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Background

Significant italfreview: effiert Yy the: stiaifi

Stafif propoesed develepment eff a pregram:in
SECY-03-0115 dated September 4, 2008

Staff prepesed the pilet pregramiin SECY-04-
0044, dated! Viarchr 12, 2004

Initial offer i September 2004,



The Pllot Program

Cornell

s Program; Administrator
s Intended to:
PrNg Unbiased seurce of Information te parties
provide skilled mediators
Early-ADR

= ADR between licensee/contractor and individual after a prima. rac/e)case
off discrimination lias been alleged

s Unigue inf ADR due te being hefore any investigation/litigatien precess
Post-Investigation

s ADR'between a licensee/contractor and the NRC after anl investigation
has been completed.

= Unique: relationship between regulater and licensee that typically will
remainiin place after the mediation
s |ndividuals
NGt eriginally: explicitly: captured: in scope

Poetential ter provide  additional eptien te) imdividuals, particulary m NOV- (Vice
Order) cases where no hearing rights, exist othemnwise
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Evaluation Considerations

Censider the proposed “crtera”

s Program effectivemness

\Were' settiement agreements; suiificient ter meet the: goals associated
withithe allegatien and enfercement pregram geals (é.g. minimize
potential Work envirenment ISsues; that can result from an
Investigation and litigation and encourage prompt identification and
colrectiver actionwhile: mantaining a measure off deterrence) ?

Did the pilet pregram maintain safety?

Given! the programmatic differences; Were settliement rates, hoth
Early and post-investigation, consistent with typical ADR programs?

\Wasi the use ofi a third party: pregram, administrater beneficial,
particularly i the: area of providing an: unkiased SeUrce: of
iInfermation; and support? Were: the mediaters effective?

\Wasi the program effective as a whole?



Evaluation

(con't)

s Program efficiency

Did therprogram: producertimely: results?

s Early-ADR
n Post-investigation ADR

\Was the pregrams cost efficient?
s Didl cost of the program exceed the estimated savings?
a \Wasi the mediatoer's fee reasenahle for the parties?

m For licensees as a party, was the cost of either Early-ADR
Or pest-investigation ADR (Including settiement terms)
acceptable in terms off meeting your iInterests?



Evaluation

(con't)

a Pregram satisfaction

Did the parties; perceive the process: as: fair?. \Were the
meaiatorss and the: pregran administrator fan: and helpful?

Was, the program; useful? Did It serve all of the parties
Interests? Generically, why: did some: parties net accept ADR
When efifered?

In  general, werel the outcomes satisfactory to the: parties;
meeting| thelr needs,, Ifi net thelr wants?

What Is;the public perception: off the' program?: Der publicly.
availakle cenfirmatory. erders and press releases; serve
Sufificient notice off agencey. enforcement action?

After participation; i at least ene mediation 1 this pregram,
Whether or noet It settled, woeuld the parties attempt
mediation; again?



Other Lessons Learned

Lessons Learned and other comments
x EUunding: Early ADR’ Individuals pest-investigation
x Infermation: were brechures; helpiul?

a Settiement reviews by NRC
Hew: best to submit andl be noetified off acceptability?

a Scope: challenges: Security: (SGI, Confidential)
s Licensee spensered programs: Lessons learned?

Wiritten comments untilf @cteber 31, 2005



Cornell Comments

ROCCO Scanza, Director, Institute on Conflict
Resplution, New: York State: School off [Lanor
Relations




Meving Eorward

ASSUMING stafi recommends; anadithe
Commission; appreves the contintied! use: off ADR,
What Improvements; or changes sheuld e
Implementea?

n icenseers pay 2 mediator fee for Early: ADR?

a Increased timeliness requirements?

s Expand te traditienall enforcement?

x Only: offer ADR for escalated enforcement?

s Exclude security: cases?



	Pilot Program on the Use of Alternative Dispute Resolution in the Allegation and Enforcement Programs
	Overview
	Background
	The Pilot Program
	Statistics
	Evaluation Considerations
	Evaluation�(con’t)
	Evaluation�(con’t)
	Other Lessons Learned
	Cornell Comments
	Moving Forward

