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" INVESTIGATION STATUS RECORD

Case No.: 3-93-001 Facility: THERMAL SCIENCE, INC.
Allegation No.: RIIT-92-A-0139 Case Agent: PAUL !
Docket No.: Date Opened: 01/13/93

Source of Allegation: A
Notified by: OAC:RIII Priority:
Category: IH Case Code: RY

Subject/Allegation: ALLEGED EMPLOYMENT DISCRIMINATION AGAINST AN EMPLOYEE FOR HIS
REFUSAL TO FALSIFY RECORDS

Remarks:

Monthly Status Report: 7:
7

01/13/83:  On November 20, 1992, Paul H. Wyatt filed a discrimination complaint .
with DOL as a result of his termination by TSI. On December 15, 1992,
DOL closed their investigation based on TSI reinstating Wyatt with full
back pay and benefits. This investigation has been held in abeyance
pending completign of the criminal case against TSI (OI Case No. 3-91-006)
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INVESTIGATION STATUS RECORD

Case No.: 3-93-001 Facility: THERMAL SCIENCE. INC. -

Allegation No.: RIIT-92-A-0139 Case Agent: WALKER /

Docket No.: Date Opened: 01/13/93

Source of Allegation: A

Priority: HIGH (Coordinated with RIII

Notified by: OAC:RIII
Management Staff)

Category: IH Case Code: RV

Subject/Allegation: ALLEGED EMPLGYMENT DISCRIMINATION AGAINST AN EMPLOYEE FOR HIS
REFUSAL TO FALSIFY RECORDS

Remarks:

Monthly Status Report: 4 ’;;%i:;

01/13/93:  On November 20, '1992. Paul H. Wyatt filed a discrimination complaint
with DOL as a result of his termination by TSI. On December 15. 1992,
DOL closed their investigation based on TSI reinstating Wyatt with full
back pay and benefits. This investigation has been held in abeyance

_pending completion of the criminal case against TSI (0I Case No. 3-91-006) 5
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NOTE: This was an evaluation. It is being upgraded to a full investi-
gation under the new process review (DG 94-001. Appendix F, 10/01/94).
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10/31/94: Awaiting completion of criminal case against TSI. Status:

761—

L

11/30/94:  Discussions were held with the AUSA on proceeding with this matter and
decision is expected within next few weeks. Status: PEN ECD: N/A

12/31/94:  OIL:RIII to proceed with investigation. Status: FWP ECD: 08/95

sonmstion in this record W

01/31/95: Field work suspended per DOJ feduest. This case has been re-assigned 52
to Senior Investigator Walker. Status: PEN E£CD: UNSCHEDULED g %«
02/28/95:  Per discussions with O Deputy Director Roger Fortuna, this allegation will.
be administratively closed and, if appropriate/warranted, will be re-
evaluated for re-opening. Status: PEN ECD: UNSCHEDULED
03/31/95: Closed by OI:RIII on March 30. 1995, and will be issued in April.
04/30/95: Case closed. report issued 4/12/95.
Closed: 03/30/95 A Closed Action: Staff days to Completion{WAR): .
Issued: 04/12/95 Referred: Statute: (////
00J Action: DOJ Action Date: : . (i:/
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REPORT OF INTERVIEW i
WITH |
LARRY SMEAD ,

Mr. Larry SMEAD, Security Operations Supervisor, Donald C. Cook Nuclear
Power Plant (Cook), Stevensville, Michigan, was telephonically interviewed
(616/465-5901) on December 16, 1994, by NRC:0I Investigator Richard L.-
_ DeVitto. ; SMEAD was interviewed regarding the potential falsification of.
fire watch tour logs-by a former contract fire watch employee identified as -
') SMEAD’s report and investigation of this matter was earlier -

provided to this investigator by the Cook NRC resident inspector and is
indexed as Exhibit 2.

SMEAD recalled a review of fire watch tours performed bym from 7 AO
November 17, 1993, through December 31, 1993, and identified 22 tours which ’
were not verifiable via card reader or other sources.

SMEAD stated he intervfewedw on May 24, 1994, in the company of 7C
Scott GANE, Cook Compliance Loordinator. during the interview,  /

denied falsifying the tours in question an maintainetd that hecked the
areas as reported.- _

said that since not all watch areas in question were _controlled,

T 4 as not disciplined or let.go for cause. However, as let go
en_the pew fire walgch,con ractor failed to retainw based ¥} o q

Sl BCSRY ) SMEAD further indicated that at least four of

ese tours exceeded the echnical specifications for one hour fire watch
patrols. - The remaining tours were only violations of administrative
procedures and did not violate technical specifications.

This Report of Interview was drafted on December 16, 1994.

Dt Jorii—

Richard L. DeVitto, Investigator
Office of Investigations Field Office
Region III
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Title: DONALD C. COOK PLANT
FALSIFICATION OF FIREWATCH RECORDS

Licensee: : Case No.: "3-96-032

Indiana Michigan Power Company Report Date: September 30, 1996
1 Riverside Plaza _

Columbus, OH 43216 Control Office: OI:RIII

Docket Nos.: 50-315; 50-316 Status: CLOSED

Reported by: ~ Reviewed gnd Approved by:

Aol 3 Ll @»‘-«»XCGD@L

Harold G. Walker, Senior Special Agent Richard C. Paul, Director

0ffice of Investigations 0ffice of Investigations
Field 0ffice, Region III Field 0ffice, Region III
WARNING

\ This Report of Investigation consists of pages _1 through _7 , with
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SYNOPSIS

This investigation was initiated by the U.f. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
(NRC), Office of Investigations (0I), Region III (RIII), on June 28, 1996, to
determine if an employee of American Electric Power (AEP), at the D.C. Cook
Plant (DCCP), removed a bar code strip from the door leading to the Unit One
Reactor Cable Tunnel used by security guards to validate firewatch tours.
This action would inhibit the security guards ability to confirm entry into
the area designated by the bar code.

After a preliminary review of this matter and coordination with the Regional
Administrator, RIII technical staff and Regional Counsel, it has been
determined that the misplacement of the bar code was not a violation of a
regulatory requirement.

Case No. 3-96-032 1
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DETAILS OF INVESTIGATION !

Applicable Regulations ;

Technical Specification 3.7.10.

50.5 Deliberate misconduct (1996 Edition).

Purpose of Investigation

This investigation was initiated by the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission -
- (NRC), Office of Investigations (0I), Region III (RIII), on June 28, 1996, to
deternine if an employee of American Electric Power (AEP), at the D.C. Cook
Nuclear Power Plant (DCCP), removed a bar code strip from the door leading to
the Unit One Reactor Cable Tunnel used by security guards to validate
firewatch tours. This action would inhibit the security guards ability to
confirm entry into the area designated by the bar code (Exhibit 1).

Background

On May 11, 1996, Incident Report No. 62446 was reported by Security Officer
Patrick OMAN. OMAN reported that while conducting a fire tour in the Unit #1
turbine building, he passed through fire door #333 and noticed the bar code’
~tag was not visible at eye level as it had been on previous occasions.
‘Following a brief search, the tag was found still on door #333, but had been
placed into a very small space behind the door closure hardware; causing the
tag to be hidden from clear view. The tag had been moved approximately 18
inches. The bar code tag was discovered 10 minutes from the time it was first
discovered missing (Exhibit 2). :

Interview of LABIS (Exhibit 4)

on August 28, 1996, Jim LABIS, Security Operations Supervisor at DCCP, was
jnterviewed at the DCCP by Senior Special Agent H. Walker. LABIS provided
copies of Incident Report No. 62446, dated May 11, 1996, wherein Security
Officer Patrick OMAN related events associated with his observation that fire
door #333°'s bar code tag was apparently missing. LABIS also provided a copy

of Condition Report Number 96-0778, dated May 13, 1996, with additional
jnformation related to the alleged missi ar code. The misplacement of the
bar code tag by %resulted in receiving a warning letter and ~
psychological screening (Exhibit 3-5). N

Coordination with NRC Staff

On September 9, 1996, the NRC:RIII Allegation Review Board reconvened to :zzf:;—
discuss the matter. After discussion, the information provided by LABIS and
reviewing the documentation from DCCP, the beard concluded that there was no
violation of a regulatory requirement and that further investigation by

0I:RIII is not warranted. '

Case No. 3-96-032 5



Closure Informa L

After a preliminary review of this matter and coordination with thé¢ Regional
Administrator, RIII technical Bec -JZJ,Couns11, it has“een ‘/E;A

Case No. 3-96-032 6



Exhibit
No.

1

m A W™

LIST OF EXHIBITS

Description

Investigation Status Record (ISR), dated June 28, 1996.
Incident Report, dated May 11, 1996.

Condition Report No. 96-0778, dated May 13, 1996.
Interview Report with Jim LABIS, dated August 28, 1996.
Copy of Memo to file from J.F. LABIS, dated May 16, 1996.

Case No._3-96-032 7
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INCIDENT REPORT

SenaE YR8
STANLEY SMITH SECURITY. IKC.

Incident Number: ¢ YYG
Date: 5"'/?/—,05

Type of Incident: r'é/,“%rizf/rmsyﬁmfﬂf‘g{, Afﬁ el f{\‘a

Date of Incident: $-/ Time‘/of Incident:/&é;ﬁ‘t 40 ~ 11OF
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Immediate Notification Made To: -

Narrative of Incident (Complete report of what happened,how it happened, where i
" happened,why it happened,what immediate corrective action was taken and any othe
If more space is needed, fill out the supplement form
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AFTER ASSESSMENTS INDICATE NOTIFICATIONS MADE

Notifications Made: (1) D.C.S.

(2) Plant Protection

Superintendent (Copy)

(3) Site Manager
(Original)

(4) sShift Sec.Supv
(Copy)

(5) FFD Coord.
if FFD Related

(6) NRC/By

(7) Cognizant Plant
Rep (Required by
phone or E-Mail)

(8) Cont.Site Mgr

¥

(]

—

(]

§l

]

(Required by phone

or E-Mail)

O/Hr/% (‘.ﬂmf

Name

Name

Name

ek e whons

Name

Name

Name

Name

Name

88S/FPSS Comments to include corrective action if needed:jhgy,an SULERVISIIT

LOTTFIE) 5SS (roy TolFS woriFIED Z R o~ Jugpémmv/j e Bons .

Comments on Preventive Action Needed by SSS/FPSS (Explain):

D el

/ Signature

Plant Protection Superintendent:

Signature

Site Manager: /ﬁZaniJEZV

Sidnature

Condition Report Submitted: Yes []

Turned over to Stanley Smith Safety Committee:

e w2 ;)

No

e é#éitzzfﬁ//
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Yes [] .Nb'Eﬂ
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STANLEY JUTH SRSIRITT. S SUPPLEMENT TO INCIDENT REPORT

Incident Number:__ (29790 Page_/ of_/
pate: S ~//- 96
/
Type of Incident: //751/‘7 fre Tove Jue Cople ((Upaonion2¢) poovEment )

Reported By: o npld UHRIK
Incident Facts: A /le &4 ﬁ"fj T Lent Fo LM/ 6-Y

Locate The BArcede on -/ RCT ., The LBhrcode

(As 10 The middle- ©0€ The [JooR PBoor Eye

Level foben I 285 (=7 Bar code  tons moved

7o T0P o€ [DooR pnde R The LDooR closvRre.
BhRrcode sps founed ARosT /1 2S

Reported By (Signature) M Ml,&é

Supervisor‘s Signature %«o}fﬂég@~
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TTANLET SMTH SRS NS SUPPLEMENT TO INCIDENT REPORT :

Incident Number:_ (344G ‘Page_[ of 7>

' Datezlﬁzf_a;liﬂa_
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nclderrt Facts: Af a/oroxl Aa 7=/ r/ 1119 A1 1A' gé/f Seciirs 'r/!./

M/Cc’f ,9“7! &Mﬁd /c’ﬂax/c‘j 7‘& AL a MISS“M /“/( 71941/* bar g—ocgg:
_M /aca/tj ol Fhe ww t opve R C - ORTRY7. TA-

ReR CoDE o< /s/a/'Mn//}/ /M.L/np At _eye Jave! ow The oufs,ﬂc‘ oié

the 3L oo s e the X.C. 7. alé ﬂm'/’ 2o . W ecr— Osrad
,Sfeltap. the RAR LODE was .o ,'/; ,ﬂ/a,aer’ /0(&//'4& pd«nﬁ}c 74
/D?OAM to (/00 Am Tosur—. A Caﬂmm.él_ﬁﬁ_ﬂ_“a—’——

on) _thS 44&/’ 717'0»4 /00O /A o J/30 A PF4's AI{' "Flvr 442
el /Ae RC. T

r’,wczp /,‘ca,«tﬂa._ﬁ»_q_r. . f( Ae See e
S<< e  BAR CoDE  or Aa_;&,,mé_'gcé.amz 0. Fhe Alosr w3k
Lot Ooe's RC.T. He sail) Ao, T 108 A oné wes

sge i st Py to focated) f. At 1304~

=

.S/r) Dean SA) Bow b K :za;éf /n/n, 4ol Aol Fh2 45.542/
Rar CoDE. Somcoodé éaﬁ ‘gm/ap 7[ 74'0»4 ﬁ; y& /o'/(/ CLA'/

‘&ac"__e}a__w_«z@if_’_ﬁ!—-&?f’ C/oSund sut of 344f T tHtw
Reported B Signature Qﬁ 7

Sugerviéor's Signature \%@0 oimz‘

ﬁHMLj%

- - re————— °
4
v oDA

GASE RO, 3-33u032
- Xa



g

ATAMLEY SMITH SKCIRITT. INC SUPPLEMENT TO I“CIDENT REPORT /"

Incident Number: (2446 page_o2 of &
Date: da’g /L, 1596

-‘Tybe of Incident: Misc g Fre  Tour R CoDE
’ B 744/
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Date May 11, 1996

Subject " Letter of Instruction

From  Guy Tollas C::/’

: The putpose of this letter is to reinforce expectations
concerning operator conduct. : _ -
: ’ “On 5-11-96, while in the Unit One Reactor Cable Tunnel,
you moved a bar code plaque on a door from a line of sight location
to a location om the door where it was difficult to locate. Your
actions caused our Security Force as well as the Operations Dept.
to' spend time and resources investigating and dealing with the
missing bar code. .

Our Plant Protection Dept. uses these bar codes to verify
Tech. Spec. required fire watch tours are conducted in accordance

with our license to operate the plant. Disrupting such a tour could:

lead to our inability to meet license commitments. Failure to meet
just -one tour requirement could lead to significant negative
consequences for the plant from both a License and financial
standpoint. : T

: After distussing this event with both Yourself and the
Security Captain, I do not believe there was malicious intent in
this case but rather, "horseplay". This is unacceptable behavior
and is not allowed at any AEP site. The expectation is that we
conduct ourselves in a professional manner with any interactions
between people or Departments done SO for the benifit of one
another. From our discussion, 1 believe you mnow realize the
seriousness of this event. . :

Your work record has ‘shown you are a conciencious
employee with a good work ethic. You are relied upon by plant
personnel as well as the general public to operate the Cook Plant
in a professional manner. ,

Future events of this nature may lead to disciplinary
action up to and including discharge.

Guy Tollas

= 1BIT PN

L o [ _page®
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5119752 e
?giuon Report Number ?ﬂ‘ — O774

Department/ Section Plang Protection «PRO)

e s e

Part A (Originator)
Reported By _ Larry Smead

Prat and Sigm

5-13~96

e/Time of Condition _ 5-!1-9% ;) LIER 96 0778
l/ OF /b

Umt Affected: . D2 D Both D N/A Q
A

:port Date

Condition Identification and Dam}{
Description of Condition: On 5-11-96, a Fire Tour of Unit was being conducte

accordance with T.S. 3.7.10. At 1114 hours, the tour officer identified the Bar Code,
which was placed on the inner side of Door 333 was missing. Subsequent investigation
identified the Bar Code had been moved, and placed on the back side of the door

closure between the closure and door on a small area which without close investigation
could not have been seen. The Bar Code was originally located at eye level, center of

the door. Security computer transactions identified ¥, Operationms,
as being in the area. A phone call was made to the Control Room anwmed

NN stated he knew nothing about the missing Bar Coie. After finding the Bar Code

a _second phone call was made to the Control Room and poken with. When
'was told he had been identified as being in the CRT area, he stated he had moved

the Bar Code. When asked why, he stated he had just moved it, and Continuation Sh
ontinuatioa Sheet

Method of Discovery: _Tour being performed in accordance with Tech Spec 3.7.10.

| D ConunuzLon Sheet
[mmediate Action Taken: Call made to Fire Protection Supervisor to have Bar Code
replaced. Search for original Bar Code and investigation initiated. )

Outage Management Notified: D es : B N/A
Originator’s Supervisor Review: Lt ST-3 -FL

Name Date

D Continuation Sheet

Subcrvisor's Cominents: This evefit impacts on the credibility and trustworthiness of
the individual involved as a nuclear plant worker. Further investigation should be
performed to determine if continued unescorted access should be grantad.

7 — < S rne Foi e

Reference Documents ; - :
QA/NSDRC Audit/Surv. Number _ : : .
NRC Inspection Report/Finding Number .

Specification(s) __ Tech Spec 3.7.10 ° ,

Procedure Number(s) __PMI 2270 - y .
Drawing Number(s) L L '

Design Change Number - _ 5
JO Number . L

Purchzse Order - -t
Code/Standard 10 CFR 73.71, (I) (3)

Other (i.e., Previous PRs or CRs, efc.)

Equipment Involved: @ Yes D No

aent FDB ldentification Number: F onal N
(o -~ O : m&cﬁ/

References

L :
TRHIBIT L B

e
! fS QAT



CR G6-0778

'CR
i 96 -0 778
Continuation of Part A ﬂ -
Description of Condition: fAGE ofF 1S
e ———

offered no further information.

Wadmitted to deliberately moving a Bar Code which was being used to verify
_tour completion and compliance with Tech Spec 3.7.10. Moreover, when questioned,

_ ) ; deliberately and willfully obstructed a security investigation by originally
stating he knew nothing of the event.

7&
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Canditian Repart Sumber Je-0774 R 96 .077 8
/
Part B (SS Review) Pace Do 5
- unit 1 Umit 2 /A
Tech. Spec. Action Statement Entered: L i Q/
Tecn. Spec. Compensatory Action Initiated: . O =
N/A
Non-ENS Off-Site Notifications f
_ Name of Person Contacted  Contacted By Date Time
NRC ..o C_
AEPSC
&M e
State of Michigan ...
NRC Resident inspector .... /
. 4
Shitt Supervisor Review by: _- M Date _ > " 3¢ Time /&7 7
Comments
Part C (STA Revie\v) '
Unit One Mode Unit TwoMode ____ [ ___ .
Reactor Trip (] Yes Tlves [XINo ReactorTrip (JYes XINo
ESF Actuation [TJYes [No ESFActuation [_JYes [NNo
Tech. Spec. Reference(s) f\x ne
Tech. Spec. Table Reference(s) __ &\ cn2
Prom rabili rmination:
Required? ] Yes (See Attached) ENO
Safety Related Equipment invoived (J Yes gyo
Satety Related Equipment Inoperabie (JYes No
Prompt R i inati
Licensing Coordinator Contacted O ves ET No Name of Contact
NRC ENS Notification Made Clyves  [XNo

STA Comments (\JCMC

*1f Yes, antacn Event Notiticstion Worksheet (sngMP 7030.001.001)

/7/ M///,L sy b At A Date

_(“//3/;{ Time /522




- 11T A

ca-1T3 QL.Q.Q___G_?_?.&__
Condition Report Number 2 é Q7 2 -
PAGE oF _ /5
~art 0 (CAG Review) ' Transter 10 AEPSC/Plant CAG
Dats tnitial
Potential to imoact Firs Protection Documentsi " Yes 3 No
Potental Environmentat Quafificstion ssue:  _J Yes X No
Backup Operapility Deterrinauon Required: ] Yes [X] No  !f Yes, Assigned to Due
misk_- M Uncermmy Leve of Root cause < Level of Roat __ <
indicated by matx Cause assigneg
To be Resorved Prior to: or Mode Number
*  Time alloted for invesuganon (Normagy 15 Eavs ot HG RisX. 30 B ¢S aays ror Maceray
Risk, and X0 axys for Low Alsx)

investigation Due Date ( 27 {?é’

2
Assignedte: _ (o //rsaic.
Dept (g 1 v f v v o {

Evaiuation Team Leader.

