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Allegation No.: RIII-92-A-0139

Docket No.:

Facility: THERMAL SCIENCE, INC.

Case Agent: PAUL

Date Opened: 01/13/93

Source of Allegation: A 

Notified by: OAC:RIII

Category: IH

Subject/Allegation:

Priority:

Case Code: RV

ALLEGED EMPLOYMENT DISCRIMINATION AGAINST AN EMPLOYEE FOR HIS 
REFUSAL TO FALSIFY RECORDS

Remarks:

Monthly Status ReDort:

01/13/93:

a 39= Q 3 I

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 compL~t= of the criminal case against TSI (01 Case No. 3-91-006)
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INVESTIGATION STATUS RECORD

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

Allegation No.: RIII-92-A-0139

Docket No.

Source of Allegation: A 

Notified by: OAC:RIII

Case Agent: WALKER 

Date Opened: 01/13/93

Priority: 
Management

HIGH (Coordinated with RIll 
Staff)

Category: IH 

Subject/Allegation:

Case Code: RV 

ALLEGED EMPLOYMENT DISCRIMINATION AGAINST AN EMPLOYEE FOR HIS 
REFUSAL TO FALSIFY RECORDS

Remarks:

Monthly Status Report:

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 
endin completion the criminal case against TSI (01 Case No. 3-91-006)

NOTE: This was an evaluation. It is being upgraded to a full investi- -j 

gation under the new process review (DG 94-001, Appendix F, 10/01/94). 

Awaiting completion of criminal case against TSI. Status: PEN ECD: N 

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

OI:RIII to proceed with investigation. Status: FWP ECD: 08/95

Field work suspended per DOJ request. This case has been re-assigned 
to Senior Investigator Walker. Status: PEN ECD: UNSCHEDULED 

Per discussions with 01 Deputy Director Roger Fortuna, this allegation 
be administratively closed and, if appropriate/warranted, will be re
evaluated for re-opening. Status: PEN ECD: UNSCHEDULED 

Closed by OI:RIII on March 30. 1995, and will be issued in April.  

Case closed, report issued 4/12/95.

Closed: 03/30/95 A 

Issued: 04/12/95 

DOJ Action:

Closed Action: 

Referred:

DOJ Action Date:

Staff days to Completion(WAR): 
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EXHIBIT 3



REPORT OF INTERVIEW 
WITH 

LARRY SNEAD 

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:OI Investigator Richard L.

DeVjtto. SMEAD was interviewed regarding the potential falsification of

fire watch tour logs-by a former contract fire watch employee identified as 

SNEAD's report and investigation of this matter was earlier 

ided to this investigator by the Cook NRC resident inspector and is 

indexed as Exhibit 2.  

SNEAD recalled a review of fire watch tours performed by from 

November 17, 1993, through December 31, 1993, and identiPied 22 tours which 

were not verifiable via card reader or other sources.  

SNEAD stated he interviewed ~ on Nay241994 n the company of 177 
Scott GANE, Cook ComplianceToordtinator. thatthe interview, 

denied falsifying the tours in question a n t hecked the 

areas as reported.  

4sid that since not all watch areas in question were a~gjiqontrolled, 
a4sot disciplined or let.,go for cause. However,•.a le•etgo f 

ajd6ý ractor failed to retain ; ased 

inn4SNEAD further indicated that at 06eastThur of 
eseours exce t echntcalspecifications 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.  

Riphard 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 
1 Riverside Plaza 
Columbus, OH 43216 

Docket Nos.: 50-315; 50-316 

Reported by: 

Harold G. Walker, Senior Special Agent 
Office of Investigations 
Field Office, Region III 

WAF

Report Date: September 30, 1996 

Control Office: OI:RIII 

Status: CLOSED 

Reviewed and Approved by:

Richard C. Paul, Director 
Office of Investigations 
Field Office, Region III 

•NING

\This Report of Investigation consists of pages 1 through 7, with 
\exhibits 1 through 5 . It has not been reviewed pursuant to Title 10 

OFR Subsecti 2. 90(a) exempti or has any emp material been-
dOleted. '6 not sseminate, ce i the Pubic Docu oewrbr 
discuss tle content of thisheport outsi e NRC without authority of the 
approvn official oathis,eport. Treat as "OFFICIAL USE ONLY."



SYNOPSIS

This investigation was initiated by the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
(NRC), Office of Investigations (01), 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.
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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 (01), Region III (RIII), on June 28, 1996, to 

determine 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 

t~g 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 

interviewed 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 Nay 13, 1996, with additional 

information related t thealleged missitn•Jar code. The misplacement of the 

bar code tag by mresulted mnqw receiving a warning letter and 

psychological screening (Exhibit 3-5).  

