





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 interviews, inspections,
manifest reviews, and reviewed the Environmental
Survey Preliminary 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 investigation.

The Management Subteam evaluated and addressed
the administration of the cost-plus-award-fee
process. The evaluation is detailed in the
Tiger Team Assessment Report, Management Subteam
Finding MF-17.

The Tiger Team has addressed the general
technical issue of the qualifications and
experience of the DOE personnel responsible for
Eg&H in Management Subteam Findings MF-6 and MF-
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APPENDIX I
Working Level Employee Perceptions
of NPR-3 Health and Safety Program

Introduction

The employees at NPR-3 in general and the working level employees (i.e.,
hourly employees actually performing the operations, maintenance, well
servicing, etc.) specifically are not represented by a union or an employee
organization. Hence, no single committee or organization speaks for the
working level employees to assure that they are satisfied with the health and
safety program implementation as it pertains to their own individual tasks.

To ascertain the working level employee perception of the implementation of
the health and safety program at NPR-3 as it applies to their own task, this
special review was initiated.

Purpose

The purpose of this review was:

| To determine if the working level employees perc2ived that the NPR-3
site is a safe place to work.

2. To determine if the working level employees had possession of and used
an established mechanism at NPR-3 to express their health and safety
concerns.

3. To determine if 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 time with the
working level employees at the NPR-3 facility interviewing personnel;
observing work; and making myself available in the lunch rooms and break areas
to anyone who wanted to discuss safety-related concerns. The Tiger Team
Leader, myself, and members of the S&H Subteam also met with members of the
employee safety committee, without contractor management or DOE site personnel
present.

Employee anonymity was maintained by not documenting the names of employees
that were interviewed or that interacted with us during our investigation.
Working level employees from the production, maintenance, workover rig, field
support, gas plant, and water facility organizations were interviewed. These
organizations represent approximately 98 percent of the working level
employees.

From these interviews, interactions, and observations, conclusions on employee
perceptions were built and verified between the organization’s elements.
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References

The following JBEC policies 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 Organizational Safety Responsibilities, Rev. 3, 92/06/11
1.3-04 Accident, Incident, and Near Miss Reporting, Rev. 2, 92/06/08
1.3-08 Safety Meetings, Rev. 3, 92/03/30

1.3-10 Safety Awards, Rev. 4, 92/03/30

1.3-18 Safety Inspections: General Requirements, Rev. 2, 92/06/08
1.3-40 Safety and Heaith Department Tracking Program, 92/06/11
Discussion

A. 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 similar operation that
was more safe.

B. The consensus of the working level employees that this reviewer
interviewed or interacted with, however, stated that health and safety
noncompliance 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 proceduralized 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 methodc ogy to
determine the acceptability (selection) of these noncompliance items
and/or safety concerns for correction; the order (timing) and manner
(method) these noncompliance 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, timing, and manner of correction of noncompliance
items and/or safety concerns.

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

D. The consensus of the working level employees that this reviewer
interviewed or interacted with stated that the recently created Field
Safety Representative Committee should be formalized by JBEC policy and
procedure. Furthermore, this committee should meet on a monthly basis
to solicit working level employee safety concerns. In addition to the
committee’s formalization and monthly meetings, the employees stated
that a more refined system of tracking be initiated that would provide
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the initiating working level employee with feedback on the selection,
timing, and manner of correction of their individual noncompliance
and/or safety concerns.

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.

Gary Lietz
July 15, 1992
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