Evaluation Team Members:

Levet of Review/Approval éemnr:d Department Superintandent/Section Manager
- Assisam Plant Manager/Division Manager
Plant Nuciear Safsty Review Committes

~

CAG Comments __£VisZc /c’eg,/,,agbif C ﬁD/

(] Documented discreoancy determuned ot 10 CONSTTUte an agverse condition
] Drawnng discrapancy to be transterted (o appropriats AEPSC Design organization for resolution

CAG Review by ot Phe e b Date____5//9/7¢
Repormble to Offsits Agency(s): [JYes CXINo (] To Be Determined (Potentially Repormabie)

[ LER (Per 10CFR) Ous Dates: PNSRC Critique NRC
= INPO VIA HPES

] INPO VIA NETWORK
] other, To Due Dates: PNSRC ________ Applicable Recipient

Licensing Activity Caordinator (REPSC WMQW DATE__s// /74

- Comments

\




Atacnmen ~g

- .
pPart £ (Evaluator) PAGE OF _LL '
[nvestigation 1

Sg _;477 Aacwd See Operability Determunation Sheet:

. Y 7 ‘
Condition Report Number ~/(0 & 7

Continuation Sheet: —

Subject event meess definition of Maintenance Rework OYes k] No If yes enter rework factor (a-m) which resuited in event :

Cause Description

C‘E /—er-?c v

7

Continuation Sheet: a

Maintenznce Rule Dsta: ﬁNIA

“rending/Tracking Data: :
Causal Huran Behavioral Functional Failure OYes O No
Factor Codes Factor Codes Maintenance Preventable FF Oves O No
Lo, ¢! Primary _[ . Zb Primary Repetitive MPFF OYes O No
.- Secondary _____ Secondary Unplanned Power Reduction - OYes ONo
___.___ Possible ___.___ Possible : Scram/Safety System actuation OYes [TNo
< £ ;. . PMI 4100 Violation OYes ONo
Eé‘é’ AL Train Code (A, B, or N if applicable) O
D D [j Supervisory Group Functional Group Code (see 12 PMP 7030 MNT.001)
D D D G Contract Organization (if applicabie) ’
Corrective Action

Ser fleTAc oD

Cootinuagion Sheet: L]

Preveative Action
Ser  fhrracHLn

Continuation Sheet: a

| Evatuator Wﬂzﬁ.‘%ﬂuﬂ(—— Due 61£%
~ ” Prge s ¢

Revswe
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e —
Condition Report Number Yo Y /b
Part F (Commllmenu)
LER No. Mode Concur Dept/Sec. Due Date Complt. Date
‘ -
Job Order No. Mode Concur Dept/Sec. Duc Date Complt. Date
e —
e —
Procedure No. . Mode Concur Dept/Sec. Due Date Complt. Date
—— S
-
Drawing No. Mode Concur DépllScc. Due Date : Compht. Date
- ——
I S
Design Change No. ~ Mode Concur - Dept/Sec. Due Date Complt. Date
- —
e —
- —
Specification No. Mode Concur - Dept/Sec. Due Date Compli. Date
e —— -
purchase Order No. Mode Concur Dept/Sec. Due Date Complt. Date
> 4
™
[a]
m
J
AEP:NRC No. Mode Concur Dept/Ser. Duce Date Complt. Date — C
. SR |
- C
[]
. QA -~
Other M%c Conc Dept/Sec. ue Pate » Complt. Date =
SH:[I - S pEEvnen Fplffl'v' {r > ‘k_wé_ ('\i Q b (Q ‘ 3 ) '('ng \_7\0
—_—
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Coundition Report Number “Yb-077 g R 96077 8
e

Part G (Investigation Approvai) . PAGE 7 OF /D

————

—

Investigation is Sufficient to Determine Root Cause or To Validate that Cause

B/Yes D No D N/A-

Cannot be Determined

@Yes D No D N/A

[ 28]

Corrective Actions Taken/Scheduled To Remedy Symptoms of Problem

@/Yes [___] No D N/A 3. Preventive Actions Taken/Scheduled To Preclude Recurreace of Cause

D Yes @/No D N/A 4. Investigation Reveals Potential Outsi.de Agency Notification Required (10CFR2IL,
_ INPO, Network, etc.)

D Yes %o D N/A S, Operability Determination Indicates Inoperable Component

Q/\’es D No D N/A 6. Investigation Adequately Addresses Regulatory Significance And Safety Impact

QY& D No D N/A 7. deinyTr;ckmg Data Correctly Reflects Root Cause Text Statement

[E/Yu D No D N/A 8. In-house Operating Experience Reviewed in Accordance with Section 12.2.1

(Applicable to Category A, B, or 109

E/Ya D No D N/A 9. Industry Operating Experience Reviewed in Accordance with Section 12.2.1
‘ (Applicable to Category A, B, or ©)

_Q/Ya [Ono lna 100 Operating Experience (in-house and industry) Lessons Learned Incorporate into

Corrective/Preventive Actions. (If aot Incorporated Provide an Explanation in CR
Investigation, Applicable to Category A, B,or Q)

mes E] No D N/A 1L Concurrence Obuined For All Open Items

B{es D No D N/A 12, CR Forms Are Filled Out Properly

Depanment Superintendent/Section Manager ﬁt%éléa}/x;b pae 17510
Final Reporubility (AEPSC Only) - _ Date
Final Disposition Approval &Qm((&/?__/ due _ 6/ 18194

Part H (PNSRC Review) .

Approved ljm [J  pNSRC Meeting # SUEXN oue  BAodl
Comments __ Q,U\SULM %\Qé/) ‘\Dd»‘« \'OQKW Wﬂ% %ﬂ[lb

Page
Revs
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INVESTIGATION

Cn May 1i, 1996, a bar code tag, used to verify fire watch tour compl:iance,
was discoverad to nave been moved from its normal locaticn near the center of
Reactor Cable Tunnel (RCT) fire door #3133, to a location partially obstructed
f¥om view by theé door's automatic closing device.

' Technical Specification (T.S5.) 3.7.10 requires, in part, the performance of
hourly fire watch tours for an inoperable fire rated assembly and/or sealing
device. _
Plant Protection Personnel use magnetic bar code tags and bar code readers to
verify the completion of security and fire tours. The tags are magnetic so
they may be used at various locations throughout the plant depending on the
area to be toured.

Due to inoperable gap seal BG-07, located in Quad #4 of the Unit One Reactor
Cable Tunnel, security personnel were performing fire watch tours to comply
with the action statement of T.S. 3.7.10.

. r

At approximately 1114 hours, .a security officer approached Fire Door #2333 but
was unable to readily locate the magnetic bar code plaque normally located
approxlmate y at °ye level. “

As the same officer had performed the previous tour, it was apparent the ba:z
code had been moved within the previous thirty minutes. The officer called
fire protection personnel to ask whether they had removed the tag. The fire
watch supervisor indicated that the fire tour responsibilities had not changed
and that the tag should still be in place.

At approximately 1116 hours, the security officer contacted the Shift Security
Supervisor (SSS) to inform him of the condition. The SSS contacted a second
security officer.to assist in looking for the missing bar code. At 1123
hours, the second"security officer arrived at fire door #333. At 1125 hours,
upon closer scrutiny, the bar code was located in the vicinity of the door's
automatic closxng-devxce.

Shortly after being notified of the missing bar code, the 5SS performed a

security computer search to Ldentlfy personnel traffic in the RCT. It was

- determined that the oq;yylud;vxduai to have enCered the RCT other than fire
tour personnel, was a4l i - @ performing routine tour
activities.

The SSS contacted thenan& asked if he had seen a missing bar code' inside
the DRT 247 (Fire Door #339). The requested the SSS to clarify the door

7c

in question. The SSS stated the door in question was the first door as you ;;a

enter into the RCT. As this was not the door in which the”had moved the
bar code, (Door #333) he told the Shift Security Supervisor that he had not
noticed anything unusual at that location.



7

when the 5SS was notified th
supervisor again called the

peen found behind the door ¢
osnly other person 1in the are

CR 96-0778

fase q ot IS

!
/
e bar ~ode had been lccated, the security
and relayed to him that the bar code tag had
losure. After being tclid that he had been the
a, the’ stated that he had moved the bar code

- on fire door #333. When asked why, them stated he "did nct xnow."

s

The fire tour was completed

CAUSE DESCRIPTION

without further incident. -

The cause of the event was personnel error.

While performing a normal tour of the RCT, the ‘ﬁh&noticed the magnetic bar
code and picked it up to examine it. Not being fully aware of the purpose of
the bar code, the mpreplaced the tag behind the automatic door closure.

When initially questioned about the missing bar code tag, theﬁ stated he
had not seen anything unusual. Although the door in question was initially

misrepresented by the shift

- clarifying information that
‘tag. ’

Security Supervisor, the ﬁ failed to offer any
could have expedited the finding of the‘missing

After being contacted a second time, the ‘ realized the seriocusness of his

action and informed the SSS

that he had, in fact, moved the tag. Subsequent

interviews with the individual discovered he lacked the knowledge of the
purpoce of the bar code. He believed it was a device that the fire brigade
used to identify a door on fire tours and that any security purposes were

identified by the fixed bar

code on the door. His actions were an attempt tcC

play a prank on a fellow worker, i.e., a fire brigade member.

When initially asked by the
initially stated he “did

Security SUpefvisor why he moved the bar code. the
not know". Subsequent discussions revealed the

_ realized his lack of professionalism and was embarrassed to admit to the
SSS his attempt a;'a prank on a fellow employee.

i

Upon discovery of the missing bar code, security personnel contacted fire

protection personnel to have

‘personnel continued to searc

it approximately 10 minutes

the missing bar code replaced. Security .
h . for the missing bar code and were able to locate
from the time it was discovered missing.
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PREVENTIVE ACTION

s .essons rearned E-mail describing the event and the purpose of the bar code
was distributed o all operations personnel.

The event was discussed with the individual involved. The potential
consegquences of 51s error in judgement were stressed. Included in the
discussion was the high degree of integrity and professionalism expected to be
prevalent in ali aspects of operator performance.

Appropriate disciplinary was taken with the individual involved.

KTP and Operating Experience searches were performed concerning this subject.
The corrective action program has not identified previous related problems nor
an adverse trend in this area of personnel error. This appears to be an
isolated incident.

The Shift Supervisors will discuss this event with shift personnel.

Tncluded in the discussion will be managements expectation for professionalism

and operator integrity.

No further actions are deemed necessary at this cime.
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R 96-0778

To: ALLSHIFT@OPS SHIFT@COOK

Cc: I/ ¢
Br~- , PAGE _ 1/ _oF _LL
’ n: Guy A Tollas@OPS SHIFT2COOK.

S_.ject: Tampering :

Date: Monday, May 13, 1996 13:20:51 EDT

Attach:

Certify: N

Forwarded by:

Guy A Tollas@OPS SHIFT@COOK

Forwarded to:

Forwarded date:
Comments by:

RONALD E HARRAH@OPS SHIFT@COOK

cc: '

Friday, June 7, 1996 15:59:36 EDT
Guy A Tollas@OPS SHIFT@COOK

Comments:

Forwarded to:

Forwarded date:
Comments by:

Bob K Gillespie@OPS SUPPORT@COOK
CcC:

Friday, May 24, 1996 16:34:20 EDT
Guy A Tollas@OPS SHIFT@COOK

Comments:

occurred and needs sensativity.

reader plaque from
location on a
letter or discussed here. The objective

info

(Original Message]

about situaticn-that
a person moved a

The intent of this letter is to inform everyone
During a plant tour,

0

a line of sight position to a relativily non-conspicious
door. Why the person did this_is not the purpcse of this
of this letter is let everyone Kinow

fire

what the purose of the bar codes are and how moving them is viewed.

peronnel are performing their assigned tours at

These tours may
either case,
our license commitments.
LERS,

by repositioning a

as

viewed in many w
in prison time.
anyone else 1nvo

security as a means of verifying

the required frequencies.
be in the Security area or the T/S roving firewatch arena.
they are being used to support a function that helps us verify
Failure to meet these commitments could result in
increased NRC oversight and plenty of expense to the company.

When a person interrupts the normal functioning of plant operations
iece of plant equipment, it 1is viewed, as is shculd be,
piant equipment. Tampering with plant equipment could be

£ up to and including a Federal Offence which could resul:
the very least, it has to be investigated by Security and
&, at considerable expense to the company.
use the Think part of the STAR process.

The bar code readers are used by
In

tampering withy

My advice om this, Consider

the consequences of your actions prior to taking them






To : | *@RP@Cook R 96-.0778
Cc: John R. Sampson@Managerial®COOK -
Bce: Bob K Gillespie@OPS SUPPORT@COOK PAGE __ L2 oF />
Tom: Douglas L Noble@RP@Cook

L _ject: No No's

Date: Friday, June 28, 1996 7:27:10 EDT

Attach: ‘ .

Certify: N

Forwarded by:

A recent condition report was sent through which described an individual
removing a bar code from a door and hiding it behind the auto-closer. The
individual stated that he was pulling a prank and did not realize the
significance of the bar code. The bar code is used by Security to document
their tours.

To compound matters, the individual denied any knowledge of the incident
until pressured with a second phone call and pressing questions, resulting in
a trustworthiness issue which has caught the attention of the NRC.

Message:

* Do not disturb items installed in the Plant unless you have direction to do
so. Apply techsense here.

* If you make a mistake, fess up. If you are quizzed about something, do
not hold back or play games. Doing so will inflame the situation for all
involved. : .

always, 1f you have any questions or comments do not hesitate to ask.

Have a good weekend!



R 96-0?78/

PAGE /4o />

To: wC . : '

David N Walker@MT@Cook,David N Rupert@MT@Cook
Steven C Hoepner@MT@Cook,Cindy L Granger@MT@Cook
John A McElligott@MTeCook,Patrick M McCarty@MT@Cook

Lloyd F Dopp@MT@Cook,William E Sout hworth@MT@Cook

~
~ .
~Ll

B3cC:

From: Timothy M WalsheMTe@Cook

Subject: Bar Codes On Doors

Date: Thursday, June 27, 1996 13:37:53 EDT

Attach:

Certify: N

Forwarded by: Timothy M WalsheMTeCook

Forwarded to: Bob K Gillespie@OPS SUPPORT@COOK
: cc: :

Forwarded date: Friday, June 28, 1996 7:10:56 EDT

Comments by: Timothy M WalsheMT@Cook

Comments:

I sent this to my people based upon what you presented at PNSRC yesterday, 1
tried to avoid pointing fingers at individuals or Departments, other than to
say it wasn't Maintenance. If it's any help feel free to use it.

B e Eh i (Original Message] ----------<-------°-°""°°°°~

A Condition Report was written on an event which while not directly tied to
Maintenance caused me to raise my eye brows enough to want to make you aware
of it. In May of this year a moveable bar code used by Security to record
tour locations and verify Tech Spec compliance was moved. A review of "Big
Brother" revealed only one individual was in the area between the time the
bar code was on the door and the tour that discovered it missing,
approximately 30 minutes. When contacted this individual denied knowing what
had happened to the bar code. The bar code was eventually located behind the
door closure mechanism, ie it hadn't fallen off it had to have been
physically relocated to get there. The individual was again contacted and

this time admitted to having moved the bar code.

part of the investigation indicated that the purpose of the bar code was not
understood by the person moving it, he assumed the fire watches use the code
and he was playing a prank on a friend. Which is why I'm sending this e-mail
to you. The bar code is important, messing with it can be considered
tampering and can result in disciplinary action beyond anything you might
image. This has blown up to where a special NRC team from the Department of
Investigation is coming in to determine if any criminal charges should be
brought against the individual. We're talking possible jail time and fines

here, for what started as a prank.

Best advice I can give is to be professional in your behavior on site.



&R 96-/07?8/
PAGE /2D oF __ /S

Date: 7/18/96

Sukbject: CR 96-0778 Moving of Bar Code

From: W. A. Nichols, (i~

To: Department Heads

Attached is a copy of a condition report for an event in which an
operator moved the location of a bar code that is used to verify
that personnel are performing their assigned tours at the required
frequencies. The purpose of distributing this condition report is
to facillitate your communication of this event to personnel in
your department as you see fit. What became obvious following the
investigation of this event is that the individual involved did not
understand the significance of the bar code.

Two lessons learned came out in the investigation of this event.
Bar codes are used by security as a means of verifying personnel
are performing their assigned tours at the required frequencies.
These tours may be in the Security area or the tech spec roving
firewatch arena. In either case, they are being used to supprot a
function that helps us verify our license commitments. Failure to
meet these commitments could result in LER’s, increased NRC
oversight and additional expense to the company. When a person
interrupts the normal functioning of plant operations Dby
repositioning a piece of plant equipmen without direction to do soO,
it can be considered as tampering. The lesson learned with this is
to not disturb items installed in the Plant unless you have

direction to do so.

The second lesson learned from this event is that if you make a
mistake, admit it. If you are asked questions about something you
may have knowledge of, do not hold back or conceal the information.
Doing so can only inflame the situation for all involved.

W. A. Nichols

¢c. J. R. Sampson
M. B. Depuydt
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. cards, they were Security Officer OMAN and N
“questioned by NEWT

Interview Report p
with : L
Jim LABIS '

!
Jim LABIS, Security Operations Supervisor at the D.C. Cook Nuclear. Power
Station (DCCNPS) was interviewed on August 28, 1996 at approximately 11:00
a.m. edt at the training building of DCCNPS, by OI:RIII Senior Special Agent
Harold G. Walker. LABIS related the following information jin substance:

LABIS was interviewed in order to determine the extent of the licensee’s
investigation into the May 11, 1996 misplacement of a firewatch Bar Code tag ;7
on the ‘Unit One Reactor Cable Tunnel by g} an employee of American Ci

_Electric Power (AEP) at DCCNPS. The Bar Code Tag was being used to verify tour

completion and compliance with Technical specification 3.7.10.

LABIS provided copies of Incident Report No. 62446, dated May 11, 1996,
wherein security officer Patrick OMAN related events associated with his
observation that fire door No. 333°s Bar Code tag was apparently missing.
Security Officer Ron UHRIK assisted OMAN in finding the Bar Code Tag, which
was still on the door but put in a position where the tag was not visible, as
it was placed into a very small space behind the door closure device. The tag
was approximately 18 inches from the original position in the center of the
door at aproximately eye level. .