Coordination with NRC Staff 

On September 9, 1996, the NRC:RIII Allegation Review Board reconvened to 

discuss the matter. After discussion, the information provided by LABIS and 

reviewing the documentation from OCCP, the board concluded that there was no 

violation of a regulatory requirement and that further investigation by 

OI:RIII is not warranted.

Case No. 3-96-032 5



Closure Information 

After a preliminary review of this matter and coordination with tho Regional if 
Administrator, RIII technficaltaf fL Counsflfl has. een

Case No. 3-96-032 6



LIST OF EXHIBITS

Exhibit 
No. Description 

1 Investigation Status Record (ISR), dated June 28, 1996.  

2 Incident Report, dated May 11, 1996.  

3 Condition Report No. 96-0778, dated May 13, 1996.  

4 Interview Report with Jim LABIS, dated August 28, 1996.  

5 Copy of Memo to file from J.F. LABIS, dated May 16, 1996.
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SMITH 

L9,.  
8YANIZ MY.H£gUR INC.

Rev. 10-A

INCIDENT REPORT 

Incident Number:-~'' 

Date:_______

Type of Incident: ,% AZ,~ i~tAie/ 

Date of Incident: J~i9 TmofIcen:,• ,4c-//o) -' 

People Involved 

Name' Companiy Key Card# Ext. # 

K -ý

Immediate Notification Made To: L-7' RE4F:.A, 4  J -A/le~ax 

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 
pertinent inf ormation). If more space is needed, fill out the supplement form 

76? 
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AFTER ASSESSMENTS INDICATE NOTIFICATIONS MADE

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

(2) Plant Protection H 
Superintendent(Copy)

(3) Site Manager 
(Original) 

(4) Shift Sec.Supv 
(Copy) 

(5) FFD Coord.  

if FFD Related 

(6) NRC/By

[]

[3 

[1

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

(8) Cont.Site Mgr [] 
(Required by phone 
or E-Mail)

Name 

Name 

Name 

Name 

Name 

Name 

Name

SSS/FPSS Comments to include corrective action if needed:1,' /b$•& •','4,4c

Signature 

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

"Signature 

Plant Protection Superintendent: 

Site Manager: 
" Sinature

S- '.Snature

Condition Report Submitted: Yes [I No H

Turned over to Stanley Smith Safety Committee: 
• . t ,

Yes [N No H
'HIBIT ___ -

-2- le

_ýerll 6:V__
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SMITH 

x5rANrI' S~ur"h Smotrry, .C

Rev. 5-A

SUPPLEMENT TO INCIDENT REPORT

Incident Number: 1.l 

Date: -/-9: 

Type of Incident: ~•y•e~

Reported. By: A/?oI?~?d azl/P/K 

Incident Facts: 0,7 le, 

A .4k. R /;) - lt,4 -5 4- ck,7

Page /jof L

2k 

IR6a;

Z: 4/e?-'7t/ -t70 AI/P6d 

j-,' 7- 7-h~ e-~9~x~~ 

tee 2~eoo? 09L30,-'r /:-e-

Reported By (Sianature)

SuDervisor' s Sicnature

:7 IBIT
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SMvITH Rev. 5 -A 

SUpPPLMNT TO INCIDENT REPORT 

Incident ifrumberiz f(0 ýPagej/of. 2 

Date: 

Type of Incidenlt: 
La*"SA KC'1r 141KOEer) 

Reported. By: -4J/,Vd 4a~A 

Inciden~t Facts: ~4tva 71 _2 11,4 7M s~ ~ , 

/16O. A4 i//09 AM -4 ' 4~stA Ya44-eJJ kJ 

CA) herk? p&e9 /o". /0,0O -0 l~,I ,~,: F~ ~6 

-t.4 jIA5, aw 
/O01 104(le 

7/ 1' * - £ d d,0 -4 

IJA244 0-0eE kt R-eO CbL'e.d ZJ /a00 i A0V WAX'S.' 

