, I spent tillK! with the 
working level etiployees at the NPR-3 facility interviewing personnel ; 
observing work; and INking -.yself available in the lunch rooms and break areas 
to anyone who wanted to discuss safety-related concerns . The Tiger Team 
Leader, lIyse I f, and III!IIbers of the SlH SubteUl a I so IIII!t wi th lletllbers of the 
etipl oyee safety cOlllli ttee, without contractor lIanagement or ODE site personnel 
present. 

ElIPl oyee anonYllity was lIai ntained by not doculIII!nting the names of employees 
that were i nterviewed or that interacted with us during our investigation . 
Worki ng level employees frOll the production, maintenance, workover rig, field 
support , gas plant, and water fac i l ity organizations were i nterviewed. These 
organizati ons represent approxilaately 98 percent of the working level 
eltp 1 oyees . 

From these intervi ews, interactions, and observations , conclusions on employee 
percepti ons were bu i lt and verified between the organi zation's elements . 

I-I 

References 

The following JBEC pol icies and procedures were reviewed prior to the 
interviews and interactions to assist in understanding the health and safety 
program and safety culture at NPR-3: 

1.3-02 
1.3-04 
1.3-08 
1.3- 10 
1.3-18 
1.3-40 

Organizational Safety Responsibilities , Rev. 3, 92/06/11 
Accident, Incident, and Near Miss Reporting , Rev . 2, 92/06/08 
Safety Meet i ngs, Rev. 3, 92/03/30 
Safety Awards, Rev . 4, 92/03/30 
Safety Inspections: General Requirements, Rev. 2, 92/06/08 
Safety and Health Department Tracking Program, 92/06/11 

Di scussion 

A. 

B. 

The consensus of the working level employees that this reviewer 
interviewed or interacted with stated that NPR-3 is a safe place to 
work. At no time did any employee state that NPR-3 was an unsafe place 
to work . As a point of fact, several employees stated that NPR-3 is 
safer than most similar oil field operations that they were aware of; 
and that, furthermore, they had never worked in a sillilar operation that 
was more safe. 

The consensus of the working level employees that this reviewer 
interviewed or interacted wi th, however, stated that health and safety 
noncompl iance and/or safety concerns do exist at NPR-3. These employees 
stated that they were aware the JBEC, as part of the general health and 
safety program, has pr(lceduralized components which allow for the 
identification of noncompliance items and/or safety concerns by 
supervisors, their designee or individual working level employees. 
However, these employees stated that the rationale or IIII!thodo' ogy to 
determi ne the acceptabi li ty (select i on) of these noncomp Ii ance itetllS 
and/or safety concerns for correction; the order (tilling) and lIanner 
(method) these noncompl iance and/or safety concerns are corrected; and 
the routine status feedback on these noncompliance and/or safety 
concerns to the individual working level employee is "lacking and should 
be improved . 

These employees also stated that they were not aware of any formalized 
provisions for appeal within JBEC if an individual employee disagrees 
with the selection, t i llling, and manner of correction of noncompliance 
items and/or safety concerns . 

C. The consensus of the working level employees that this reviewer 
interviewed or i nteracted with stated that they could refuse to do a 
task if they surmised that task was unsafe . Several elllPloyees related 
instances in which they had refused and the problefll was then fixed. 

D. The consensus of the working level employees that this reviewer 
i nterviewed or interacted with stated that the re'cently created Field 
Safety Representative COnlllittee should be formalized by JBEC policy and 
procedure . Furthermore , thi s ca.i ttee should lIK!et on a IIOnthly basis 
to solicit working level employee safety concerns. In add i tion to the 
cOnlllittee's formalization and monthly meetings, the ellPloyees stated 
that a more refined syst em of tracki ng be i ni t iated that would provide 
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the initiating working level employee with feedback Qn the selection, 
timing, and manner of correction of their individual noncompliance 
and/or safety concerns. 

E. Lastly, a smaller number of working level employees stated that some 
ambiguity exists regarding their understanding of the safety award 
program--particularly the quarterly safety awards. 

1-3 

Gary Lietz 
July 15, 1992 