- . Security Captain Jack NEWTON stated in his report (attached to the Incident
- Report) that a computer transaction was made on the door from 1000 am to 1130

am on May 11, 1996. There were only two indjyidyals., iﬂl-j ied by their key

NG upon being :7Z:
(w:ed'my knowledge of the missing Bar Code Tag. NEWTON

however confronted
identified that he _
who was in the area at the time the tag was misplaced.
acknowledged that he had moved the tag.

with the information retrieved from the computer which
was the only person other than security officer OMAN
ﬁ subsequently

Condition Report Number 96-0778 was prepared on May 13, 1976 wherein the
Condition Identification and Description Mas addressed, and the investigative 2C

report attached. It was determined that as unfamiliar with the purpose
of the bar code and that his actions were an attempt to play a prank on a
fellow worker. .

i

The resulting disciﬁi}nary actions were as follows: | .

1. A lessons learned E-Mail describing the event and the purpose of the,
bar code was distributed to a1l operations personnel.

2. The event ﬁas dfscuséed with and the potential consequences of :7(:
his error in judgement. were stressed.

3. A warning lettef was placed in! e personnel file wherein he was ¢
advised that any future events of this nature may lead to 7
disciplinary action up to and {ncluding discharge. 3 . &

A%

4. *:completed a psychological screening e_\{a] uation. e /26, -

i

| EYHIBIT ' —
32 I JPSRE TYe

—————
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(:/ LABIS further stated that there were no falsified reports resultihg from

actions and that the misplaced bar code was located approximate]y 10
“minutes from the time it was d1scovered missing. i

This report was prepared on August 29, 1996 from notes and documents referred
to by LABIS.

pootl H Lelbn
Harold G. Walker, Senior Special Agent

office of Investigations Field Office
Region III

TYHIBIT S
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EXHIBIT 5

liforiation in this record was deletad

' accordance with the Freedom of 'nformation
Act, exemptions
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Date

AMERICAN

ELECTRIC
POWER
;

5-16-96

Subject  Unauthorized Movement of Barcode Tag

From _J.F. Labis

»

To

File

On 5-16-96 the person involved in this incident was questioned by Pat Russell and Jim Labis. Present
during the questioning wasg s supervisor, Guy Tollas. Pat Russell explained the purpose of
the bar code tags and the ramifications of missing fire protection tours. m’as advised of the
reportability issues and of the cost of completing investigations, regardless of the cause. The Codg of
Federal Regulations was utilized to explain the definition of tampering and the basis for reportability
determination. JMJfis was reminded of the efforts that went in to screening him for unescorted access
and that a persons access privileges are re-assessed on a regular basis as well as after events such as this.

mckno“dédgcd liis involvement and demonstrated remorse for his actions. He explained that his

actions were merely horseplay and in retrospect he understands that his actions caused a&ditjonal work
and stress for aumerous individuals who were ultimately involved in the investigation and follow-up actions.
When questioned about the door alarm that was generated at the approximate time he was near the area
he said that he did not intentionally cause the alarm and in fact asked the security officer if he got an alarm
on that door. He noticed air pressure problems and thought he closed and checked the door to assure it

was secure.

It is believed that this incident was not an act of tampering to cause damage or initiate a reportable event,
even though the results of “acﬁom could have done so. “was not aware of the importance
of the bar code tags to the fire protection program and and felt his moving of the tag was nothing more

than insignificant hofééplay.

SIS rcccived a Letter of Instruction from his supervisor and understands that future incidents of a like

nature will result in disciplinary action up to and including termination of employment. A Condition
Report was written and assigned to Operations for further action as deemed applicable.

“HIBIT ___§____.-——-
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Page 66 of 73

ACTION ITEM # 00 , CR- 2950059
RESPONSE: (Print/type respomse. Use black ink only. Provide originals to IHEA.)

SEE ATTACHED ROOT CAUSE EVALUATION

) ECERIVE
MAR 3 0 1995

Information in thié record was deleted
in accordance with the Freed of Information

Act, exemptions
N 7 &
{Continue on 1000.1041 if required.)
This response ie verified to be technically accurate apd complete. ing documentation is attached/referenced.
ACTION COMPLETED BY: . DATE: 13-29-95
CODE INSPECTOR REVIEW: DATE:

(If required)

‘This response provides n?u ﬁman to the action. I have 2( bavemot [ issusd any follow-up actions:
APPROVED: ( e DATE: ﬂé;és /ﬁ
2 Manager) (/

NOTE: Should the responsc 1 any equipment/system is inoperable, imupediately coutact the Control Room.
FORM TITLE: FORM NO. . REV. 7z
CONDITION REPORT - CORRECTIVE ACTION RESPONSE 1000.104F u =,
fars v T J -t “'7 . /I:I MERAY LS

A2-2°4d AEEOT ACD OhH LA PR SEL TR HHL



£8°d SE9P8SR1uS Wdeo v Se6T-1£-E0

Entergy Operations,
ANO UNIT TWO
Root Cause Analysis Report
CR -2-95-0059 Dated 02-07-85
REPORT DATE : 03-28-95
Prepared by: William H. Gregory 7,75
Reviewed by: %\jés%rlﬂm |
Approved by: 5 005
Responsible Manager
j {STANDARDS }
- ., CR -2:85-0058 3
. _2;- LA
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Problem Statement

A contract employee (Fire Watch) failed to make the 09:00 and 10:00
hour checks, but faisely recorded that the checks were made. This
event was discovered by the Fire Watch Supervisor who was
performing a random inspection. The checks were perfarmed within
the proper time frames by the Fire Watch Supervisor.

Ruat Cause Analysis Report Problom Statement 0 2
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| Event Narrative

On February 4, 1995, a contract employee (Fire Watch) was assigned
to rove the 317 elevation of Unit 2 Auxiliary Building. Also that day,
the Fire Watch Supervisor was performing a random inspection of Fire
Watch responsibilities. One of the checks the Fire Watch Supervisor
makes is the time of arrival in a randomly selected room within the
rounds of a selected Fire Watch. |

On this day, the Fire Watch did not arrive within the desired time
frame for the 09:00 hour check of the 317’ Elevation, Auxiliary
Building Unit 2. The Fire Watch Supervisor performed the required
inspections.

After performing the inspections, the Fire Watch Supervisor again
waited at the 317’ Elevation of the Unit 2 Auxiliary Building. Again,
the Fire Watch did not arrive, and the Fire Watch Supervisor performed
the required inspection.

Upon completing the inspection, the Fire Watch Supervisor contacted a
member of his staff at the Fire Watch office. The Fire Watch
Supervisor requested that the individual confirm the times logged by
the suspect Fire Watch for the given rooms. The individual stated that
the Fire Watch was completing the log at that time.

After the Fire Watch had completed the log entries, the individual read

the Fire Watch Supervisor the information. The Fire Watchhad =
1

. 4

Root Causs Asaiysis Repest Event Narrative 0 2

u2-s°d 14907 g5 Ahe Lgartn 55, 1T
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recorded that the two hour roves were performed as required, contrary
to the inspection resuits.

Due to falsifying the records, the Fire Watch Supervisor terminated the
contract employee at that time and had the contractor escorted from
the site. '

3
5 I

Rost Canse Aoalysis Report Eveat Rarrative O 4

92-9°d

A0 859 ONU Wdae:v8 G5, TE ol



SB9rESeTRS Wde@:ra SeRT-TE-20

Root Cause Determination

This act was intentional. No procedural inadequacies were identified
in the Fire Watch program. No unusual characteristics of the work
location were noted as contributing to the event. This event involved
contract employees.

Conclusions

The root cause of this error is an intentional act by the contract
employee.

Contributing Causes

Methods do not currently exist to identify all occurrences of failure to
visit each required Fire Watch post, whether intentionally or
unintentionally. The current methad involves use of the Fire Watch
Supervisor and randem inspections, but only a smali portion of the
required rooms visited each year is sampled during the inspections.

Reot Caoes Amalysis Report Rest Cuwse Detarminntien [} 5
R2-,4°d 24907 €5 OME 4T e S5 TS AHL
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Generic Implications

Fire watch postings affect both Unit 1 and Unit 2.

Other Entergy Nuclear plants which have a fire watch program could Ile
acceptable to this incident.

s g

' 7 T ———

o ro s Tl rages

Roat Cause Analysis Raport Soweric lmplications 0 §

A7 R A LAGNT GO (IR WATR PR GE . TE L



6a'd SB89rass1as WdER:PB See1-Te-c8"

Previous Occurrence Evaluation

A keyword search was performed with the assistance of the IHEA
reviewer. Four occurrences of this type of event were noted and past
corrective actions are being adhered to.

1. CR-1-92-0123 “Fire Watch did not check all designated fire watch
posts.”(disciplinary action taken) |

2. CR-1-93-0370 “Fire Watch did not perform hourly inspection *
(terminated contract fire watch)

3. CR-C-94-0137 “Lost documentation of Hourly Fire Watch
Inspections”(fire watch supervisor failed to make an audit entree,
training of fire watch supervisors)

4. CR-1-94-0346 “Fire Watch failed to perform hourly coverage”{fire
watch did not receive a good turnover on area’s te inspect)

3
Yoo

Roet Causs Amlysis Repert Previews Occarrance Evaluation 0 7
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Recommended Corrective Action Plan

IMMEDIATE ACTIONS TAKEN

1. Terminated the contract Fire Watch.

2. The Fire Watch Coordinator parforméd fire watch patrol on area’s suspected
for false log entries in the 09:00 and 10:00 inspections.

3. The Fire Watch Coordinator audited other fire watch employees for corract
inspections / log entries.

4. A quality work review for the last seven days of the terminated fire
watch employees work was completed and no discrepancies noted.
See attachment one.

Recommended Corrective Actions

1. The Fire Prevention Coordinator review with all fire watch shifts the following
items:

A.. Falsifying records is a serious offense and could lead to, civil penalties
and immediate dismissal.

B. Fire watch shall know what they are watching . If they do not understand
what to do ask their supervisor.

C. Audits are conducted by Fire Prevention, QA, NRC, and Plant Supervision.

2. Place in the fire watch desk guide, guidelines to perform monthly walk downs
to ensure that the fire watch is performing the requured inspections as
delineated in the log book.

3. Revise fire watch desk guide to include an inspection of card reader doors

Kt

verified against fire watch log entries. R q T

Ruot Cause Analysis Repert Recommended Corrective Action Plaa 1 8

az2-at1°d G807 4S9 O LdTE kR S5, TE AL
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4. Determine the cost of implementing a bar code system for fire watch
inspections record keeping. Provide written recommendations (with cost
benefit analysis) to management.

5. Update fire watch lesson plans to include: (NOTE: fire watch requal training is
conducted annually)

A. Proper record keeping and the results of falsifying records, (employee
termination, and employee banned from working at nuclear plants).

B. Include a sign off sheet showing that the fire watch understand the
results of falsifying records.

6. Conduct a special QA audit to evaluate the fire watch training and the results
of training by observing fire watch field inspections during the next Unit 2 |
outage staffing period.

7. Varify corrective actions on previous CR's and Root Cause Evaluations have
been implemented.

3

/10 1%

Rent Canse Asalysis Baport Recommended Corructive Acticn Plan O 9
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References:

Documents reviewed:

1. CR-1-92-0123 “Fire Watch did not check all designated fire watch
posts disciplinary action taken)

2. CR-1-93-0370 “Fire Watch did not perform hourly mspect:on (terminated
contract fire watch)

3. CR-C-94-0137 “Lost documentation of Hourly Fire Watch Inspections”(fire
watch supervisor failed to make an audit entree, training of fire watch
supervisors)

4. CR-1-94-0346 “Fire Watch failed to perform hourly coverage®(fire watch did
not receive a good turnover on area’s to inspect)

Personne]l Contacted:
Walt Perks

John Montgomery

Tom Baker

Bill Gregory

Will Lang

Mike Higgins

[

ST S
VA & B

Reot Canes Analysie Repert Rafsrances: [J 10

82-21°d AG40T S2 ONW WH20:pR S6. TR Bl



i 51 T wdidgdhlt Al GoB LUBBY P.13-28

11 O \eesyayy Hedey seljany esan j008

bl —p/

/'
&

MIAY JIoM Airend T

Sjuswiyaelly

B3-31-1995 B4:B4PM 518534685 P.13




pA3-31-1

=

39S B4:B4PM

HNO

INHFIWHOVLLV

5818584685

F. 14729

P.14



St-

Sg3ras81ns Wdr@:v8 SeeT-TE-Ed

1t

QUALITY WORK REVIEW
FOR - -
. WORK PERFORMED '
BY
TAMMY MOLES

_ The following records were mvi:wadduﬁngtheounduaoftthuaﬁtyWorkReviewomeim

1 The security computer printouts for the period January 27, 1995 beginning at 1359andending
on February 10, 1995 at 1010 were reviewed. The printout review revealed that Tami Moles
followed a typical fire watch patrol route for the time period reviewed.

2. MamallogmtkthnmﬁﬂedwtbyTuniMdsﬁxﬁmdeﬁdwdummm

There were 1o entrics that would indicate that Taoxi Moles did not perform the fire watch duties |

carrectly.

" Fire watch performance is typically evahusted by

1. Daily Supesvisor sudits of the magual fire watch records (form 1000.1208) for discrepancics.
2. A random field check for performance of duties. Rl

. . Ms Moles had worked at ANO for approximately 2 years prior to this event and had exhibi :
wkpnqinsmniu’dnnym 1995. It was during a random field check that the falsification of records

was

. i ! . -
: Byl’-‘_-‘;‘-)’2/-~ Date_ = (L4
” - /hJ
f'

—
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Page 650f 73
(Form Instructions are on Page 7 of 8 of Atrachment H)
Assigned by: Randy Edington Date: 02/24/98 CR- 2-95-0059
TTEM# 00 ASSIGNED TO: Walt Perks DUE DATE: 3/25/95

Action Description: This CR is "'Significant - CARB Required™ per the CRG. Evaluate the condition and
present your evaluation to me in accordance with the guidelines available from IHEA. Promptly* contact

Larry Smith  atExt. 5417 of IHEA to obtain the guidelines and an explanation of the process
(this assistance may be waived if you are familiar with the evaluation process.) Provide your evaluation to THEA
for review prior to submitting it to me for approval.

Operaticnal Restraiot? No [] Heamp [0 Criticality 1 Misc Unit(s) Affected N/A

Assigned contacted by N/A - CRG Action Assignment (sign name) for concurrence with action and due date if
outside one’s department or marked N/A if within.

'Mirmﬁdadmbcmtnmw' l_c_v.
ITEM# ASSIGNED TO: ‘ DUBDATE:

T N/A

Operational Restraint? [ No ) Heawp {] Criticality O Misc Unit(s) Affected

Assigned contacted by (sign name) for concurrence with action and due date if
outside one's department or marked N/A if within,

ITEMR ' ASSIGNED TO: ' DUE DATE:

T N/A

Operational Restraint? [J No ] Heatup 0O Catcahity 0O Misc Unit(s) Affected

Assigned contacted by (sign name) fox concurrence with action and due date if
outside one’s depantment or marked N/A if within.

3
5 1

FORM TITLE: FORM NO. REV.
CONDITION REPORT - CORRECTIVE ACTION ASSIGNMENT 1000.104E 11

2974 1gAnTT GCS N JACE A S T WAL
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Page 85 of 73
(Form Instructionz are con Page 7 of 8 of Attachment H)
Assigned By: eft /% s Date: 2—)x—¥s~ CR-R ~75= 00> 7
rRME 0/ ASSIGNED TO: )i o DUE DATE: A-RE—7S5

Action Description: foy~ces ¢ A eutenZ caoad Fre g Lo L

2o ol Fre el SLoFAs

Unit(s)
Operational Restraint? {dNo [JHeatup [JCriticality [IMisc Affected c _
Assignee contacted by ”n {sign name) for concurrence

with action and due date if outaide one's departmsnt or marked N/A if within.

ITEM# ASSIGNED TO: BUE DATE:

Action Description:

—
\ e

Criticality [Mise Affected

Operational Restraint? [no [OQHearup

{sign name)} for concurrence

Axzsignes contacted by
or marked N/A if within.

with action and due date 1

ITEME ASSIGNED DUE DATE:

Action Description:

e
e
pd

Unit{a)
Operational Restraint? [JNo [OQHeatup [Jeriticality [Juisc Affected
Assignee contacted by {(sign name) for concurrence

with action and due date iI cutalide one’a department or marked N/A if within.

FORM TITLE: ’ FORM NO. REV.

CONDITION REPORT - CORRECTIVE ACTION ASSIGNMENT. . ... .. 1000.104E "

—— AR — B— _— e
az2-21°d : AHHOT 99 OME LidER b S5, TE Ak
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Page 650l 3
Daec (31495  CR2 _950059

ITEM# m ASSIGNED TO:

Action Description:

WHIIAMH.GEGORY ____ DUEDATE: _ 032495

Place in the firewatch desk guide guidelines to perform monthly walk dowus to assure that the
firewatch are performing the required inspections as delineated in the log book.

Operational Rastraint? X No
Assignee contacted by

—  Hestup

* Criticality o Misc Unit(s)Affected __ 2

(sign name) for concurrence with action and due date if

outside one's depertment or marked N/A if within.

ITEM# ASSIGNED TO: DUE DATE:
. Asﬁnnliscﬁpﬁon:
| E@EEWE
N/A MAR 3 0 19%
Operational Restraint? - No ~ Heatup " Criticality o Misc  Unit(s)Affected __
Assignee contacted by . (sign rame) for concurrence with action and dus date if

outzide one's departznent or marked N/A if within,

ITEM# ASSIGNED TO: DUE DATE:
Acﬁhnlhxcﬁpﬁnn:
Operational Restesint? " No * Heahrp " Criticality ¢ Misc  Unius)Affected

Assignee contacted by (dgnnam:}ﬁuomuunumqydmlnﬁnnlnddncdnxif
outside one's department or marked N/A if within. Y
- e —
- m—rte - l l p& 35‘5
FORM TITLE: FORM NO. REV,
CONDITION REPORT - CORRECTIVE ACTION ASSIGNMENT 1000.104E 11
9w2/87°d

19N 9SS M LSRR bR S8 TE AL
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BCELIVE e 65 ot 7
MAR 3 0 1995 (Form Instructions are on Page 7 of 8 of Attachnent )
Assigned By: WALT PERKS Date: 03-27-95 CR-2 _ 950059

ITEM# __ Q3 ASSIGNED TO: WILLIAM H. GREGORY. DUEDATE: __ 04-14-95

Action Description:

Revise fire watch desk guide to include a inspection of card reader doors to be verified against fire
watch log entries.

Operational Restraint? X No ® Heatup = Criticality 0 Misc  Unit(s)Affected C

Assignee contacted by ’ (sign name) for concurrence with sction and due date if
outside one's department or marksd N/A if within,

ITEM# 04 ASSIGNED TO: WILLIAM H. GREGORY DUEDATE: 063095
Action Description:

Determine the cost of implementing a bar code system for fire watch inspections record keeping.
Provide written recommendations (with cost benefit analysis) to management.

Operational Restraint? X No = Heatip = Criticality o Misc  Unit(s)Affected C

Asgignee contacted by (sign name) for concurrence with action and due date if
outside ons’s department or marked N/A if within.

ITEM# (8 ASSIGNED TO: WILLIAM H. GREGORY. _ DUEDATE: __ (06-30-95

Update fire watch lesson plans to include:

Proper record keeping and the results of falsifying records, (employee termination, and employee
banded from working at muclear plants).

A sign off sheet showing that the trainee understands the results of falsifying records.