1-. re AtS 74-V:,e- Ae 

~~/,,~ 4¼~*~o,'~ /,W si 4 ~ M 

Re.,- (~cd 0: e,$' d -uteo .. poV 4 k 41 74M4 z~vd /fc c/ 

Reported By Sianature) 

Supervisor's Sianature "o0z) L~2 
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SMITH Rev. 5-A 

wr~-crSUI" KC~ltr- 2c-SUPPLEMENT 
TO INCIDENT REPORT 

Incident Number~.2--(L~--- 
page c f~ 

Date: ztL41-~ 

Type of Incidenlt... , 

ReportedBy C2/') -A"9l47A) 

incident Facts:Is 

26 4 

................. ell, 

/4'~~~~~~~~~~~S /7~- csCe ~ -i ~!, /J o~~ ~'B 

lIi 
-, 

Reore By (Siaatur 

Rue rvisorB Sina~turee 
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Date 

Subject

From

May 1], 1996 

Letter of Instruction

Guy Tollas

To

I The patpose of this letter is to reinforce expectations 

concerning operator conduct.  
On 5-11-96, while in the Unit One Reactor Cable Tunnel, 

you mdved a bar code plaque on a door from a line of sight location 

to a location on 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.  
After discussing 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, I believe you now 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

f.

";MHIBIT 

C- C C_ PAGE(S'

I

:~
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-%..1-M~a t 
Jrc-u '4.A 9 -~7 6Z

C2 ~pdon Report Number ' -
inator)

Outage Management Notified: 

Originator's Supervisor Review:
Nam

I NIA 

Daft

Supervisor's Comments: This eve'n't 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 granted.

References
Reference Documents: 
QAINSDRC AuditzSurv. Number 
NRC Inspection Repott/FidUng Number, 
Specificaion(s) Tech Spec 3.7.10 
Proceduri Number(s) FPI 2270 
Drawing Number(s) 
Design C.ange Number 
JO Numbe 
Purchase Order 
Code/Standard 10 CFR 73.71, (I) (3) 
Other (i.e., Previous PRs or CRs. e;c.) 

Equipment Involved: F Yes E No 
*oro anenc FDB Identification Number: 

- c:7
N aF "o ri 

, . , '

CLL 
:,sHIBIT - " K" 

r r

eart A (Ong

!

Reported By Larry Smead Department/Section Planr Protection ,.PRO) 
Pnat d S•p 

:port Date 5-13-96 me of Condition 5-11-96 / uf_96-0778 

Unit Affec ted: 7X I11ý2 F1Both 11 N/A PAGE .LL.JOF J 
Condition Identification and Descripylon 

Description of Condition: On 5-11-96, a Fire Tour of Unit I CRq was being conducted4n 

accordance with T.S. 3.7.L0. 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 

closutre 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 .... .............. Oprations, 

as being in the area. A phone call was made to the Control Room and%* ,uestioned 

qN stated he knew nothing about the missing Bar Code. After finding the Bar Code 
a second phone call was made to the Control Room and !poken with. WhenP 

"Wwas 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 Contiuation Sheet 

Method of Discovery: Tour being performed in accordance with Tech Spec 3.7. 10.  

,. Continuation- Sheet 

[mmediite Action Taken: Call ,made to Fire Protection Supervisor to have Bar Code 

replaced. Search for original Bar Code and investigation initiated.  

Continuation Sheet



Page 2 of 2 

"/. 96-0778 

Continuation of Part A .AGE 

Description of Condition: -

offered no further infr-mation.  

UiINO admitted 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, 

.1 deliberately and willfully obstructed a security investigation by originally 

stating he knew nothing of the event.  

--76



Part B (SS Review) 

Tecn. Soec. Action Stateme 
TeCn. Soec. Comoensatory

NR�

9(cL - )'7-7 d

Unit 1 Unit 2 
nt Entered: -'r 

Action Initiated: '.j 2 
N/A 

Nan-ENS Off-Site Notifications Ld: 

Name of Person Cont3ced Contacted By

cR 96-0778 

PAGE -2 0 F /D

Date Time
S... ..... °....... .°.°... °°, ..........  

AEPSC ...............................  

I&M ...................................  
State of Michigan ..............  
NRC Resident inspector ....  

Shift Supervisor Review by; -

/ Date :•. 3 /6•c/ Time /•±I/,2

Comments

Part C (STA Review) 

Unit One Mode _ 

Reactor Trip El Yes nNo 
ESF Actuation EYes [3No 
Tech. Spec. Reference(s) _

Unit Two Mode ,_ _ 

Reactor Trip EYes E No 
ESE Actuation L- Yes stio

Tecn. Spec. Table Reference(s)

Promot Onerabilitv Determination: 

Required? El Yes (See Attached) 

Safety Related Equipment involved 
Safety Related Equipment Inoperable 

Prompt Renortabililv Determination:
Ucensing Coordinator Contacted 

NRC ENS Notifjcafion Made 

STA Comments K o-e_

•0 

El Yes 
El Yes

El Yes 
E3 Yes °

0rNo Name of Contact 
ONo 

•tf Yes a=L Evm Noficaon WoohW (ue PMP 7030.01.001)