Operational Restraint? X No " Heatup ~  Criticality 0 Misc  Unit(s)Affectsd C

Assignee contacted by . (sign name) for concurrence with action and due date if
outzide one's department or marked N/A if within, Ehrtsimy 3
Foos l\\) lj PL3Cs
FORM TITLE: FORM NO. REV.
CONDITION REPORT - CORRECTIVE ACTION ASSIGNMENT 1000, 104E 11
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Page 65 of 73
(Form Instructions are on Page 7 of 8 of Attachment H)
Assigned By: WALT PERLS Date: 3~28-95" CR-2 __95.0059

ITEM# __ (6  ASSIGNEDTO: ___ DAVID FOWLER/ KEVINFLOYD _ DUEDATE: _ 12:22-95
Action Description:

Cenduct a spacial QA audit to evatuate the fire watch training and the results of training by ohsarving firs watch fnld
inspuctions during the next Unit 2 outage staffing period..

Operational Restrgint? X No = Heatp *  Criticality o Misc Unit(s)Affected  C

Asgignee contacted by  WILLIAM H. GREGORY (sign name) fot copcurrence with action and due dats it
outside one's department or marked N/A if within.

ITEM# 07 ASSIGNED TO: WILLIAM H. GREGORY. DUE DATE: 03-31-95
_‘Action Description:

Yatiety corroctive actions en previous CR's and Root Canse Evaluations have boen implemented.

ECEIVE

MAR 3 0 1995
Operational Restraint? X No * Heatup = Criticality o MHE """ Uaif(s)Affectad - _C
Asgignee coniacted by {sign name} for concurrence with action and due date if

mhddeoge‘sdsplmnmtwmubdN/Aifwithim

ITEM# ASSIGNED TO:

Action Description:

Operational ; “ Criticality o Misc Unit()Affected
Assignee contacted by (sign name) for concurrencs with action and due date if
cutside one's department or marked N/A if within. . ’O)
S
PR A L —peges
FORM TITLE: FORM NO. : REV.
CONDITION REPOR., - CORRECTIVE ACTION ASSIGNMENT 1000. 104E 11
P2 /7 A
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CASE No. 4-95-004

United States
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
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ARKANSAS NUCLEAR ONE:

ALLEGED DISCRIMINATION AND TERMINATION FOR REFUSAL
 TO FALSIFY WORK STEPS (FIRE PROTECTION SEALS)

Office of Investigations

Reported by Ol: RIV

Information in this record was deleted
I accorcance with the Freedom gf Information
Act, exemptions ’
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Title: | ARKANSAS NUCLEAR ONE:

ALLEGED DISCRIMINATION AND TERMINATION FOR REFUSAL TO FALSIFY
WORK STEPS (FIRE PROTECTION SEALS)

Licensee:

Entergy Operations, Inc.
1448 S.R. 333
Russellville, AR 72801

Docket No.: 50-313; 50-368

- Reported by:

LAl

Robert Kirspel, IAvestigator
Office of Investigations
Field Office, Region IV

% not dissemN

Case No.: 4-95-004

Report Date: February 26, 1996
Control Office: OI:RIV

Status: CLOSED

Reviewed and Approved by:

.
LY

E. L. Wiliiamson, Director
Office of Investigations
Field Office, Region IV

WARNING
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C\}empt material been
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SYNOPSIS

On January 18, 1995, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC), Office of
Investigations (0I), Region IV, initiated an investigation to determine if an
insulator, formerly employed by the Bechtel Constructors Corporation
(Bechtel), at Entergy Operations, Inc., Arkansas Nuclear One (ANO),
Russellville, Arkansas, was the subject of discrimination and was terminated
because he refused to sign-off on controlled work packages (CWP) used to
install fire barrier penetration seals. The alleger stated that his contract
supervisor went into his [alleger’s] locker, retrieved a CWP, and had a
Bechtel superintendent sign-off as completing the work steps which the alleger
had earlier refused to complete because he had not performed the work.

A review of this matter by the Region IV technical staff and Regional Counsel
determined that the procedure requiring the CWP work steps was not an NRC
record requirement. However, the alleger’s supervisor admitted that he caused
a Bechtel superintendent to falsify information on the CWP by informing the
superintendent that all work steps had been completed which he knew was not
correct. : ‘

Case No. 4-95-004 1
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DETAILS OF INVESTIGATION ’

]

Allegation i

Alleged Discrimination and Termination for Refusal to Fals1fy Work Steps (Fire
_ Protection Seals)

Applicable Requlations _
... . . ‘

10 CFR 50.7: Employee Protection (1994 Edition)

10 CFR 50.9: Completeness and Accuracy of Information (1994;Edition)

Purpose of Investigation

This'investigation was initiated on January 18, 1995, by the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission (NRC), Office of Investigations (0I), Region IV (RIV),
to determine whether the alleger, John SURGINER, an insulator, formerly
employed by the Bechtel Constructors Corporation (Bechtel) at Entergy
Operations, Inc. (Entergy), Arkansas Nuclear One (ANO), Russellville,
Arkansas, was the subject of discrimination and was terminated from Bechtel
because he refused to sign-off on a controlled work package (CWP) pr1or to the,
completion of requ1red CWP work steps (Exh1b1t 1).

Bagkground .
- On January 18, 1995, SURGINER reported to the Department of Labor (DOL) that

he was the subject of discrimination and was terminated on July 26, 1994,

because he refused to sign-off on a CWP used to install fire barrier

penetration seals in which the requ1red CWP work steps had not been completed.

SURGINER related that several times, in the fall of 1993, he was asked by his
supervisor, Nathaniel PALMER, a contractor currently emp]oyed by:# ;;7

and formally emp]oyed by Bechtel, to sign-off on work steps that <

had not been completed. SURGINER stated that later, he was asked again to
sign-off on a CWP he had not worked on. He said PALMER went into his
[SURGINER’s] locker, retrieved a CWP, and had Terry SITTMAN, Bechtel
Superintendent, sign-off as comp]etIng the work steps which he [SURGINER] had
earlier refused to complete because he had not performed the work.

On February 27, 1995, SURGINER-agreed to settle his complaint as filed with
poL (Exhibit 2). , .

INVESTIGATOR’S NOTE: During ihe course of the NRC:RIV OI investigation,
the CWP in question was identified as CWP 90-2053/900034-3 (Exhibit 3).

Interview of Alleger (Exhibits 4 and 5)

On February 8, 1995 (Exhibit 4), and October 27, 1995 (Exhibit 5), SURGINER
was interviewed by NRC:RIV OI. SURGINER stated on October 11, 1993, he and

Case No. 4-95-004 7

RS



his helper, Todd GOODE, Bechtel Insulator, were insulating penetration seals
in a junction box in ANO’s Unit 1 control room. SURGINER stated that he did
not finish the work on the junction box and told his supervisor, PALﬂER, that
he would finish the work the next day and complete the CWP for that pob. _
SURGINER stated later that night, David GOODE, Bechtel Foreman, came to his
[SURGINER’s] home and told him that PALMER had Richard BERRY, Bechtel’s Site
Service Manager, open his [SURGINER’s] locker, retrieve the CWP, and give
it to PALMER. SURGINER stated he was told by GOODE that PALMER had
Terry SITTMAN, Bechtel Superintendent, sign the CWP indicating that all work
 had been completed on the junction box. SURGINER stated on October 12, 1993,
he returned to work and inspected the junction box. SURGINER stated that no
additional work had been done, and the junction box was just as he and GOODE -
had ‘1eft it on October 11, 1993. SURGINER stated after he confirmed that no
additiohal work had been done on the junction box, he confronted SITTMAN and _
PALMER. SURGINER stated he told SITTMAN and PALMER that it was wrong to have
the CWP completed, indicating that the job had been finished because he had
additional work to do on the junction box. SURGINER stated neither SITTMAN or
PALMER acknowledged that anything wrong had been done.

Testimony

The following individuals were interviewed regarding SURGINER’s allegation
that he was discriminated against and terminated for refusing to falsify work
steps on fire protection seals and they stated substantially as follows.

Iﬁtérview.of»TerryzL. SITIMAN (Exhibit 6)

-’

SITTMAN stated that he has been employed as a civil superintendent for Bechtel
since 1990 and has periodically been assigned to work at ANO. SITTMAN stated
he had very little knowledge concerning an incident at ANO pertaining to the
possible improper handling of a CWP as reported by SURGINER in 1993. SITTMAN
stated that he remembered that sometime in the fall of 1993, SURGINER’s locker
was opened after SURGINER left work, but he could not recall if he was present
when the locker was opened. SITTMAN stated he recalled that a step on the CWP
needed to be completed. SITTMAN stated he was not sure when, but believed he
was also told by PALMER that SURGINER had left the cover off the junction box
in question. SITTMAN stated he had no other knowledge concerning the
incident. T

INVESTIGATOR’S NOTE: SITTMAN was informed that George KING, Bechtel
Superintendent, signed the TWP in question without inspecting that the
work had been completed. SITTMAN stated that KING should not have
signed off on the CWP without first inspecting the job and that it was
~unusual for KING to sign a CWP. :

Interview of David GOODE and Todd GOODE (Exhibit 7) - X

D. GOODE stated that he is an estimator for the (R Db
Little Rock, Arkansas, and his son, T. GOODE, is an insulator for S
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INVESTIGATOR®S NOTE: D. GOODE and T. GOODE had previously worked for
Bechtel at ANO in 1993 and were knowledgeable concerning SURGINER’s
allegation pertaining to a possible falsified CWP. D. GOODE stated he
had been a supervisor for Bechtel, and T. GOODE stated he had been an
insulator.

D. GOODE stated that he-was not certain of the date, but sometime in

October 1993, PALMER told him that he [PALMER] needed someone to open
SURGINER’s locker at ANO and get a CWP which SURGINER had left in his locker.
D. GOODE stated he did not open SURGINER’s locker and did not know who did but
did know that someone opened SURGINER’s locker and retrieved a CWP. D. GOODE
stated the CWP pertained to work that SURGINER and T. GOODE had been
performing on a junction box located in the unit 1 control room.

T. GOODE stated that he and SURGINER had been working in the unit 1 control
room on a junction box approximately 8 feet up from the floor and near the
control room back door. T. GOODE stated that he and SURGINER had completed
most of the work on the junction box but planned on returning the next day to
clean out the box and clean around the area. T. GOODE stated that he and
SURGINER put the cover on the junction box before leaving the control room but
only secured the cover with a few screws because they were planning on
returning the next day to complete the job and the CWP. T. GOODE stated upon
returning the next day, SURGINER attempted to locate the CWP but was told that
the CWP had been completed and was not available. T. GOODE stated that
SURGINER confronted PALMER concerning someone opening his [SURGINER’s] Tocker
and removing the CWP, but he [T. GOODE] did not hear the conversation.

T. GOODE stated that after SURGINER and PALMER’s conversation, he and SURGINER
went to the unit 1 control room and observed that the junction box was just as
they had left it the previous day. T. GOODE stated that he and SURGINER
removed the junction box cover, cleaned out the junction box, replaced the
cover, and cleaned around the area. T. GOODE stated that he did not know who
signed the CWP indicating that all work had been done because he did not see
the CWP after he and SURGINER completed the work on the junction box.

T. GOODE stated he believed that whoever signed the CWP indicating that all
work had been completed, falsified the CWP because no further work had been
done on the junction box since the previous day.

Interview of Nathaniel PALMER (Exhibit 8)

PALMER stated he was familiar with SURGINER’s concern pertaining to CWP 90-
2053/900034-3 and stated he had kept a copy of the CWP for future reference.
PALMER initially stated that on October 11, 1993, he asked SURGINER if he had
completed work on a junction box as shown in the CWP and was told that he
[SURGINER] had to come back the next day and put on the junction box cover.
PALMER stated that after SURGINER left work, he told SITTMAN that he needed
the CWP and someone [NFI] opened SURGINER’s locker, got the CWP, and gave it
to him. PALMER stated later on the evening of October 11, 1993, he went to
the junction box, determined that the area was clean, the job was finished,
and put the cover on the junction box. PALMER stated he then took the CWP to
KING who signed work step "L" on the CWP foam seal penetration checklist,
indicating that the work had been completed. PALMER stated he then gave the
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CWP to lead engineer, Darial BARNHOUSE. PALMER stated on October 12, 1993,
SURGINER told him [PALMER] that he [SURGINER] was upset that the CWP had been
turned in because the work had not been completed. PALMER stated that he did
not say anything to SURGINER because he [SURGINER] was very upset. PALMER
stated he was not sure if it was before or after SURGINER talked with him, but
he [PALMER] went back to the junction box and put in additional screws.

PALMER stated he also took off the cover and double checked the box.

INVESTIGATOR’S NOTE: During the interview of PALMER, the reporting
investigator reminded PALMER that the information he was providing was
sworn testimony and did not appear to be factual. PALMER stated he
wished to provide additional testimony. PALMER stated that after
discussing his sworn statement with the reporting investigator, he
realized that he had not been totally truthful.

PALMER stated he now believed that on the night of October 11, 1993, when he
inspected the junction box, the cover was on the box with just a few screws in
it. PALMER stated that he took off the junction box cover and inspected the
work but could not be sure if he put the cover back on. PALMER stated he did
believe that the area around the junction box had been cleaned. PALMER stated
he then took the CWP to KING and told him the work had been completed which
PALMER stated was not true. KING then signed the CWP indicating all work
steps had been completed. After KING signed the CWP, PALMER gave the CWP to
the lead engineer [BARNHOUSE]. PALMER stated that he should not have given
the CWP to BARNHOUSE since the job had not been completed. PALMER stated he
had no explanation for his actions.

INVESTIGATOR’S NOTE: On November 13, 1995, PALMER furnished a letter to
the reporting investigator requesting that his letter be included in
0I’s final report. PALMER indicated that no hold points were violated
and the integrity of the penetrations are in compliance and public
safety is not at risk (Exhibit 9).

Coordination with NRC Staff

On November 2, 1995, a copy of PALMER’s sworn statement, SURGINER, and

D. and T. GOODE’s reports of interview, CWP 90-2053/900034-3, and ENTERGY’s
Control of Modification Work procedures were provided to Russ WISE, NRC:RIV
Senior Allegations Coordinator, for transmittal to NRC:RIV technical staff for
review and assessment of potential violations of regulatory requirements
(Exhibit 10).

On December 7, 1995, NRC:RIV technical staff responded to OI:RIV’s November 2,
1995 request (Exhibit 11). The technical staff indicated that there appeared
to be very minimal safety concern and that the junction box integrity was not
an Appendix R concern. The staff indicated that a violation of licensee
procedure may have occurred, in that the employee stated that he signed off
work as complete, when it was not.

On January 16, 1996, additional clarification regarding a potential violation
of procedures was verbally requested by QI:RIV. On January 17, 1996,
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Thomas P. GWYNN, Director, RIV, Division of Reactor Safety (DRS), requested

the NRC:RIV technical staff review the issue in order to determine whether the

work to close the junction box panel was required to be done according to

prescribed procedures or if the licensee applied its own procedures in an
application where NRC did not have requirements (Exhibit 12).

On January 17, 1996, David B. PEREIRA, NRC:RIV Reactor Inspector, DRS,
contacted ANO’s electrical modification department to detérmine if the
electrical panel closure was a safety related issue (Exhibit 13). According
to ANO electrical modification supervisor, Ray KELLAR, the panel closure was
not safety related. On January 17, 1996, PEREIRA reported there was no NRC
requirement for the electrical panel to have the cover installed. PEREIRA
reported that the fire seal was the safety related NRC requirement and the
seal was installed, verified by QC [quality control], and witnessed by
appropriate licensee personnel. PEREIRA reported that the electrical panel
cover’s purpose was to keep the junction box clean and prevent unauthorized
entry into the junction box. The record, which was falsified, was the
electrical cover reinstallation which is not an NRC record requirement.

Closure Information

A review of this matter by the NRC:RIV technical staff and Regional Counsel
determined that the procedure requiring the CWP work steps was not an NRC
record requirement. However, PALMER admitted that he caused KING to falsify
information on the CWP by informing him [KING] that all work steps had been
completed which he [PALMER] knew was not correct.

Case No. 4-95-004 11
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SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION /

L4l

NRC:RIV Regional Counsel William BROWN requested NHClef1 e g
to prov1de an‘op1n1on as to_whether,th;'_i L
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION -

+ + + + +

OFFICE OF INVESTIGATIONS

INTERVIEW
___________________________ X
IN THE MATTER OF:
- ARKANSAS NUCLEAR ONE ‘ : Docket No. 495004
Interview of:
JOHN M. SURGINER
___________________________ "

Wednesday, February 8, 1995

U. 5. Department of Labor
TCBY Tower, Room 725
425 West Capitol Avenue

Little Rock, Arkansas

The above-entitled interview was conducted at

5:40 p.m.

BEFORE:

ROBERT J. KIRSPEL Investigator

NEAL R. GROSS & CO., INC.
(202) 234-4435
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M that's correct.
[ TR . : )

MR. KIRSPEL: For the record, this 1is an
interview of John Surginer, and John, would’ydu spell
your complete name for me, please? i

MR. SURGINER: John, J-0O-H-N, yichael,
M-1-C-H-A-E-L, Surginer, S-U-R-G-I-N-E-R.

MR. KIRSPEL: And what is your current

address, please?

- .

MR. SURGINER: m,

MR. KIRSPEL: Your date of birth and Social
.. '
Security number, please?

. MR. SURGINER: W

MR. KIRSPEL: And who are you currently

employed by?

MR. SURGINER: I recently was employed by

~- MR. KIRSPEL: Are you currently employed?

...MR. SURGINER: Uh, huh, that's correct.

R

MR. KIRSPEL: Today's date is February 8th,

. . [ Y] . i:;""&‘ e
1995, and the time is approximately 5:40 p.m. A

My name is  Robert Kirséél, I'm an

Investigator for the Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Office of Investigation, Region IV, Arlington, Texas.
NEAL R. GRO3S & CO., INC..

(202) 234-4433
B

Y
L Nweat

S

ze

WabUlrand
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3
This interview is being transcribed and tape

recorded by Court Reporter, Mark Pigmon.

John, if you would stand now and raise your
right hand, I will administer an oath.

Whereupon,

JOHN MICHAEL SURGINER

after first being duly sworn, was examined and

testified, as follows:
EXAMINATION
BY MR. KIRSPEL:
Q John, I understand vyou have an attorney
that's representing you, but she has advised you that

she does not feel the need to be here today, is that

correct?
A That's correct.
Q And you have no problem on talking with me

without your attorney being present, is that correct?

A That's correct.

Q Now, for the record, what is your attorney's
name?.

A Diana Maulding.

Q John, I also ﬁeed to advise you that this is

a voluntary interview, that you're not compelled to be
here. If, at anytime you wish to end the interview for
any reason, just let me know, and of course, we will

NEAL R. GROSS & CO., INC.
(202) 234-4433
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stop the interview.

I1f, for any reason you want to qg,off the
record, let me know and we'll go off the record.

of course, if you don't understand a
question, let me know and I'll try to rephrase it in
such a manner that it will be clear.

Do you understand?

A Yes, sir.

Q what I would like to do, John, before we get
into your concerns is to just very briefly establish
your background.

So, if you could, please, if you would tell
me your educational background, and then your work
history, leading us up to your employment with -- or at
Arkansas Nuclear One, please.

A I'm a high school graduate. I graduated

from Mills High School in 1974. Do you need any

military service?