I~~~ 1-'7& at ______Time____

- -tLný

Condition Report Humber

I
LIA

Date



:'artt 0 (CAG Ravi*,)

Canditzn HeOtwt Number -PAGE O 

Tri mmer to AEPSC/iant CAG 
Dame __ _ _ __ _ _rittal _ _ _

PotentW~ to irrioact Fire Proteicofl Docurments*:-' Yes No 
Potmnal Environmenul Quaifiation issue: 7j Yes NO 
Ba~cxu Operanfity Determination Required: 7- Yes No It Yes& Assigned to ________Due

Risk ______UICncaIIrY ______ Level of Root cause _______Lvlo ot~ 
indicated by matm Cause assigned

To be Resoived Prior to: 
lime aliotea tar Investiatonl (Non

or Mode Number_______ ______ 

inyl 15a too PIM30 I a 4an Mt urf 
iM 30 U" W LM AN

Investigation Due Date 2 
Assigned 1c: Lri'r , 11-e S 

Evaiuation Team Leader~ __________ 

Evaluabon Team Membev _________ 

Level of Redaew/Aparav;I equ-ired: Deozrtrnet SucerintendentlSecton Manger 
0Assis=n Plant Manager/flvsion ManaWe 

SPtant Nutlea Safety Review Comrnie 

CAG Commnents IYA,•

Doc=uantred discraoancy adetermined nlot to constiute in adverse condition 
SDrawing discrepancy to Oc transtertea to appropriate AEPSC Design oa g21ition for resolution

CAG Review by flsft .�

mmmin minm miniininPRELIMINARY REPORTABIMIYREMIWminn 

Recoorabte to Oftsite Agency(s): M Yes ;ffNo 0 To Be Determined (Poendtialy Reportable) 

SLER (Per 1 OCCR) Due Cates: PNSRC Crttique ______NRC 

SiNPO VIA HPES 
r7 INPO VIA NET WORK 
C2 Omher, To ________Due Dates: PNSRC ______Appfimble Red~ient_____

LUccosuig Acftity Caordinator (AEPSC CAG) " Dali

�.jU444aIh�4*�



Condition Reporl Number ''9 PAGE OF 

Part E (Evaluator) Investigation

Continuation Sheet: 

"rendingflrsckiug Data: Maintenance Rule Data: EN/A 

Causal Hunm.an Beha•ioral Functional Failure []Yes 0 No 

Factor Codes Factor Codes Maintenance Prevenable FF OYes O No 

. Primary 7.._.Z Primary Repetitive MPFF QYes C] No 

Secondary Secondary Unplanned Power Reduction OYes C No 

Possible Possible Scram/Safety System actuation OYes 0 No 

PMI 4100 Violation " CYes 0 No 

E ~ Train Code (A. B. or N if applicable) 

SE supervisory Group Functional Group Code (wee 12 PUP 7030 W'IT.O01) _____ 

E ~ E 0 Contract Orlgandzfou fl Wi plkable)

Corrective Action

Coodoulao Sheet : 

Preventive Actios 

3,6 f Ja -7.4 
[ 

Conzinuaiiof Shee: 0 

Evaluator 
Dame 9-/k

'vi see Oper-ability Determination Sheet: 

Continuation Sheet: 

Subject event mncc definition of Maintenlance Reork [C]Yes [ No If yesnter re-work facwo (z-) which tesuitd in cvcnC 

Cause Description
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ayes E] No E NIA

- No 

ENo 
[2"No

E 

E 

E

ENoE 

ENoD 

ENoE

0 Yes 

a-yes 

Eyes 

EYes 

W2Yes 

ayes 

Eg"Yes 

L31•esI 

11"Y'es 

1"Y°

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A

E N/A

."E No E- N/A

E3No 

No
El

N/A 

N/A

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

Cannot be Determined 

2. Corrective Actions Taken/Scheduled To Remedy Symptoms of Problem 

3. Preventive Actions Taken/Scheduled To Preclude Recurrence of Cause 

4. Investigation Reveals Potential Outside Agency Notification Required (10CFR21, 

INPO, Network, etc.) 