Q oh, just very briefly, sure..
A I served two vyears active duty and four
years inactive Reserves in the Marine Corps. After

discharge from the Marine Corps, within a few months, I
entered in apprenticeship school in 1977, for the
Insulators Local Union, and I performed various
insulation tasks on several different jobs during my

NEAL R. GROSS & CO., INC.
(202) 234-4433
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apprenticeship, until_I finished my apprenticeship and
becéme what's known as a journeyman ;nsulatoe;

My first employment at ANO was in 1978 as an
apprentice, but the first time that I'd ever worked for
Bechtel at ANO, was approximately February of 1990, and
I had left there for a few months to take employment
elsewhere, and then I went back in September of ‘91 --
I believe it was September 16th, to be exact, of '91 --
and I remained employed there until a brief layoff of
one day on Ocﬁober the'26th of '93;

I went back to work the next day, the 27th
of '93, of October, and remained in their employ for
approximately the next nine months, until my layoff of
July 26th of '94.

Q At the time you were laid off on July 26th,
1994, what was vyour title, or your position, with
Bechtel? -

A Well, Bechtel | has like a two-letter
designation for individual crafts, such as I-W for
Ironworker, and mine was an A-W for an Asbestos Worker.
That classification covered basic insulation WO;k, as
well as penetration seals. Penetration seals was
considered part of asbestos workers' work.

Q So, you were an asbestos worker employed by

Bechtel, working at Arkansas Nuclear One, correct?

'NEAL R. GROSS & CO., INC.
(202) 234-4433
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A That's correct.

Q Did Bechtel give you performance éppraisals,
or- some type of performance ratings periodically?
Monthly, yearly?

A Not to my knowledge. If we were éraded, it
stayed in their files. I never was acknowledged as
being a good worker. You get a pat on the back every
now and then saying, "You're doing a good job," but as
far as something written, not to my'knowledge.

Q Did you ever have any letters of reprimand

or any letters concerning -- any adverse letters going

to your file, that you know of?

A No, none at all.

Q Anyone at Bechtel ever tell you. that vyou
were not doihg a good job?

A No, sir, at no timg was 1 ever told that.

Q You did occasionally get a pat on the back,
you said though, I guess indicating you did a good job.

A Yes, sir, that's correct.

Q I know you have. some concerns, and of
course, that's the purpose of our talking today, so why
don't I just go ahead and ask you, if you would,
please, tell us your concerns, and I'll for the record
indicate‘that you have filed a Complaint with the

Department of Labor, is that correct?

NEAL R. GROSS & CO., INC.
(202) 234-4433
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A That's correct.

Q Do you recall when that was filed{

A I think it was in the month of early
December of '94. I don't know the exact date. My

attorney would have that information.

Q That was filed by your attorney.
A Uh, huh, that's correct.
Q And in that Complaiht, you're' basically

alleging what, John?

A I'm alleging that my employment was
terminated in the form of a layoff -- I was not fired
-- bgcause«of concerns that I had that came up during
the Unit One Fall outage at ANO in 1993, when I had been
assigned to install silicone foam penetration seals in
various locations throughout the plant.

I had been asked by an individual named
Nathaniel Palmer who was in charge of generating the
paperwork that was necessary to authorize me to do the
work in the field, and this paperwork was referred to
as a controlled work package.

Q That's normally referred to as a CWP, |is
that fight?

A That's correct, we always just called it a
CWP.

Q All right. Now, Nathaniel Palmer, what was

NEAL R. GROSS & CO., INC.
(202) 234-4433
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his position?
A Well, he was known as a field engineer. He
wasn't actually -- He did not have a degree in

engineering, but that's what his classification was.

Q Did he work for Bechtel?

A That's correct. He --

Q Excuse me now. Was he your supervisor?

A He wasn't classified as my supervisor.
David Geoode was my immediate supervisor. Nathaniel's
main responsibi;ity was to -- now, he would go behind

me as I installed these silicone foam seals, and part
of his job duties included inspecting them, and
depending on the penetration seal, it might require a
quality control, that we always referred to as just QC
-- a personnel from their department would have to also
inspect. It would just depend on what the paperwork
specified. Not all penetration seals had to be
inspected by a QC individual, but Nate would go behind
and inspect all of them.

Q Your work, or other insulators, too, or?
Did he have other insulators he inspected besides
yourself?

A No, sir, it was jhst -- During the
Fall outage, it was just me installing the penetration

seals, the best I can recall, and he would inspect the

NEAL R. GROSS & CO., INC.
(202) 234-4433
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ones I installed.

Now, as far as the other insulatoﬁs on the
job, that had different job assignments?, No, he didn't

have anything to do with them.

Q So, the Fall outage of what year again?
A 1993.
Q So, the process would be, you would go out

to fill a penetration? Is that --

A ‘ Uh, huh, with silicone foam.
Q And after that was completed, then Nathaniel
would, at some point, come in and inspect that

penetration to see that it was properly filled, is that

correct?
A That's correct.

Q How soon after you completed the work, would
he normally make that inspection?

A Well, if he hadn't come around on his own
just to see how the work was progressing, then I would
go tell him that "I'm through with tﬁis seal, I'm ready
for you to look at it," and he would come look at it,
if all that was required of that particular seal,
according to the paperwork, was just for him.

If it had to have a QC look at it, then we
would go from his office to the Quality Control
Department and get a QCb inspector, whoever  was

NEAL R. GROSS & CO., INC.
(202) 234-4433
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10
available, and all of us together would go and look at

the seal.

The procedure, the way we did it, was that
if Nathaniel, or the QC inspector, found anything not
to their 1liking, then they would call it to my
atténtion, so that I could fix it, whatever it was, and
make it to their liking, so it would pass inspection.

Q Was thé QC inspector an Entergy employee
normally, or was he a Bechtel employee?

A They were Entergy employees.

Q And the procedure then after the inspection
was made by Nathaniel, would he sign someplace on the
CWP that he had completed the inspection?

A Yes, sir. There was a column. Each
penetration number has its own, what we referred to as
"check sheet," and every individual work step on that
whole check sheet pertained to just that penetration

number, which would be listed numerically at the top of

the sheet.

Q Now, would that check sheet be attached to
the CWP?

A Yes, sir, it was part of that work package,
and Nate had a -- Nathaniel had a column under "FE,"
which 'stood for "Field Engineer," and it was

horizontally off to the side of each work step that had
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to be completed, before the penetration was through
with, where you moved to the next. ' di Nate,
Nathaniel, would sign his initials, usually just “NP"
for "Nathaniel Palmer,” and then the date, and as I
did, had my own column, a vertical column, right beside
each step, just like Nathaniel, and it was -- On the
paperwork it had FbRE, F-O-R-E, and the date, and the
FORE was just short for "Foreman," because there wasn't
enough room in the little block to write "Foreman."

But és I performed the work steps, when I
completed each step, well, then, I would sign my
initials. I would sign "JMS," and the date that I
completed that individhal step.

Q So, it could be a two-part process, you and
then Nathaniel, and or it could be three, you,

Nathaniel, and a QC inspector, is that correct?

A That's correct.
Q Go ahead then, I kind of interrupted you.
A Do you know the one in question that I had

the concerns about or?

Q Yes. Why don't you tell me about the one
that you have some COnNcerns about.

A It was during the Fall outage of '93. I was
working on several penetrations located in the Unit 1
control room, specifically on the south wall about

NEAL R. GROSS & CO., INC.
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eight feet up off the floor. I don't recall each
individual penetratiorn number, but they ‘yere all
located in one single rectangular shaped junction box,

what an electrician would refer to as a "junction box."

Q Do you remember the month?

A Late September. Possibly early October.

Q Okay, that's fine.

A Anyway, I was working on -- There were more

than one penetration in that junction box that had to
be done, where the electricians had run some new cables
through conduits that penetrated the wall, and what we
call "emptied out" into that junction box.
And our shift -- when 1 say “"our," my

working partner and myself --

Q And who is your working partner?

A His name was Todd Geoode, G-E-0-0O-D-E. He
didn't sign any paperwork, because he didn’'t have the

work experience that I had had at this particular line

of work.
Q He was just a helper?
A He was my helper. Our shift was almost over

and it was time to get ready to go home for the day,
and I was not through with this particular set of
penetrations in this junction box, and the cover was
off. It required several screws to put it on and take
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it off, and I had some debris inside the box.

And so we left the Unit 1 control room, and

I had my paperwork in hand -- when I say "paperwork," I
mean the "CWP." We always had to have that with us
when we performed the wofk, which it was our
authorization to perform the work. We'd been told
since day one, "You don't do aﬁy work without proper
written authorization that you keep in your possession
while you'fe doing the work."

And on our way back to the area of the plant
which was referred to always as the '"change house" --
that's where you would change clothes, if you had to,
and your lockers were located, and you kept your --
that's where we ate lunch -- as we were procéeding to
that part of the plant, the route we took, took us
right beside where Nathaniel's office was, and he was
standing outside as we approached the building where
his office was, and nhe hollered at he that he needed to
look at the paperwork that I had.

So, I handed the work package to him, and he

proceeded to look through the different check sheets,

and he noticed on the part of the check sheet where it

says, "Reinstall items removed for accessibility to
penetration" -- I've got that as close as I can, word
for word, I'm doing that part from memory -- and then
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underneath that and nearby; there's a step that says
something to the effect of "Clean up all Y?PF debris
and remove scaffolding.” He told me to go ahead and
sign that, and that was pertaining to the penetrations
that I was working on 10 minutes prior up in the
control room, and I explained to him, with Todd Geoode
standing three to four . feet away, that I was pot
through working 6n those, and if he would give me maybe
15 or 20 minutes the next morning, that I would have
time to finish thaﬁ, and I could go ahead and sign the
stuff then, because it would be -- the paperwork -
because it would be done, énd all he said was just,
"Uh, huh."

But he handed me the paperwork back, and we
left to go home, because it was like 10 minutes before
we was supposed to be going out to the parking lot, and
we still had a ways to walk, because it's a big plant,
to get back to where our lunch boxes were.

So, I went back to the change house, and I
locked that paperwork up in my locker. And we got our
lunch boxes, Todd and I, and we proceeded to go toward
the parking lot.

Well, the only way you can go out the gate

there, what they call, I think it's «called the

"Secondary gate," it wasn't the main gate, but the

NEAL R. GROSS & CO., INC.
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secondafy gate is the one that construction people used
normally. And as we were going out toward Egak gate,
we séw Nathaniel standing about where he had begn a few
minutes prior, and he watched us walk outi with our
lunch boxes. 1 waved, and didn't - think much else,vof
it. |

Well, Todd's dad, David, was my immediate

foreman, and his CW was located —- which is

what we were staying in -- his

located 20 or 30 feet away from mine in a
“and he had to stay 30 minutes over everyday,,

becaﬁée he ‘was a foreman, and sometimes they had

meetiﬁés\£ﬁey had t6 attend, and he knocked on my. door
“after he d&t in that evening --

Q "He" being?

A David Geéode. And I answered the door and
he said that after we had left, he said Nathaniel came
over the:e,and told him, David, that he~negded to look
at the papgrwork gpatfl had locked up in my locker.

So,,gavid QiQn't know what he wanted to see
it for, he said he didn't €;11 him, .being Nathaniel did
not tell him, so :Bé;htefﬁ§. poiicy wés anytime an
employee's locker had to be gotten into when that

employee was not present, required his foreman, the

union site representative, to be present, and the site
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services manager who had the key, and his name was
Richérd Berry -- he was the highesEN Bechtel
represgntétive onsite, he was a non-manual employee -~
but the three individuals, according to David, were
there -- David, Richard Berry, and Buck McManus, who
was the union site rep -- and Richard Berry unlocked my
locker, and of course, Nathaniel was there, because he
was the one that requested access into my locker
anyway, Sso he retrieved the paperwork, the CWP,
according to David, and took it to my superintendent --

Q His name was?

A My superintendent was pavid's boss, and his
name was Terry Sittman.

Q Sittman?

A Sittman. I Dbelieve it was S-I-T-T-M-A-N.
And David said that Terry Sittman signed the paperwork.

Q Signed where? Signed your --

A Well, he put his initials. I mean, I never
alleged that he forged my initials, or anything like
that, but he signed his initials, Terry's, on the work
steps that Nathaniél had just previously asked me to
sign, but I had explained to Nathaniel that that work
had not been done, so I was not going to sign it.

0 Let me make sure I understand this. Terry
Sittman, whose position again is?

NEAL R. GROSS & CO., INC.
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A He was the superintendent.

Q Superintendent. Is he a Bechtel %Tpléyee?

A Correct. i

Q So, the paperwork, the CWP, with the’ check

sheet attached, was taken to Terry Sittman, superv%sor,
or superintendent -- I'm sorry -- employed by Bechtel,
and Terry Sittman signed in fhe chumnfghat‘you Qould
have normally signed in?

| A That is correct. and that he ;iéned where 1
had previously been asked to sign, and refused to do,
pbecause I had not done the work yet. The work was

>

. So, that irritated me very much, and se, of

L

course,‘I wgé already'at my 4 the wofkday
was over. The next morning -- |

Q Excuse me. Do you remember about what timé
of night that would have been?

A Oh, it was -- We were working overtime, I

think we were working 10 hours, so it would have been

-- it would haye been around 6:00 or 6:30 in the
-~ ~

“evening, possib}y even 7:90,45efore -- when I --

Q That's when you Q;}e‘told\about it.

A Uh, huh. It Qas wvhat I conéiaered to be
pretty late in the evening, after working that many
hours.

NEAL R. GROSS & CO., INC.
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But the next day at work -- we always took a
break at 9:00 a.m. -- and that was the first
opportunity that I had to confront Terry Sittman,
because I had not seen him before then, about what
David had told me the previous night What had been
done.

So, David and I and Todd, his son wh§ was my
working partner, we were all sitting at the end of the
long table in the breakroom, and Terry came around to
the end of the table. Terry said -- And I told Terry,
I said, "You don't need to be siéning paperwork that
I'm working on, indicating work has been done when it
hasn't even been done, because that's my job to pefform
the hands-on work, and I'm the only one in a ppsition
to know the stage of completion of ﬁhat work."

And his reaction, he threw his arms up, and
he said, "Oh, my god, we're éll going to jéil," and I
said, "I'm not going to jail, because I haven't _signed

anything that I shouldn't be signing.”

Q Was he joking or was he serious?

A Well, I kind of took if—in a joking way, I
mean, but I don't kpow if he was joking or not. I
can't really -- I don't --

Q Did he seem concerned?

A He seemed very concerned. - And he

NEAL R. GROSS & CO., INC.
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immediately, as he started to leave the vicinity where
I told him that, he said, "I'm going right now and get

Nathaniel in my office. We'll get to the bottom of

it.”

Q Did you ask him why he signed it?

A I don't recall asking him why.

Q Did he offer any explanation to you, at that
point?

A Well, no, because once I told him that he

didn't need to be signing the paperwork that I was

working on, when he wasn't even doing the work,b that's
when he became very concerned and threw his arms up in
the air and there wasn't much discussion after that.

Q Okay.

A But he did mention on his way out, that he
was going to get Nathaniel into his office, and talk to
him.

Within, I'd say five minutes, I left myself
to head over to where his office was -- which the part
of the plant we were in, in the breakroom, to where his
office was, I had to go all the way across the plant,
just like he had to -- because I had a few things I
wanted to say to Nathaniel about getting paperwork .out
of my locker and getting someone else to sign it, while

I'm not even present, especially after him previously
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asking me to sign it and ﬁe refusing to do so. 1 felt
like he was circumventing me, you knpw.

And so anyway, on my way over to Terry
gittman's office, I went to the Unit 1 control room,
right to where I had been working the previous evening,
and I wanted to visually see for myself, that, in fact,
no other work had been performed on it, because at that
point, I had no way of knowing that, well, Nathaniel
may have gone up there and done that work himself.

The work waé exactly as I had left it the
afternoon before. Nothing additional had been done to
it.

So, in my mind, now we had a situation where
documentation indicated that work had been performed
when it had not been.

.Q Would the document have indicated that the
work had been completed?

A Yes, it would have, because those steps that
he was asking me to sign the previous afternoon, were
the last remaining steps to complete that penetration,
the sealing of that penetration.

Q And the safety significance is what, John?
was the door left off, or something that --

A Well, in my -- The way I regarded that was
sort of twofold. The main thing is that you don't sign

NEAL R. GROSS & CO., INC.
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 paperwork -- I don't care who tells you it's minor --

if it hasn't been done. That is a ggsic and
fundamental thing with me, and I don't deviate from it,
and I didn't then.

The other thing was that in my mind, the way
I looked at it, when the unit was down, and it's not
generating power, there may very well be less chance of
a fire in one room that might penetrate through a wall
into the next room, that might contain very sensitive
equipment as in the case of the control room.

That may not be a big deal with the unit is
down, not to put a junction box cover back, because
you're going to finish working on it the next morning.

As I stated previously, there was a row, a
row of screws around there, and I didn't put it back’
that evening, because I wasn't through with it, and
also, because all of .that just to do 15 minutes work
the next morning -- and there was nothing that said
that it had to be put back before and then taken off
the next morﬁing. That was sort of a judgment call on
my part, just as it was I judged -- it was a judgment
call that I wasn't going to sign something saying that
I had done put this thing back, done cleaned up
everything, removed anything that I had to have to gain
access to this penetration -- I wasn't going to be a
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party té something like that.

But when I left the Unit 1 conEgol room,
after visually verifying that nothing additional had
been done, I proceeded on over to Terry Sittman's
office, and he did, in fact, have Nathaniel sitting in
his office across from his desk. The door was open, I
just walked in.

And then I told Nathaniel in front of Terry,
that he was wrong in getting any paperwork out of my
locker, and getting Terry or anyone else to sign it,
indicating work had been performed, when it hadn't.

And then I told Terry, I said, "The
procedure does not give you the luxury of deciding
what's minor and what's majﬁr, and it's okay to sign
this, because .." and then I reminded Terry, I said,
"Terry, because of you signing this, now we've got a
situation where the paperwork shows that thing is
through and nothing else is to bé_ done to it, and
that's wrong, because I've got to go up there and
finish working on 1it," and I said, "We don't sign
paperwork and then go out in the fieid to do the work.
We do the work and then sign the paperwork."

Well, it was in, oh, it was in the month of
October, and it was toward probably the second or third

week in October, as I was reporting for work, and
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during this particular time -- this is after what I
have just finished describing --
Q 'Okay. This was weeks later then?
A Well, it wasn't -- I wouldn't -- Not weeks
and weeks, because when this happened was sometime in

late September or early October, as I previously

.stated?

Q Uh, huh.

(Time Noted: 6:00 P.M.)

A Okay. 1I'd say within a couple of weeks or
thereabouts. As I was reporting to work one morning,
during probably the ﬁhird week in October, or something
like that, I met Richard Berry, the site services
manager, and he's the one that had the key to get in my
locker that night, and I told him about all this.

I never got any satisfaction from Terry
Sittman to the point that, you know,vhe acknowledged he
ever did anything wrong. Never'aCknowledged he was
wrong, not to me. Now, they may héve acknowledged that
he was wrong in doing that to Terry, but I'm just
saying to me, and I felt like, as we were told since we
first hired in, "If you don't feei like your concerns
were adequately addressed, then you go up the chain of
command to the next higher level," and that's »exactly

what 1 did, so I told Richard Berry about it.
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And there is an individual that many times

during my employment up there -- he's an Enterqgy
employee and his name is Jim . a lot of
people refer to 'him as just "Jim Mack," but his

initials are S. J. McWilliams, I think the "J" is for
"James," but everybody referred to him as "Jim
McWilliams" -- he had come into, when we would have
safety meetings, quite‘often, and he would tell us --
even though, you know, he was an Entergy employee and
not Bechtel -- that if we had any concerns, if anything
that we thought was not right, whether it was safety,
nuclear, whatever, feel free to 1let him know about it
at anytime, and you know, he would reiterate that his
door was always open.