5. Operability Determination Indicates Inoperable Component 

6. Investigation Adequately Addresses Regulatory Significance And Safety Impact 

7. Trending/Tracking Data Correctly Reflects Root Cause Text Staement 

8. In-house Operating Experience Reviewed in Accordance with Section 12.2.1 

(Applicable to Category A. B, or C) 

9. industry Operating Experience Reviewed in Accordance with Section 12.2.1 

(Applicable to Category A. B, or C) 

10. Operating Experience (in-house and industry) L=s L~ared Incorporate into 

Correctve/Preventive Actions. (If not Incorporated Provide an Explanation in CR 

Investigation. Applicable to Category A, B, or C) 

i1. Concurrnce Obtained For All Open Items 

12. CR Forms Arm Filled Out Property

Department superintendeWnet/SCon Manager _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __Date& 7___ 

Final ReportabiLity (AEPSC Only) ~..Date_ _ _ _ _ 

Final Dispositiz= Applo-val*" Date _ _ _ _

Part H (PNSRC Review) 

Approved dYes E PNSRC MeetinglI (' Dame 

Comments Lbfk Oci

0 No
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INVESTIGATIOH 

On May !7. 1996, a bar code tag, used to verify fire watch tour compliance.  
-.as disco';ered to have been moved from its normal location near the center of 
Reactor Cable Tunnel tRCT) f:re door 4333, to a location partiaIly obstructed 
ftom .::ew by tht door's automatic closing device.  

Technical Soecification (T.S.) 3.7.10 requires, in part, the performance of 
hourly fire watdh 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.  

At .approximately 1114 hours, a security officer approached Fire Door #333 but 
was unable to readily locate the magnetic bar code plaque normally located 
approximately at eye level.  

As the same officer had performed the previous tour, it was apparent the bar 
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 f-ire door #333. At 1125 hours, 
upon closer scrutiny, the bar code was located in the vicinity of the door's 
automatic closing--device.  

Shortly after being notified of the missing bar code, the SSS performed a 
security computer search' to identify personnel traffic in the RCT. It was 
determined that the only..4x dual to have entered the RCT other than fire 
tour personnel, was a. performing routine tour 
activities.  

The SSS contacted the and asked if he had seen a missing bar codeý, inside 
the DRT 247 (Fire Door #339).. The 0requested the SSS to clarify the door 
in question. The SSS stated the door in question was the first door as you 
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.

.t
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When the SSS was notified the bar code had been located, the security 

supervisor again called the 4 and relayed to him :hat the bar code tag had 

been found behind the door closure. After being tcod that he had been the 

only other person in the area, theA stated that he had moved -he bar code 

on fire door #333. When asked why, the 0 stated he "did nct know.' 

The fire tour was completed without further incident.  

CAISE DESCRIPTION 

The cause of the event was personnel error.  

While performing a normal tour of the RCT, the .noticed the magnetic bar 

( code and picked it up to examine it. Not being fully aware of the purpose of 

the bar code, the replaced the tag behind the automatic door closure.  

When initially questioned about the missing bar code tag, the stated he 

had not seen anything unusual. Although the door in question was initially 

misrepresented by the Shift Security Supervisor, the failed to offer any 

clarifying information that could have expedited the finding of the missing 

tag.  

After being contacted a second time, the realized the seriousness 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 

S( purpose 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 tc 

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

wben initially asked* by the Security Supervisor why he moved the bar code, the 

•/• ninitially stated he "did not know". Subsequent discussions revealed the 

O realized his lack of professionalism and was embarrassed to admit to the 

SSS his attempt at "'a prank on a fellow employee.  

CORRECTIVE ACTION -= 

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

protection personnel to have the missing bar code replaced. Security 

-personnel continued to search ,for the missing bar code and were able to locate 

it approximately 10 minutes from the time it was discovered missing.
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PREVENTIVE AcTION 

lessons learned E-mail describing the event and the purpose of the bar code 

was distributed to all operations personnel.  

The event was discussed with the individual involved. The potential 

consequences of his error in judgement were stressed. Included in the 

discussion was the high degree of integrity and professionalism expected to be 

prevalent in all 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.  

included in the discussion will be managements expectation for professionalism 

and operator integrity.  

No further actions are deemed necessary at this time.  

~ L&~ V



TO: 
- Cc: 

fl: 

S _•j ect: 
Date: 
Attach: 
Certify: 
Forwarded by: 

Forwarded to: 
cc: 

Forwarded date: 
Comments by: 
Comments: 

Forwarded to: 
cc: 

Forwarded date: 
Comments by: 
Comments:

ALLSHIFT@OPS SHIFT@COOK 

Guy A Tollas@OPS SHIFT@COOK 
Tampering 
Monday, May 13, 1996 13:20:51 EDT 

N 
Guy A Tollas@OPS SHIFT@COOK 

-- - -- - - -- - - ------------------

RONALD E HARRAH@OPS SHIFT@COOK 

Friday, June 7, 1996 15:59:36 EDT 

Guy A Tollas@OPS SHIFT@COOK

Bob K Gillespie@OPS SUPPORT@COOK 

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

info 

---------------------------[Original Message] ----------------------

The intent of this letter is to inform everyone about situation-that 

occurred and needs sensativity. During a plant tour, a person moved a c: 

reader plaque from a line of sight position to a relativily non-conspicious 

location on a fire door. Why the person did this is not the purpose of this 

letter or discussed here. The objective of this letter is let everyone know 

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

The bar code readers are used by security as a means of verifying 

peronnel are performing their assigned tours at the required frequencies.  

These tours may be in the Security area or the T/S roving firewatch arena. In 

either case, they are being used to support a function that helps us verify 

our license commitments. Failure to meet these commitments could result in 

LERs, increased NRC oversight and plenty of expense to the company.  

When a person interrupts the normal functioning of plant operations 

by repositioning a iece of plant equipment, it is viewed, as is should be, 

as tampering wit h..ant equipment. Tampering with plant equipment could be 

viewed in many w up to and including a Federal Offence which could resul: 

in prison time. e very least, it has to be investigated by Security and 

anyone else invo , at considerable expense to the company.  

My advice on this, use the Think part of the STAR process. Consider 

the consequences of your actions prior to taking them

cR 96-0778 
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To: 
- Cc: 

Bcc: 

-ject: 
Date: 
Attach: 
Certify: 
Forwarded by:

*@RP@Cook 
John R. Sampson@Managerial@COOK 
Bob K Gillespie@OPS SUPPORT@COOK 
Douglas L Noble@RP@Cook 
No No's 
Friday, June 28, 1996 7:27:10 EDT

ca 96-0778 

PAGE F

N

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, if you have any questions or comments do not hesitate to ask.

Have a good weekend!
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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@MT@Cook,Patrick M McCarty@MT@Cook 

Lloyd F Dopp@MT@Cook,William E Southworth@MT@Cook 

BCc: 

From: Timothy M Walsh@MT@Cook 
Subject: Bar Codes On Doors 
Date: Thursday, June 27, 1996 13:37:53 EDT 

Attach: 
Certify: N 
Forwarded by: Timothy M Walsh@MT@Cook 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------

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

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

Comments by: Timothy M Walsh@MT@Cook 
Comments: 

I sent this to my people based upon what you presented at PNSRC yesterday, I 

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.  

-------- ------------------ [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.
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Date: 7/18/96 

Subject: CR 96-0778 Moving of Bar Code 

From: W. A. Nichols,U•W> 

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 by 
repositioning a piece of plant equipmen without direction to do so, 
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 c. J. R. Sampson 
M. B. Depuydt
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Interview Report 
with 

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 ,in substance: 

LABIS was interviewed in order to determine the extent of the licensee's 

investigation into the May 11, 1996 misplaceme tof a firewatch Bar Code tag 

on the Unit One Reactor Cable Tunnel by an employee of American 

.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.

SSecurity Captain Jack NEWTON stated in his report (attached to the Incident 

Report) that a computer transaction was made on the door from 1000 #m to 1130 

am on May 11, 1996. There were only two nd aM 1 J ld by their key 

cards, they were Security Officer OHAN and •---- upon being 

questioned by NEWTO!d0nied'any knowledge of he missing Bar Code Tag. NEWTON 

however confronted with the information retrieved from the computer which 

identified that hea was the only person other than"eurity officer OMAN 

who was in the area at the time the tag was misplaced. subsequently 
acknowledged that he had moved the tag.

Condition Report Number 96-0778 was prepared on May 13, 1976 wherein the 

Condition Identification and Description_ I.addressed, and the investigative 
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.  

The resulting disciplinary actions were as follows: 

1. A lessons learned E-Mail describing the event and the purpose of the.  

bar code was distributed to-all operations personnel.  

2. The event was discussed with and the potential consequences of 

his error in judgement.were itressed.  

3. A warning letter was placed in UI ersonnel file wherein he was 

advised that any future events 0 this nature may lead to 

disciplinary action up to and including discharge.  

4. <J'completed a psychological screening evaluation. , . -.  

E..XHIB1T . - --
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LABIS further stated that there were no falsified reports resultihg from 
.e actions and that the misplaced bar code was located approximately 

-m nu es from the time it was discovered missing. /
10

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

Harold 
Office 
Region

G. Walker, Senior Special Agent 
of Investigations Field Office 
III
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AMERICAN 
ELECTRIC 
POWER 

Date 5-] (-Y 

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 w row supervisor, Guy Tollas. Pat Russell explained the purpose of 

the bar code tags and the ramifications of missing fire protection tours. MlW as advised of the 

reportability issues and of the cost of completing investigations, regardless of the cause. The Codq of 

Federal Regulations was utilized to explain the definition of tampering and the basis for reportability 

determination. 8Ii. 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.  