I had not spoken to him really before then,
other than to say "Hi" to him in passing, during the
workday.

But I told Richard Berry the morning that i
met him, as I reported to work, and informed him of all
the previous events that I've described, and I told
him, I said, "Don't you think that Jim McWilliams ought
to know about this, because this is pretty serious when
it concerns what I allege is falsification of
documents," and I saw no other way to describe other

than just that.
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Q Those were the words you used?

A That's exactly what I told him.

Q And you told this to who, again?

A Well, at this particular morning, about the

third week in October, was, it was Richard Berry, this
is Bechtel's site services manager, and he agreed. He
said, "Yeah," but said, "I'll have to tell Jim Mack
this a 1little bit at a time," that was the way he
described it.

So, at that point, I felt like, "Well, I've

done what I'm supposed to do, as far as up through the

- chain of command," and I felt 1like he needed -- he
deserved time to -- ever how he deemed appropriate --
give this information to Jim McWilliams. I can't tell

Bechtel's site services manager how to do his job when
he's.given the information.

So, anyway, as I'm assuming 1is standard
procedure on any operating nuclear plant, you have -~
you go through a series of tests, classes, you have to
pass a passing score of 70, you know, before you can be
employed there. 1It's called -- We always called "GET
training," G-E-T, that's General Employee Training.
There's different levels of the training.

But the reason I'm bringing this up is we
had to requalify once a year. It's just a -- I guess
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it's an NRC procedure, I don't know, but I know we had
to do it every -- once a year. .

And on October the 26th, 1993, this 1is
within a short period of time after I informed Richard
Berry, and told him my concerns that morning and
suggested that he inform Jim McWilliams, I was told
that I was scheduled for my annual requalification
training, and the training facility at ANO is not right
there on the plant site jtself. 1It's not in what is
called the "proteéted area," it's up on the hill a
half-mile from the plant.

So, I went on up there and began my
requalification training, and I finished that training
about 2:00 that afternoon.

Sso, I went back down to the plant, because
the workday was not over, and I was going to finish
working before. I went home, and as I got back to the
plant, I was notified that I had been laid off, and I
found that strange why I would be laid off on the same
day I'm told to take requalification training, which
would be good for another year, of course.

So, when you're laid off, you have to -- you
get what's called a "checkout sheet," and you have to
go around to the varipus locations in the planﬁ, the
tool room and other places, and make sure you're square
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with them and you don't owe them any tools and stuff,
and they all sign it. .

sﬁ, I was going around and doing that, and I
met in passing, what I later learned in terms of his
rank, of the rank structure, a gentleman who is an
Entergy employee, and his name was Ben Stewart, and he
was directly-under, on the rank ladder, Jim McWilliams.

And I don't deny the fact that I was bitter,
because I had been employed since September the 1l6th of
'91; th#t I was being laid off after such a long time
of employment - -- never been reprimanded, I hadv an
excellent attendance reéord, no problems that I knew of
-- and there were, in fact, about six, possibly seven
other employees of Bechtel, even 1in my own craft. --
they were insulators -- and we were all in this group
being iaid off on October the 26th -- but everyone of
those othef insulators had been employed just for the
outage. They were employed, I think their employment
began sometime during the month of August of '93, which
was during a time when Bechtel did what was called
"ramp up'" for the wupcoming outage. They wanted
everybody in place when they'shut the reactor down and
opened the doors, so that they could run us in there,

you know. But no one else had been up there near as

long, that was in that group of layoff, as I had.
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Q Did they keep any insulators on?

A Yes, they did. They didn't lay OES all the.
insulators.

Q Were there any insulators that were kept on,

that had less seniority or time oOn the job than you
did?

A 'Yes, sir, they did. There were insulators
kept on that had been there less time than I had.

Q Okay. As far as seniority, were there any
that had less seniority than you did, and I don't know
how the seniority is established. I guess that's one
thing we might should talk about a little bit.

Now, you're with a union, is that correct?

A That's correct.

Q Okay. Were all of the insulators with the
union?

A Yes, sir.

Q Maybe it would help if you would explain to
us the seniority process, and as far as retention
rights, if there are any.

A wWell, the wunion, per se, doesn't really
have, to my knowledge, a seniority system.

(Note: A lady enters the room)
MR. KIRSPEL: Let's go off the record for
just a second.
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(0ff the record)

MR. KIRSPEL: We're back on the {gcord and
the time is approximately 6:15. We went off.just for a
minute to discuss some additional information.

BY MR. KIRSPEL:

Q | Okay, John, we were talking and you had just
been told that you were in the process of being laid
off, and you had seen Ben Stewart, and you were having
a conversation with him. So, 1let's go ahead and pick
up there.

A I told Ben Stewart, during the course of me
cheéking out, I said, "It's just not right, it's not
fair to be told to falsify something, to refuse to do
it, and ultimately cost me my job, and that's exactly
what I feel, in my opinion, has happened."

And he said, "John, I don't want you to
leave with concetns, especially if  they're safety
related," and he said, "I'd like for you to discuss
this with Jim McWilliams, who is my boss at a meeting
that we will get scheduled tomorrow," and 1 said,
"Well, that's fine with me."

The meeting was held at approximately 9:00
a.m., the next morning. It was attended by -- do you
want -- I can pretty well remember names, each name of

every individual that was in that meeting and tell vyou
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whether they were Entergy employees or not. Do you

want that, or just --

Q No, the names and titles would help, as best
you can.
A Okay. Jim McWilliams was the senior most

Entergy official at the meeting. I guess you could
call him the chair person of the meeting. His
immediate subordinate was Ben Stewart, who I had talked
to the afternoon before, the evening before. I think
his job title is Engineering Supervisor for Entergy. A
gentleman named Milton Teeter was there. He was a
Modifications Supervisor for Entergy. Bill James was
there, an Entergy Engineering Supervisor, as best I can
recall his titie -- I'm sure of his name, Bill James.
Entergy had their own investigator and his name was
Dennis Provencher. He was present.

Those are all the Entergy employees that I
can recall, and of course, there was myself, my union
site representative, Buck‘ McManus, and. . my immediate
foreman, David Geoode, was present at the meeting.

I went through everything that I've
described here this evening in detail.

I told Jim McWilliams just what I've said
here. I informed Jim McWilliams that I had told

Richard Berry, and gave him this information, and even
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suggested to Richard Berry that he inform Jim
Mcwilliams, and his reply was that Richard Berry had

P

not told him all of this.

And I said, "Mr. McWilliams, whatever
Richard Berry chooses or chooses not to tell you, is
kind of between you and him, I don't have anything to
do with that. All I can do, I went through the chain
of command, I went by thé book."

He looked at -- Well, before he looked at
Ben Stewart and told him that he wanted that layoff
overruled, and that was his words, and then he said,
"No one is getting laid off today." -

He told me that he was a little irritated at
me, because I didn't come to him personally, and he
said, "I have told vy'all many times in a safety
meeting, that my door is always open. If you have any
concerns, feel free to come to me personally," and my
reply to that was, was that I thought that I should go
through the chain of command, and I did exactly that,
and wound up ultimately coming to him myself, which I
was doing at that meeting that day.

And so, at that point, the meeting was
adjourned, and Buck. McManus told me to wait with him
down the hall in a small room, which we did, from where
we had just had that meeting.
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I saw Richard Berry go by down the hall by
this little room we were in, because the doogmwas open,
and he went down to Jim McWilliams' office, so I'm
assuming Jim McWilliams paged him, and he answered the
call and came up there.

I don't know what was said between the two
gentlemen, it's none of my business. Their door was
shut anyway, and éfter ab@ut approximately 10 minutes,
Richard Berry came down the office, walked down the
hall into the little room that Buck McManus and myself
were sitting in, and he just looked at me and all he
said was, '"You can go baék to work." So, I immediately
went back to work.

and Richard and I, up until that point -- I
say "Richard," I mean Richard Berry -- we had always
had what I considered a good relationship. We would
actually tell jokes to each other, as we would meet in
passing during the Qorkday.

But from that moment on, for the next nine
months that I stayed employed at ANO, he did not speak
to me, for nine months, and neither did Terry Sittman.

Q How about Nathaniel?
A Nate didn't speak to me either, and I -- For
a brief period of time after this, I continued doing

foam penetration seals, and as I was going to the
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change house one afternoon, David Geoode told me that a

gentlemen named Cloy Ross, C-L-0-Y, R-0-S-S, who was
] >,

David's boss -- Cloy's job title was General Foreman.

Q And he worked for?
A Bechtel. David told me -- and David was

telling me this on the outside of the change house --
Cloy started walking up, and he said, "John, you need
to go see John McWilliams." 1 said, "What for?" He
said, well, Cloy said to.David Geoode tﬁat Nathaniel
had come over there and told Cloy, face to face, that
he did not want me working on foam penetration seals
anymore

In Nathaniel's position, he was not in a
position to decide who worked on that, to place the
mean, as we always referred to it as. That was not his
job.

And this was all news to me. So, I asked
Cloy, I said, "Well, did they tell you that?" He said,
"Yeah, he told him he didn't want you working on the
foam seals no more."

And so, I went to a phone. I called and got
ahold of Jim McWilliams' secretary. Maybe I should
have called Richard Befry, but as I said, Richard Berry
wasn't speaking to me anymore.

So, I called Jim McWilliams' secretary, and
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he was out of the office, and she took my number at the
phone I was at in the change house, and she §gid, "When
he comes in, I'll have him return your call," which he
did, just a few minutes later, and I said, "I think we
need to meet, Cloy, and myself, and you." So, we went
over to his office.

He shut the door. I told him what had just
been told to .me, and then Cloy was sitting right beside
me, and he asked Cloy, he said, "what did Nathaniel
tell you? I want to know word for word what he told

He said, "Well, Mr. McWiiliams," he said,
"he told me that he did not want John working on
penetration seals anymore."

So, Jim McWilliams assured Cloy and I, he
said, "Well, Nate doesn't tell me who works on what,
and I will get to the bottom of this, I can assure
you," and he opened the door, which we knew it was time
to go.

And at this point, within, to the best of my
recollection, within two to three days, 1 was told to
get a pad, just a little notebook, a spiral notebook
and a pen, and go around Unit 1, specifically starting
out in the Turbine building, and go do nothing but

locate deteriorated insulation, things that needed to
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be repaired, write down the location of it as to how
much material it would take to redo, and thgn go 'fill
out a material request form, get an authorized
signature, go to the warehouse, get the material, take
it up there, cut it, and put it on.

It really didn't make that much difference
to me, because it was stiil a paycheck. I suffered no
reduction in wages.

0 Wwho told you to do this?

A Cloy told me, specifically to me, but he
told me, at that time -- See, .you have to understand
that during an outage and immediately after an outage,
there arevBechtel managemeﬁt personnel that don't stay
there during the long period of time between outages.
They may be shipped off to another job soﬁewhere.

But this particular individual was named
George King, and he was directly under Richard Berry,
and he was like a superintendent, if you will.

According to Cloy, George King told Cloy to
tell me to get a pad and a pencil and go do what I just
got through describing.

Now, who told George King, I don't know, to
tell me tb do that. Ip may have been Richard Berry,
who was -- he may have been told by Jim McWilliams, I

don't know. All I know is that I did what I was told,
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and I continued to do that for about eight weeks,

something like that.

Then Cloy came to me one day and said, John,
they need someone over on Unit 2 maintenance, and on
maintenance, whether you're working for Unit 1 or Unit
2, it doesn't matter, you were still a Bechtél
employee, you drew a Beéhtel paycheck, you wore a
contractor badge, but . you came under Enterqgy's
supervision. Bechtel supervision no longer gave you
your job assignments. Entergy personnel now did that.
You were sort of like on loan to Entergy.

And that's what I did until == I worked the

Unit 2 outage in the Spring. I was the night shift

foreman.
Q Was that a promotion for you?
A Well, not really a promotion. 1It's just in

the contract that if you're assigned a foreman's
position, then they have to give you $1.00 an hour
premium. Maybe some people would consider it a
promotion, I don't know.

Q You got more money.

A Yes, sir. So, I got $1.00 an hour more, and
I was not doing anymore penetration seals, and I did
work the entire outagerf Unit 2 in the Spring of '94
-- yeah, it would be the Spring of '94.
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And on July -- Of course, the outage was
over, you know, in the Spring, and thgpA I was
transferred back to days, and I remained employed there
up until July the 26th, and I was transferred back to
what was called tﬁe Modifications Department, which is
where I had been employed when I was doing penetration
seals, and did, in fact, come under direct Bechtel
supervision.

I was transferred over there that morning
about 9:00. It might even have been 8:30, or so; but
it was early in the morning, not long after our shift
started, and at 12:00 noon, I was told I was laid off,
and I was the only insulator to be laid off.

Q What happened to the other six insulators
that were to be laid off at the first time you thought
you were going to be laid off?

A They laid -- They went on, they were laid
off. Those were the ones that were hired approximately
in August, just before the outage. It's many
insulators that do that, they come up there just to
work the overtime, and then they want laid off.

But they did, to answer your question; they
were laid off.

Q Now, when you were laid off on July 26th,

were there any other insulators that were laid off?

NEAL R. GROSS & CO., INC.
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1

A No, sir, I was the only one.
Q You were the only insulator laid off, at
that time.

Were there other insulators still employed
by Bechtel, working at the ANO facility?

A That is correct. Under the -- To be more
specific with my answef, if I may, there were -- My
foreman, David Geoode, who had been my previous
foreman, see, he also had been transferred to Unit 2
maintenance. Now, he stayed employed on the Unit 2
maintenance.

Okay. Under the Modifications group, there
were four insulators there. Wwhen I got transferred
ovér there, I was like, the fifth one, and I can give
you their names if you need them.

Q Wwhy don't you go ahead and do that now.

A _The four that were employed under the
Modifications group, or department, was Tracy Rather,
he was the foreman, John Sharp, Cecil Meggs, and
Phillip Oliver.

Q Now, I think what we kind of need to
establish here, John, is -- you know, obviously we héve
your concern, and why you think maybe you were laid
off, but we need to establish what you feel the layoff

policy should have been. Why you feel yocu were singled
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out.

In other words, we need to qgstinguish
between‘whét may have been the normal procedure, as
opposed to someone laying you off because you took
concerns forward to management.

Can you tell me why you think you were
different, why you were singled out?

in other words, why this wasn't a normal
procédure to lay you off?- Was your work done? Were
there other people there that had less seniority than
you?

Do you see where 1I'm headed?

A well, I think it's noteworthy that all four
of the individuals who I just gave you their names, had
less seniority than I had. They had not been up there

near as long as I had.

Q Employed by Bechtel.
A That's correct, under the Modifications
Department.

Q Was seniority a factor normally in layoffs,

as far as you know?

A I thought it was. I was under the
impression -- I can't say 100 percent sure -- but I
know I had seen it too many times, in even other

crafts, where an employee who had been there a long
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period of time, he wound up as a foreman, and when
other individuals in his craft came up thereﬁ}o work an
outage, they didn't lay him off after he had been there
that long and had been promoted to foreman, and then
keep someone who had just come up there for the outage.

They didn't do that, and I felt like, well,
why are they doing that with me?

Q So, you felt that you had worked there
longer than some of the other people they were keeping
and --

A That's half of it. The other half, I think
is because of the concerns that I brought forth. I
felt like that I had caused some problems for the
Bechtel site service manager, by Jim McWilliams getting
on him. I feel like he, he stopped the layoff.

And I feel 1like the other half is that 1
voiced concerns which, in turn -- Bechtel did nothing
with the concerns after I made the information
available, so when I went above their head, they got
into maybe some problems with it, and I felt like they
thought the best thing to do is just get me off the job
site.

Q Did anyone explain to you, why you were
being laid off?

A No. It just said on the thing, it was a
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reduction in force.

Q And there were no other insulatorixlaid off
on that day.

A That is correct.

0 Were there other insulators, that you know
of, that may have been laid off a week or so prior to
that, or a week or so after your layoff on the 26th?

A No. No. The only other layoff of
insulators, occurring prior to July 26th, was the

layoff at the end of the Unit 2 Spring outage, which is

customary, that when the outage is over with, they lay

off people.
Q And that would have been?
A In the Spring of '93. That would have been

-- That was during the time when I was working on the
night shift, and at the end of -- But at that time,
see, I was transferred over to Unit 2 maintenance, when
I did not'come under Bechtel's supervision.

Bechtel, during the whole time I was up
there, Bechtel never laid off, just went over to either
Unit 1 or Unit 2 maintenance, and just laid off a
Bechtel employee, simply because those employees were
needed there, or they wouldn't be there, and they came
under Entergy's supervision, who gave them their job

assignments.
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never 3just an individual employee laid
initial layoff was in October --

A of '93.
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there was

fo, your

.

Q -- of '93. So, might it be that the purpose

of keeping you on, was to resolve the issue of your

complaint?
A I don't know that. I mean, no one ever told
me, said, "John, we are .." Even Jim McWilliams didn't

tell me, when he stopped the layoff that next morning

on October 27th, the day of the meeting? No one

specifically and verbally told me, said, "We're

"stopping this just until we get = your

resolved." I mean, I stayed employed for

concerns

nine more

months, and surely it doesn't take that 1long to get

concerns resolved.

Q The October 26, 1993, layoff, in which there

were seven of you targeted to be laid off, and six were

laid off, at that time, John, were there other

insulators who had less seniority than you,
not laid off?
A Would you rephrase that, please?
Q Okay. On October 26th, 1993, you
phat you were told that you and six other
were going to be laid off.
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A Uh, huh.

Q In fact, six were laid off, anqmyou were
kept on for another nine months.

A Uh, huh.

Q Of the seven that were targeted to be laid
off, at that time -- six were, you were kept -- were
there other insulators kept on by Bechtel, at that
time?

A Uh, huh.

Q Those other insulators that were kept on,
employed - by Bechtel, did some of them have less
seniority than you did?

A They all had less seniority than I did.

Q So, it would have been unusual, in ydur
opinion then, to have been even laid off, at that time,
becauée you had more seniority than other insulators
that were kept on?

A That's correct.

Q Okay. I wanted to make sure that we got it
clear that you felt the October 26th layoff was not
correct either.

A I didn't think it was, no, because the
concerns that I had voiced up until October the 26th,
at that point in time, had been up the chain of command

of Bechtel. I had not gone to Entergy as of October
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the 25th. All right. And I felt like I inadvertently
created a sense that I was a troublemaker wiEP Bechtel
management, and "Let's get rid of this gquy," and by
lumping me in there with seven or maybe even eight
individuals who hadn't been there except for the
outage, I was the only one in that group that had been
there as long as from September the 16th of '91.

I felt 1like that that was their way of
saying, "We;}, this doesn't look 1like we're singling
John out, we've got him in there with seven or eight
others," and so, I -- And you know the sequence of
events.since then.

Q But ;Qu weren't in the same category as
\
those other insulators on Oqfober 26th, that were laid

off.

A No, because -- Well, now, Todd, my working

partner? As best I recall, he was inw and
Todd NRDEINNE. but that was beside the point.

Todd is the only one out of that group that had

actually helped me on these penetration seals. “All the

other ones were just doing regular outage related --
.

they'd go in the Reactor building, mere insulation in

the Turbine building, steampiping - and vessel

insulation. None of the others, with the exception of

Todd, were doing foam penetration seals.
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Q Well, he was a helper though.
A He was my helper, yeah. -
Q When you were finally laid off, which was

July 26th, 1994, was there still work left for
insulators to do?

A Yes, sir. As I stated earlier, it was
around noon when I was informed that day on July 26th,
that I had been laid off. Well, the few hours that I
worked, I worked with the individuals that, as I stated
previously, hadn't been there near as long as I had.

In the areas that we worked in -- as I
recall, one area was called the boric acid mixing room,
or sohething to that, yeah, boric acid, or tank mixing
room, and we were installing insulation board, double
layered, that had to go on the walls, all the walls,
the ceiling. There was a huge amount of work.

One of my co-workers, Phillip Oliver, told
me, he said, "We've got all kind of work coming up.
Not just in this room, but other places." He didn't
specify what other places.

But from what I could see myself, during the
few hours that I did work after I had been transferred
back over there in this boric acid tank mixing room,
there was a large volume of work to be done right

there.
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Now, as I was checking out that day on July
26th, I remember I had to take my qhéckout }3st to an
Entergy employee who had to sign -- whenever you lost
some tools and vyou didn't know where they were, the
tool room required you to get an Enterqgy employee to
sign yo#r checkout sheet. Ben Stewart was the one that
signed my sheet, and he told me that they didn't know,
"they" being Entefgy, that they were going to have to
have a layoff until that morning.

So, you know, Bechtel's position is, frbm
what I understand, is that they had no choice. Entergy
told them they had to lay off one insulator, and my
position is, "Well, did I draw the short straw, or
what?"

Q Because, at that point, you still felt that
you were not in line to be laid off, seniority wise.

A Well, as‘I -- It's sort of similar to the
first time. It sort of, 1in mind, it's a 50/50 thing.
Half of it is because of the seniority. -The other half
that I feel like I wasn't in line, or should not have
been in line, is because of the volume of work that was
still there to be done. But as I under -- From that
I've heard, it's budget cutbacks. So --

Q Do you know, since you've been laid off, if

they've hired additional insulators? "They" being
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Bechtel?

A Well, word came to me that aroﬁndrEhe first
week in bétbber --

Q Of 19947

A '94. One of the individuals who was
employed, of the four that was employed there when 1
got transférred back over there for those few hours;
Phillip Oliver, he quit' and took employment in West
Virdinia. I guess it was some overtime, or something,
more money or whatever, but that created a vacancy.

Now, during this time, I was unemployed, and
had been unemployed since July 26th of '94, and a
gentleman that's a fellow member in our wunion hall
named Rodney Proctor, who was on a Jjob in West
Virginia, with our business manager, whose name was
Jimmy Kimbrough, filled the position that Phillip
created when he quit. And during this time, I'm
remaining unemployed.
My union hall didn't contact me and tell me

I could go back up there.

Q Did you ask anyone why they didn't contactv
you?

A Well, the way the sequence of events turned
out, is that when -- I only recently found out through

the guy who used to be my foreman, David Geoode, now he
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told me that before he left -- see, David left ' around
the first week in Noveﬁber of '94, to take ‘gmﬁﬁoyment
elsewhere -- and David told me that before he/ left,
Cecil Meggs, who was one of the, also one of the four
-- Cecil and Phil were like, they were rooming buddies

in the motel room ——.David_told me that- Cecil told him

that when.Phillip quit to go to West Vi;@}n?a} thae he
knew, "he'" Being Cecil, knew that if my;unioh -- when
Bechtel put in a call for one man to repl;cé Phillip -
that if my unioq hall sent me up here to replace him,
Bechtel would just simply cancel the call for the one

.

man.
‘N;w, tﬁﬁt very vwell could be cons;dered
héarsay.' I don't have a videotape of it, but I'm jﬁst
saying what was related to me.
Q Okay.
A And the only time that my union hall -- the

only time that I was offered a job is the one that I

~. . \‘
MR. KIRSPEL: Let's go off the record for

just a minute. ‘ ™~
(Off the record)
MR. KIRSPEL: We're back on. Okay. The

time is approximately 6:50 p.m.  We're back on the

NEAL R. GROSS & CO., INC.
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record. The purpose of going off was just to take a
break.
BY MR. KIRSPEL:

Q So, John, we were kind of headed towards the
end of your statement, but as we were talking off the
record, I think there's a couple of things that we need
to clear up, and my question was, why did Nathan Palmer
go through such a routine to get this document signed,
why was it so important to him, and you have some
information you'd like to tell mé now about that.

A Well, after the meeting that I previously
described with Entergy officials, other than my union
site rep and my immediate foreman, Jim McWilliams
stopped me in passing, approximately two days later
after that meeting. This would have been sometime
around the 29th, maybe the 30th, it was three days of
October, of '93, and he told me that their, meaning
Entergy's investigator named Dennis Provencher, who was
present in that meeting that day, wanted to meet with
me in private, Jjust he and I, and Jim McWilliams
explained to me that he would not be present in the
meeting, because he felt like it might be intimidating
for me, and he said that the main reason of the -- the
purpose of the meeting was so that Mr. Provencher could

make sure that my concerns had been dealt with, and

NEAL R. GROSS & CO., INC.
(202) 234-4433
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that 1 was satisfied that every effort had been made to

address my concerns.

and so, of course, I went to the meeting at
the designated time. I don't remember what time of
day, it was in the morning. But one main question that
I wanted answered, I asked Dennis Provencher, who had
-- Dennis told me at the meeting in private, he said
that he had met with Nathaniel Palmer in private, just
like he was dbing with me, and discussed these concerns
with Nathaniel, and after he let me know that he had
met with Nathaniel, I asked Dennis, I said, "Why -- Did
you ask Nate, why did he tell me to sign something
indicating work had been performed, when, in fact, it
had not, and then call it minor? Did you ever ask him

why he did that?"

And Dennis said, yes, he did, because that
was a main concern of their's, and he said Nathaniel's
answer was that he had been under a lot of pressure
from his superiors to get those CWP's closed out, and
my reply to Dennis, I said, "Well, in my opinion,' if
that's how he chooses to deal with pressure, then he
might>not ought to be in the position that he's in."
and so, that wés basically it.

He just wanted to make sure that my concerns
had been addressed, and ub.until that point, I was

NEAL R. GROSS & CO., INC.
(202) 234-4433
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satisfied that they had done everything they could.
Q Dennis Provencher told you that Nq;han said

¢

he was under a lot of pressure from Entergy?

A Well, it would have been -- Nathaniel, in
his position, his supervisors were Entergy employees.

Q But did Dennis --

A But he still came under Bechtel, too. I
don't mean to give the impression that Bechtel, you
know, couldn't touch him, or anything 1like that. He
was still a Bechtel employee.

0 But did Dennis Provencher tell you that the
pressure was coming from, according to Nathaniel, the
pressure was coming from Entergy, or Bechtel?

A Well, I really don't know how to give you
almost a yes or no answer on that. His specific words
were, "Nathaniel said he was under a lot of pressure
from his superiors to get the CWP's closed out.” Now,
that could be interpreted either way.

Q Okay. Another thing we had talked about was
whether Richard Berry brought_forth your concerns to

anyone at Entergy or ANO, and let's Jjust cover that

briefly.
A Okay.
Q Your knowledge of Mr. Berry's bringing forth

the concerns is what?

NEAL R. GROSS & CO., INC.
(202) 234-4433
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A Well, in a meeting that day of October 27th,
I told Jim McWilligms -- he and 1 were sittigg next to
each other at this table -- and I looked at him and
told him, when he asked me why didn't I come to him, I
said, '"Well, I went up through the chain of commaﬁd and
I told Richard Berry everything I told you here today,"
and that's kind of when -- it was toward the end of the
meeting, and I said, “If he chose not to divulge
whatever information I gave to him, that's between you
and him, I ain't got nothing to do with that."”
But as I found out, Richard Berry had not

told Jim McWilliams, an Entergy employee, everything

that I had told Richard Berry.

Q And how did you find that out?
A Well, Jim McWilliams said right there in the
meeting, he said, "He did not tell me all of this,”

which left me with the impression that Richard Berry
had, in fact, told him maybe bits and pieces of it, but
even Jim Mack said he didn't tell him everything that I
had told him in that meeting that day.

Q Did ybu expect Richard Berry to bring forth
your concerns to Entergy, oI ANO?

A why I thought for sure he would, I mean, but
I couldn't tell him at what speed to do it. I mean, 1
was just a craft person, and he's a site services

NEAL R. GROSS & CO., INC.
(202) 234-4433
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manager. Once I relayed the information to him, I felt
like, at that time, that's all I could do. N

Q But your expectations were that by reporting
the information to Richard Berry, that that infdrmation
would eventually get to the proper channels at ANO or
Entergy, is that correct?

A Well, that's correct, yes, sir.

Q | Besides this one case we've talked about
where the documents were signed by someone other than

yourself, are there any other cases where Nathaniel

Palmer had asked you to sign some document, when the

~ work had not been completed?

A There were other occa -- there were several
other occasions during the outage.

Nathaniel never asked me to sign something,
showing that I had sealed the penetration when, in
fact, I had not sealed it: That's what, you know, even
he would have considered majér.

It was minor, what he called minor stuff.
To me, it was not minor, because if you falsified it,
you falsified it. You can't sugarcoat it. And I
always refused, and --

0 Excuse me. Had he specifically askedvyou to
do something similar to what we just talked about?
A Yes, he did, and if I may, that brings to

NEAL R. GROSS & CO., INC.
(202) 234-4433
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mind something that I brought out in the meeting, and
that's the way I still feel, is whep he to{? me this
was minor and no big deal, go ahead and sign it, I told
them in the meeting that day of October 27th, told Jim
McWilliams, I said, "Gentlemen, I'm not an operator at
a nuclear plant, don't claim to be, but the way I look
at this is that if somebody tells "= it's
specifically on there what I was asked to sign about
remove scaffolding, or whatever you needed to gain
accessibility to the penetration -- I said, "I was
scared that there could be very easily a scenario
created where a scaffold has been erected to get access
to a penetration, a tall scaffold, and that scaffold
may be right in front of a great big valve with a chain
on it that might ~not be that critical as long as the
unit is down, but when it goes up to power, or is going

up, an operator may need to gain access to that big

valve to either open it or close it." I said, "There's

just a host of things that could go wrong. But if I

would have signed this, paperwork would have indicated
that scaffold wasn't even there, but physically it's
still there, and it could cause a problem."

and what I brought out was that whoever
designed this system of checks and balances on these
CWP's was pretty sharp, in my opinion, because if you

NEAL R. GROSS & CO., INC.
(202) 234-4433




[V L O I P I TNV PR T

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

55

go by the steps and you follow the rules, you don't

have anything to worry about..

RN

Q So, Nathan had asked you sign some documents
indicating work was done, or the job was completed,
when, in fact, it was not, in the past. But the case
we've talked about, is the only time that you know of
where he actually got someone else to sign for you, is
that correct?

A That's correct, and that's the only time
that he actually went into my locker and retrieved a
CWP that he had previously asked me to sign and I
wouldn't do it, and then went and got someone else to
sign it.

Q - But per your definiﬁion, this 1is the only
case of falsification of records that you're aware of,
is that correct?

A Yes, sir.

Q There were other occasions where you were

“asked, in your opinion, to falsify records, but vyou

didn't do it.

A I didn't do it.

Q And it was not done, to your knowledge.

A No.

Q I don't believe I have any other questions,

but I'll certainly give you the opportunity if you want

NEAL R. GROSS & CO., INC.
(202) 234-4433
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to take a few minutes, or if you can think of anything
else that we need to discuss, we'll sure do tpat.

A No. The best I can teil, at this time, I've
pretty well covered it.

Q Well, you have my card, and of course, feel
free to call me if something comes to mind that we
have not covered, and we will certainly discuss that.

wéll, if there's nothing else then, I'1l ask
you a few questions and we'll go ahead and close the
interview.

Have I threatened vyou in any manner Or

offered you any rewards in return for your statement?

A No, not at all.

Q Have you given the statement freely and
voluntarily?

A I have, in fact.

Q Is there anything further you care to - add

for the record?
A No, sir.
MR. KIRSPEL: The time is approximately 7:00
p.m.; the record is closed.
(Whereupon, at 7:00 p.m., the above

interview was closed.)

NEAL R. GROSS & CO., INC.
(202) 234-4433
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CERTIFICATE
This is to certify that the attached
proceedings before the United States Nuclear Regulatory

Commission in the matter of:

Name of Proceeding: Arkansas Nuclear One
Docket Number: 495004

Place of Proceeding: Little Rock, Arkansas

were held as herein appears, and that this is the
original transcript thereof for the file of the United
States Nuclear Regulatory Commission taken by me and
thereafter reduced to typewriting by me or under the
direction of the court reporting company, and that the
traﬁscript is a true and accurate record of the foregoing

proceedings. .

Official Reporter

NEAL R. GROSS AND CQ.
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REPORT OF REINTERVIEW
WITH
JOHN M. SURGINER

On October 27, 1995, SURGINER was reintérviewed by Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, Office of Investigations Investigator Robert J. Kirspel.

SURGINER stated that on October 11, 1993, when he left work at Arkansas
Nuclear One, he had not completed all work on the construction work package
(CWP) in question. SURGINER stated there was debris in and around the
junction box on which he and his assistant, Todd GOODE, had been working.
SURGINER stated that on the morning of October 12, 1993, he returned to the

- junction box in question, and it was just as he and GOODE had left in on
October 11, 1993. SURGINER stated that he took off the junction box cover,
cleaned out the box, replaced the cover with 18-20 screws, and cleaned around
the work area.

SURGINER was told by the reporting investigator that while reviewing the CWP
in guestion with Nathaniel PALMER, that PALMER indicated he [SURGINER] had
improperly completed item "J" of the CWP by indicating that the junction box
cover had been reinstalied. SURGINER stated he told PALMER that he had not
finished the work on the CWP. SURGINER stated that he had reinstalled the
cover with only two or three screws because he knew he had to return the mext
day and finish the job. SURGINER stated that on October 11, 1993, while he
was preparing to leave work, PALMER asked him to sign the CWP as being
completed, and he told PALMER that he was not going to falsify a document no
matter how insignificant it might be.

This report prepared on November 2, 1993, from investigator’s notes.

,7 f ] 2 /
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Robert J. Kirspel, Investigator
Office of Investigations Field Office, RIV

Case No. 4-95-004 Exhibit 5
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REPORT OF INTERVIEW
WITH
TERRY L. SITTMAN

On October 26, 1995, SITTMAN was interviewed by Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Office of Investigations Investigator Robert J. Kirspel. SITTMAN stated that
he has been employed as a civil superintendent for Bechtel Construction
Company (Bechtel) since 1990 and has periodically been assigned to work at
Arkansas Nuclear One (ANO).

SITTMAN stated he had very little knowledge concerning an incident at ANO
pertaining to the possible improper handling of a construction work package
(CWP) as reported by Bechtel employee, John SURGINER, in 1993. SITTMAN stated
that he remembered that sometime in the fall of 1993, SURGINER’s locker was
opened after SURGINER left work but he could not recall if he was present when
the locker was opened. SITTMAN stated he recalled that a step on the CWP
needed to be completed. SITTMAN stated he was not sure when but believed he
was also told by Bechtel employee, Nathaniel PALMER, that SURGINER had left
the cover off the junction box in question. SITTMAN stated he had no other
knowledge concerning the incident.

INVESTIGATOR’S NOTE: SITTMAN was informed that Bechtel superintendent,
George KING, signed the CWP in question without inspecting that the work
had been completed. SITTMAN also stated that KING should not have
signed off on the CWP without inspecting the job and that is was also
very unusual for KING to ever sign a CWP.

This report prepared on November 2, 1995, from investigator’s notes.

7 P
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Robert J. Kirspel, Investigator
Office of Investigations Field Office, RIV

Case No. 4-95-004 v Exhibit &
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REPORT OF INTERVIEW
- WITH .
DAVID GOODE AND TODD GOODE

o tf

On October 25, 1995, David GOODE and Todd GOODE were interviewed by Nuclear
Regu]atory Commlss1on In est1gator Robert J. Kirspel. D. GOODE stated that he

is an estimator for the (NENSNINEENEN RRCIORSX . Little Rock Arkansas

and his son, T. GOODE, is an insu ator For ) “f?é:;'

INVESTIGATOR’S NOTE: D. GOODE and T. GOODE had previously worked for
Bechtel Construction Corporation (Bechtel) at Arkansas Nuclear.One (ANQ)
in 1993 and were knowledgeable concerning John SURGINER’s allegation
*pertaining to a possible falsified controlled work package (CWP). D,
GOODE stated he had been a supervisor for Bechte], and T. GOODE stated
he had been an insulator. N

D. GOODE stated that he was not certain of the date, but sometime in

October 1993, Nate [Nathaniel] PALMER, a Bechtel supervisor, told him that he
[PALMER] needed someone to open SURGINER’s locker at ANO and get a CWP which
SURGINER had left in his locker. D. GOODE stated he did not open SURGINER’s .
locker and did not know who did but did know that someone opened SURGINER’s
locker and retrieved a CWP. D. GOODE stated the CWP pertained to work that
SURGINER and T. GOODE had been performing on a junction box located in the
unit 1 control room.

T. GOODE stated that-he and SURGINER had been working in the unit I”control
room on a junction box approx1mate1y 8 feet up from the floor and near the

" ‘control room back door. T. GOODE stated that he and SURGINER had completed
‘most of the work on the junction box but planned on returning the next day to
clean out the box and clean around the area. T. GOODE stated that he and
SURGINER put the cover on the junction box before leaving the control room but
only secured the cover with a few screws because they were planning on '
returning the next day to complete the job and the CWP. T. GOODE stated upon
returning the next day, SURGINER attempted to locate the CWP but was told that
the CWP had been completed and was not available. T. GOODE stated that
SURGINER confronted PALMER concerning someone opening his [SURGINER’s] locker
and removing the CWP, but he [T. GOODE] did not hear the conversation.

T. GOODE stated that after SURGINER and PALMER’s conversation, he and SURGINER
went to the unit 1 control room and observed that the junction box was just as
they left it the previous day. T. GOODE stated that he and SURGINER removed
the junction box cover, cleaned out the junction box, replaced the cover, and
cleaned around the area. 7. GOODE stated that he did not know who signed the
CWP indicating that all work had been done because he did not see the CWP
after he and SURGINER completed the work on the junction box. T. GOODE stated
he believed that whoever signed thewGuP”inqgﬁzting that all work had been
completed falsified it because no further work had been done on the junction
box since he and SURGINER had left the previous day.

Ny

Case No. 4-95-004 o ~ Exhibit "]
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Both T. GOODE and D. GOODE stated they believed SURGINER was terminated from
ANO for reporting concerns to ANO management.

This report prepared on October 31, 1995, from investigator’s notes.