1ON• dmowledged his involvement and demonstrated remorse for his actions. He explained that his 

actions were merely horseplay and in retrospect he understands that his actions caused additional work 

and stress for numerougsipdividuals 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 dosed 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 f pactiom 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 horseplay.  

AIN• received a Letter of Instruction from his supervisor and understands that future incidents of a like .7 c 
nature will result in disidplinary action up to and including termination of employment. A Condition 

Report was written and assigned to Operations for further action as deemed applicable.  

-- °HIBIT___ __

C'�SE !W. - c�,,c- �-
IN ri.



0OFF I C US ý ý 

CASE CHRONOLOGY 

Case Number Date Opened 0.edB 

, e 

Date Activity

7C 

N -15-/5- 4 775' gtu c 
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f.4 

Ad1H1- R&ý M4 A Lý 

Activity Codes LIM - 3Letter or Memo TC - Telephone Call INSP - Inspection ( 

MTG - Meeting INV - Investigation REP - Report Issued 
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in accordance with the Freedom of 1nformation 
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ACITON rTEM # p00 

RESPONSE. (Print/typ response. Use black ink only. Provkle originals to IHEA.) 

SEE ATTACHED ROOT CAUSE EVALUATION 

MAR3 1995

CR- 2-950059

information in this record was deleted 
in accordance with the Fre di of Information 
Act, exemptions . e 

FOIA

(Contiziuo an 1000. 1041 if required.) 

This respoame h verifie to be tachnicafly accuiate aud coompleft 0;ýP"a documentation is a~t ac /reforenoed.  

ACTON COMPLEMh BY- --n D M 0129-9 

CODE INSPECTOR REVIEW! _____________ DAME ____ 

(if required) 

Tbis respoane provide%7 two 'to the action. I have .K hzve not £1 issuad any follow-up ciw 

APPROVED: tATE 
fl~J3 

NOTE: Should the responsderzi a=Y equipment/syste is inopernble, immediaty conjact the Coutivi Roomn.

FORM T=TL 
ICONDITION REPORT - CORRECTIVE ACTION RESPONSI

FORM NO. REV. I
L 14W.108f ULi I .ý'..  

'qqRRO 9'c) CUAH WdflN':t7R ý.T 4HL,
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Entergy Operations.  
ANO UNIT TWO

Root Cause Analysis Report 

CR -2-95-0059 Dated 02-07-95 

REPORT DATE: 03-28-95 

Prepared by:. Wilum H. Grkqo[ry. 

Reviewed by: t 1.VA _.  

Approved by:_ _ z _ 

Responsble Manager 

{STANDARDS} 

CR -2-85-0053 ,tRGi , cR -- oo
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Problem Statement

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

C
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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. Watch had • 

Root Caus Aaaiyus Report Ewmt nlamifw 0 3
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recorded that the two hour roves were performed as required, contrary 
to the inspection results.  

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

Rest Cam Ateieb Repott

3 
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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 method involves use of the Fire Watch 
Supervisor and random inspections, but only a small portion of the 
required rooms visited each year is sampled during the inspections.  

"I
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Generic Implications

Fire watch postings affect both Unit I and Unit 2.  

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

j I.
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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 to inspect)
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Recommended Corrective Action Plan 

IMMEDIATE ACTIONS TAKEN 
1. Terminated the contract Fire Watch.  

2. The Fire Watch Coordinator performed 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 correct 
inspections I 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 required inspections as 
delineated in the log book.  

3. Revise fire watch desk guide to include an inspection of card reader doors 
verified against fire watch log entries.  
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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.
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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-1i-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 to inspect) 

Personnel Contacted: 