,

v

Robert J. Kirspel, Inves¥igator \
Office of Investigations Field Office, RIV

Case No. 4-95-004 2 Exhibit 7/
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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
REGION IV

611 RYAN PLAZA DRIVE, SUITE 400
ARLINGTON, TEXAS 76011-8064

STATEMENT
. _
Name of Person Interviewed. = ‘ o Strect
.o~ : LT B% 3,6233
m/}7/\uw e C [/?)Lm//l_ . City State

ip
Location A el Lie /’/\, 7249/
o : o . Telephone No.:
%/(/f’/u oS 44/'“5:»,4 Cnre ﬁ/(/u’) (- )

Case No.: Date: « Time:
7-75S- ooy [ 24 -5 -

1, MThon, .l /;/}31,, «x____, hereby make the following voluntary
statement to 4.7 T Liacpl , who has identified
himself/he»seif toc me as an investigator with the U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission. I make this statement freely with no
threats or promises of reward hav:Lng been made to me. -

Iﬁm -em/’(myeo/ !)
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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
REGION IV

611 RYAN PLAZA DRIVE, SUITE 400
ARLINGTON, TEXAS 76011-8064

STATEMENT

{CONTINUED)
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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
REGION IV

611 RYAN PLAZA DRIVE, SUITE 400
ARLINGTON, TEXAS 76011-8064

STATEMENT

(CONTINUED)
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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
REGION IV

511 RYAN PLAZA DRIVE, SUITE 400
ARLINGTON, TEXAS 760118064

STATEMENT

( CONTINUED)

A

O~

_ S~
_ o~

I have read the foregoing statement consisting of Th g o
handwritten/&yped pages. I have made and initialed any necessary
corrections and have signed my initials at the bottom of each
page. I fully understand and have discussed the statement with
Investigator Lrbons T Appel . This statement is
the truth to the best of my knowledge and belief.

Signature: wid Sl0—uv 9 Chbmey

Nanme

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 2¢ day of (<7
1975, at __Ax ¢ )

Investigator: \/Q-/W{)L ~ //l .
Authority: S'ectlcnjle‘lc AEA 1954, as amended

Witness: QJ’;&-W\ @(ﬂfﬂix, Llu?/nauu ‘éﬂx (/(M,Qa‘aj

’ Name/TJ.tle N

Exhibit_§&
Initials of Person Making Statement Page 4 of_ 4

CASEND. 4 - %20-004



mformation in this record was deleled
in accordance with the Freedom of Information
Act, exemptions __ 2 & -

I\/ﬁ VI SN V) < C .' kEQ’A‘ 7?’ 7é .
| {
| Oc7 2¢, /978
/(v)"_./f[\& /v'/fL C-A/7/‘7c3 p/;L_m’/L /e,”’,/‘(_
-tw{‘/’nzf‘_r— 5‘/)'/ c/‘,‘) - «-n’ C .
ﬂ(__ﬁ”"(

Plorpren J/;N "495’, _S,wc _Cons.

‘6/’5 Dﬁ»s,e /(r»\/% 5:,(/14 zr~'7-~7 )QA A'c_7ZcL //;- /973 .

{ Kot ar
. ST
Bolob, e [)DGLG/PN‘ dﬁ/‘ﬂ)’w
’ (4 M,/) .

Yy Oc7 /W, /993 — Akt TS bt Le Conp Le Tech
.Lu oﬂf/ S/.! /o/ AL Co/ss 20/,\,} Yo ca,.,_gi é,,.é/( Jom N s cin

,@‘7 V2 Coype o~ . Tt 7'~eau7 §: 7 7man o
Y Gie7 /1, 1773, /’ls/érj 5aéé,~e 506./!~ tolecea CCOP wmr . 7(‘9(4
S et cnTewdewT QFID Y4¥ wewdl o¥ie C @ P
DotT o oo o7 Vo TS Loc lom buT o oo
e wag L7 Segpose Yo lorpe Y C s s Ay fboc/ewe, Scor
Trns YuTeck  Same o~r wrr)- »é/.cu/_l;’7 e Sl Ceop.

CeT 10,1995 . L FToe K 507 Ha CiP he j5ac7 Yo 7in
Vuwc’/'a/ .gaz /f,u//,.,S/,(/&/ e Goaea ., CObsmvzoest

74(4} Aot was ol /u;«t Teon éox R4 /U/’/« -7

Er. /4/)«4 tons Clomm ¥ Q/o 4«{_)&-\4«/7"’»007'5w»} Yo pears 0.

) KT 4, 1FT3. NP ook Rk LT Fo Seoass Ay v Yocet
fim wen € i O /(',,;_,J )',JM:/ S cur
b BRIGT /Z,ma Sl o7 B ongy T gomTo i \07
) 2T, 1773 Tevntared  on fpgenio o Vo Kot Lponcec 0(/,

'

Q/J//.'cf_ /)":AN‘AZU) <,

2712, 1993 Tedl ¥ TS Yetkesd = KP. TS wms Mok

—

'.U/”; e e Sr ¢ Tt L ﬁ-:.‘." . VAN < 7. . P AN Lova:



Lovirital e KNP AT Yalde 4,74 TS . TS vewFet 4o
hP.\\m .\\\Nn.. |‘sb.h\ °

-7 \b\ \%W\w \QxO s7a 7 A7 Suoe R S Loes ok ATl
TEC cassect b bu7 0P e bpek goof
h«x.ﬂ. QKQ\«L\‘\Q)\?N Sesecof sR. JO0O/E Couvem bak
OfF ¥ Howhie cLiatad, |

M\KCO\)QE \Ws\r et cwns o) — Feco Scozoewss » 7o/
w7 cfF- + \G\C\{ \&\c:\.x\ \5\ Serozz \;..\1. \K.V ;7 B S On
T T unt m\:.\..,.)\ﬂ%\ “ ¥ \Qm P s o . \\M.NQ\\ m«\\h\ﬂb\.\vhx.\h\h\

\\J\ MVAQ 1] Yems \w\ﬁuw L é:\(\\\.ﬂ.««\\. No«..“ \Q&\\ Pyt d A



REPORT OF INTERVIEW
WITH
TRACY W. RATHER

On October 25, 1995, RATHER was interviewed by Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Office of Investigations Investigator Robert J. Kirspel. RATHER stated he has
been employed as a general foreman for Bechtel Construction Company,
(Bechtel), at Arkansas Nuclear One (ANO), since 1990. RATHER stated he
recalled in either October or November 1993 being asked by Cloy ROSS to cover
a junction box on which John SURGINER had been working and stated that after
covering the junction box, he signed off on the penetration checkiist. RATHER
stated he had no other knowledge concerning this incident.

INVESTIGATOR’S NOTE: It was later determined, after RATHER’s interview,
that the incident he described did not pertain to the incident under
investigation by OI.

This report prepared on October 31, 1995, from investigator’s note.

Robert J. KirspeT, fﬁ;%:figator
Office of Investigations Field Office, RIV
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SYNOPSIS

This investigation was initiated by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC),
Office of Investigations (OI), Region IV (RIV), on June 27, 1995, to determine
if statements provided by two Washington Public Power Supply System (WPPSS)
contractor craftsmen, employed at Washington Nuclear Power 2 (WNP-2), to NRC
inspectors were false. The craftsmen had performed grinding operations and
were required by procedures to maintain a 30 minute fire watch. Two NRC
inspectors found the area not covered by a fire watch and subsequently
questioned the responsibie craftsmen. The craftsmen later provided written
statements of their activities which were inconsistent with the observations
and recall of the two NRC inspectors.

After a preliminary review of this matter and coordination with the RIV
Allegations Review Panel (ARP), the Regional Administrator, and Regional
Counsel, it has been determined this is a low priority matter and is being

closed due to OI:RIV pursuing investigations with higher priorities.
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DETAILS OF INVESTIGATION

Allegation -

Alleged False Statements by Fire Watches to NRC Inspettors'

" Applicable Requlations

10 CFR 50.9: ~Comp1etgness and Accuracy of Information (1995 Edition)
43 U.S.C. 2273: Violations of Sections Generally

Purpose of Investiqatibn

The investigation was initiated on June 27, 1995 (Exhibit 1), by the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission (NRC), Office of Investigations (OI), Region IV (RIV),
to determine if statements provided by two Washington Public Power Supply
System (WPPSS) contractor craftsmen, employed at Washington Nuclear Power 2
(WNP-2), to NRC inspectors were false regarding fire watch responsibilities as
required by procedures.

Background

During a May 1995, inshection, Greg WERNER, RIV Project Engineer, and
Dave PROULX, WNP-2 Resident Inspector, on a plant tour, identified that a fire

watch did not remain in-the area for 30 minutes following the completion of

"hot work" as required by procedures. The inspectors questionedm a
contractor craftsman who had previously performed the "hot work" regar ing the .

fire watch. SWxtold the inspectors he had relieved the fire watch from

Manbther craftsman who had performed "hot work" in the area. The
“NRC*inspectors reported that}ill’ was not in clear view of the area to perform

the fire watch. The NRC inspectors provided this finding to WNP-2 management
during an exit interview. WNP-2 management later provided three written

statements to the NRC fromgi - e L e e
i The NRC inspectors #elieved these written statements were
Tnconsistent with their recall of the conversation with? } and their
observations.

TC

A
Coordination with RIV Staff

On June 26, 1995, a RIV Allegation Review Panel discussed the allegation and
decided to ask the licensee to respond to the apparent conflict in testimony.

Region IV Division of Reactor Projects (RIV:DRP) requested WNP-2 providé
comments on the apparent discrepancy between the inspectors’ findings and the
statements provided by the three contract persohnel.

Case No. 4-95-032




Documentation Review

A handwritten statement by, ¢ (Exhibit 2) reflected he did 1eaxe the
immediate area of the fire watch for 1 1/2 minutes, but was on the telephone )
some 25 feet from the fire watch area. wrote thai il was in the 7C'

immediate fire watch area kneeling at the base and rear of the valve pump to
clean valve parts.

INVESTIGATOR’S NOTE: Q@iEdid not state that PR .« the rire 7O

watch.

A handwritten statement (Exhibit 3) 'from“ states he was behind the 78
valve cleaning parts while the NRC inspectors were in the area. m
stated the NRC inspectors did not see him. :

INVESTIGATOR’S NOTE: M"did not state he was the fire watch, but 7C‘_,
'said was in the work area with him. '

A hand written statement b_yr(Exhibit 4) stated he had been grinding on C
the valve and had to leave tHe area to get a pipe wrench. {g"llﬁstated that ;7
when he left the area, both _ remained in the fire watch

area. ]

WPPSS Response to RIV Inquiry

In a response letter from WPPSS to NRC, dated August 1, 1995 (Exhibit 5),
WPPSS denied any violation of the fire watch procedures and contended that

B, although on the telephone some 25 feet away, met the requirements.

PPSS wrote, "Although the craftsman’s performance was not in conformance with :;E::
his training and did not meet management’s expectations, his actions were-
adequate to ensure prompt detection and response to a incipient fire." WPPSS
added, "Due to the proximity of the phone to the work site, the Supply System
believes he was still capable of seeing or smelling the smoke from an
incipient fire." .

WPPSS stated there were three sign4ficant differences between the NRC
inspectors findings and the resuits of their [WPPSS] follow-up of the issue.
WPPSS cited the three differences as "the time the craftsman was gone from the
immediate work site while paging his coworker, the presence of an individual-
behind the CRD motor, and the difference between the inspectors’ discussion
with the craftsman and his subsequent statement."

WPPSS provided information that would show the craftsman was away from his .
immediate area for about 2 minutes, rather than the 5 mi s, described in the
inspection report. WPPSS provided information that? 'was working low ‘;;7::
on the back of the valve, and "The Supply System agrees that it would be

difficult [but not impossible] to not see a person crouched behind the CRD

pump. Follow-up discussions with the NRC inspectors and the inspection report
description of the event confirmed that the inspectors had not specifically

Case No. 4-95-032 | - L
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looked directly behind the pump." The third area was the difference between

the inspector’s conversation with the craftsman and hi aquent statement.
WPPSS said the craftsman never told the NRC that "the pwas acting as

the fire watch while he was paging the other pipefitter.” WPPSS said, during
subsequent meetings with the NRC resident inspectors, "Supply System staff '7C,
apparently gave the inspectors the impression that the craftsman claimed the
‘ P had assumed the fire watch duties while he was on the phone. The
rattsman did not make this claim, because he did not believe using the phone
compromised his ability to perfoPm»fire.uatch duties." :

Coordination with NRC Staff

On September 11, 1995, the RIV Allegation Review Panel (ARP) -advised that no

* further action was required by OI:RIV, that this issue. was Tow priority, and
the RIV Division of Reactor Projects would track this issue through their
response to WPPSS® reply to the violation. '

Closure Information

After a preliminary review of this matter and coordination with the RIV:ARP,
the Regional Administrator, and Regional Counsel, it has been determined this
case is a low priority and is being closed due to OI:RIV pursuing
investigations with higher priorities. If at a future date information is
developed which raises the priority of this case, OI:RIV will reevaluate the -
matter. :
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Investigation Status Report, dated June 27, 1995.
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REPORT OF INTERVIEW
WITH
CHRISTOPHER L. TURNBULL

. . . -
TURNBULL was interviewed by telephone m from his residence on ¢ L
© January 17, 1996, by Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC), Senior Special Agent

Virginia Van Cleave, regarding his allegation that a fire watch at Entergy’s
Waterford 3 was directed by a security shift supervisor (SSS) to relocate a
Morse Watchman Key" while the fire watch was on patrol. TURNBULL related the

following information in substance.

TURNBULL said he was a-security officer for The Wackenhut Corporation (TWC) at
Waterford 3, a position he has held since 1983. THWC's 46 hourly employees are
supervised by 5 Captains, who are employed by Entergy Inc. TWC guards -also
serve as fire watch personnel, but during outages, Entergy hires additional
contract guards to perform fire watch duties. According to TURNBULL, the
security force recently unionized, and he is his security shift’s Union

representative.

TURNBULL said Sonny HANSON was a temporary fire watch hired for refueling

7 outages and who was employed at Waterford 3 for approximately 3 months.
According to TURNBULL, HANSON had a perso ality conflict with Entergy SSS
Marion SLATE. TURNBULL said SLATE is a who has caused problems
_for numerous guards. Sometime in early November 1995, SLATE noticed HANSON i;?z:;
leaning on "something" after HANSON had been on his feet for 4 hours “posted

on the hatch." HANSON told TURNBULL that SLATE "chewed" him out and cursed '
him. As a result of this incident, HANSON vwrote SLATE up" by turning in a
report about him to his [HANSON’s] supervisor, Glenn COMO, who conveyed the
information to Tim BROOKS, TWC’s site representative.

TURNBULL explained that on November 30, 1995, 2 to 3 weeks after HANSON’ s
clash with SLATE, he [HANSON] was asked by SSS Edward AVILES, an Entergy
employee, to change the position of a "Morse Watchman Key" while he [HANSON]
was performing a fire watch patrol. The previous day, Quality Assurance (QA)
had performed an audit of security and recommended that this key be moved
further into the room. AVILES, who had designed the program, agreed to do
that and told HANSON to move it during his patrol. HANSON refused to do so
because he believed he was not supposed to perform any duties except fire
watch duties during patrol. TURNBULL said this was a 35 to 40 minute patrol
which had to be completed within 45 minutes to. 1 hour. In order to move the
"Morse Watchman Key" properly, HANSON would have had to pry it off the wall
and glue it to another location. The glue would have to cure 3 to 5 minutes
before the key would adhere properly to the wall. TURNBULL said after HANSON -
completed his patrol, AVILES again asked him to move the "Morse Watchman Key,"
since his patrol was completed. TURNBULL again refused, and AVILES sent him

home for refusal to comply with his supervisor’s orders. TURNBULL said he did

not believe HANSON provided AVILES with a reason for refusing AVILES’ second
request, but in his [TURNBULL’s] opinion, HANSON thought he was "being picked

on "

Case No. 4-95-070 , ' Exhibit o
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TURNBULL said, although HANSON was not a Union member since he was a temporary
employee, HANSON contacted him after the incident with AVILES. HANSON asked
him if fire watch personnel were required to perform other duties. TURNBULL
said Waterford 3 procedures [FP-001-014 6.1.5] prohibited performance of other
duties during the performance of fire watch duties. :

TURNBULL said he conveyed HANSON's complaint to BROOKS, but BROOKS told him
this was an administrative procedure, and HANSON should have complied with
AVILES® request. HANSON never came back on site at Waterford 3, and he was
fired or allowed to resign as a result of this incident. TURNBULL believed
what happened to HANSON was unfair which was why he complained to the NRC
Resident Troy PRUETT. TURNBULL said.he was not present during either
discussion between HANSON and AVILES, and the information he was providing was
as given to Him by HANSON. ’

AGENT’S NOTE: On January 18, 1996, TURNBULL provided the reporting

* agent with HANSON’ ent’s telephone number where a message could be j;a::j
left for HANSON %

This report prepared on January 18, 1996, from 1agent’s notes.

Virg%%;a Van Cieave, Senior Special Agent

Office of Investigations Field Office, RIV
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REPORT OF INTERVIEW
WITH
SONNY E. HANSON

HANSON was interviewed by telephone M from
March 12, 1996, by Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) Sen

Virginia Van Cleave, regarding an allegation that he was d ed by a
security shift supervisor (SSS) to relocate a "Morse \vlatchrn;_;%.u;‘_._,h f
e e

Entergy’s Waterford 3 while he was on patrol. HANSON relat

information in substance.

H stated he has been employed as a SN R

3 Misince Christmas 1995. From approximately September 0 :;7<:;/
ovember 1995, he was employed as a temporary fire watch by The Wackenhut .
Corporation (TWC) at Waterford 3. His duty was to perform hourly fire watch

patrols during his 12 hour shifts. This was his only experience working at a
nuclear facility. During his last month at Waterford 3, he worked on the

night shift. His immediate supervisor was a TWC Lieutenant named Woody, but

he could not remember Woody’s last name. Woody’s supervisor was an Entergy

employee, Captain Edward AVILES.

HANSON recalled that one night in November 1995, Woody told him that AVILES
wanted him [HANSON] to move a Morse Watchman Key further back in one of the
rooms HANSON checked during patrol. HANSON said he refused to do so, because
the Morse Watchman Keys were AVILES’ idea, should have been his sole _
responsibility, and he [HANSON] would be held accountable if he put it in the
wrong place. In HANSON’s opinion, AVILES wanted him to move the key because
he [AVILES] was too lazy to do it himself. He said AVILES and other
supervisors did almost nothing and the lower level workers did everything. *

HANSON said he told Woody moving the Morse Watchman Key was AVILES® job, he
[HANSON] did not get paid to do AVILES’s job, he did not want to do it, and he
was not going to do it. HANSON said Woody asked him two more times that
evening to move the key, and each time he refused to do so. The third time
Woody told him he would have to leave if he refused to move the key again, and
HANSON said "good" and left the site. HANSON said he could have easily moved -
the Morse Watchman Key in about five minutes, but he refused to do so out of

"principle.”

HANSON said he reported to work the next evening as usual and was told to

report to TWC’s site representative, Tim BROOKS, who told him he [HANSON] .
needed to perform job duties as assigned. HANSON told BROOKS he was not paid

to move Morse Watchman Keys, this was not part of his specific assigned ’
duties, and he would not do anything other than the specific duties assigned

to a fire watch. BROOKS told him he would be terminated if he refused to

comply with this type of request by Entergy supervision. HANSON said he and
BROOKS reached a "mutual agreement" that he would be terminated by TWC.

Case No. 4-95-070 Exhibit
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HANSON said he had been involved in an earlier conflict with SSS Marion SLATE,
but SLATE was "not involved in this [key incident] at all,” and the previous
incident with SLATE was totally unrelated to the incident with AVILES.

HANSON commented that he thought the reporting agent was calling to discuss an
incident he had previously been questioned about by NRC Senior Physical
Security Specialist Thomas DEXTER. He said he and other fire watches were
posted on two doors that required armed officers, but they were not armed, and
he confirmed this incident to DEXTER.

This report prepared on March 12, 1996, from agent’s notes.

ﬁ1r%%%1a Van Eieave, Senior Special Agent

Office of Investigations Field Office, RIV

Case No. 4-95-070 Exhibit
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