Walt Perks 
John Montgomery 

Tom Baker 

Bill Gregory 

Will Lang 

Mike Higgins 

C- ",, heum....D iS 

02•/ dAWY• y OkJ•t L.1..0.'., 0 10 

02/2T'd J19!O •907• E lseOKOw 0:t V s, .T_ C VW

WdVO:VO S66T-TZ-20ET Id



;']W. JI U-4;dc-Pl" -ifili GOB LUBBi P. 13/ 20

pwov M42mv moo "asIt 0 MýR=uv

IAZ!AO'd iliotA f4!lunb , T 

:sluawq3gllV

50185e4G85 P. 1303-31-1995 04:04P[l



.- I+. ji d-4;J&V H[UV kzb LUt~b'

ri

aNO 

ILNa]NH3VLLJN

P. 14
013-31-1995 04:04PM 51548

I-. 141LLI

c-5018584685



�QQ4-,QCO T r�

,-00+,DC'OTMC ~ ~ W IOP GG-Z2 

QUALITY WORK REVIEW 
FOR

WORK PE"~ORNIED 

TAMMY MOLES 

lie following ncrft wa~u reviewed1 duuing the codc f the Quality Work Review of TAUr NMals 

1. The seuity wmnputa~ prinitout for the period Januay 27.1995 begilming at 1359 and ending 
an Felmiry 10, 1"5 at 10 10 werc revicowe& The pfitat= reviW revealedwt Tami M1'oles 

follo*wed a typical &Cr VW ~ patro rout for the time perid rviewed.  

2. Manual log 1w 1 s that we= MWle out by Timi Males for fine deficaemces w=r fCVieWCd.  
ThU= w=r no armie tha would indu=t that Tami Moles did nor perform the fie %itch duties 

Fire watch peromanCe is V)1iwly evaluated by; 

1. Dail Supmmso mWdt of fth manual fim watch records (form IOOO.12B) for diaqemczeS 

2. A rndtm fdad chadk for pmfmma=c Of &abeL.

b& Maim had worked at AMR for apprudmntey 2 years prior so fthi even and had NNW~I 7C 
work pmruikz wtil. Februay 4,1995. It was during a random field do&~ that the fialsficatiom Of rCod 

By -~Dale t;6
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Page 65 of 73

(Form lnslnctios wre on Page 7 of 9 of Aftachment R)

Pbndy Edington Date: 02/24/95 CR- 2-95-0059

ASSIGNED TO: Walt Perks

Actiaz Descrptim This CIL is " Signifcaut - CARB Required" per the CRG. Evaluate the condition and 
present your evaluation to me in ancrdance with the guidelines avaijable from ]HERA. Promptly* contact 

_____________at Ext. 5417 of HEA to obtain the guidcfine and an explanation of the proces 
(this assistance may be waived if you are familiar with the evaluation proces.) Provide your evaluation to THMA 
for review prior to subaitting it to me for approval.

OalmimgRewaiait? M No E3 bisc Unit(s) Affected IVA

Assigned contacted by N/A.- CRG Action Assignment (aign a~e) for coacuirence wfth actmo and due dae if 
outside cooes depauuntn or msrke N/A if within.  
V'~.mnab is canu~dhVwd soa he tkin one wrftir dop.

.ITEMd#_ 

Action Descd~npta
ASSTIGN TO.

N/A
OpWna1Rcsftaint? 0 No) ~HwtP 0 Oriacauity E3 MW tUnits) Affected

Ausiped contactd by _________ 

outtride one'sdcparant orntmakd NIAif wiffin.

ASSIGNED TO.,

(sign iimiwJ for coannurrce with action and due dute if

DUE DATE:

Action Description:

N/A
Opezatna Restaint 0 No O3Heatup 03 CKWWR~iY 13Misc Unit(s) Affcted

Auaipcd conacted by _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

outside, one's depmnmetac or marked NIA if within
(sign name) $br concorrnwi with action and due date if

/15
3 Id

P?/QT'-4

Auigoed br.

00 DUE DATE: 3r2"5/9

OUEDATE:

FORM TfILE: FORM NO. REV, 

CNTINROR-COETIVE ACTON ASSIGNMENT 1OOO1O4 1

9T'd S89VeS9TOS
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Page 86 of 73

(Form Instructions ae on Page 7 of e of Attachment H) 

Assigned By. Date. CR- -

ITrt &/ ASSIGNZD TO: /'/.• _- . DI 

Action Description: . e ex,,'• i_. F,.,,

7E DATE. •-2 '--.•

Unit (s) 
Operational Restraint? ý;No Offe•tup E-Criticality OKise Affected C_ 

Assignee contacted by Ale (sign name) for concurrence 
with action and due daate' i outside one's depart•ent or marked N/A if within.  

IT _# ASSZIGNED TO& ME DA7Z: 0 

Action Description: 

Unit is) 
Operational Restraint? QNo ieatup Criticality 0t4±sc Affected 

Assignee contacted by a (sign name) for concurrence 
with action and due date 1f o7uts onele i e a en or marked N/A if within.  

_T__#_. _ ASSIGNED DUE DATE 

Action Description.  

................................. ...... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..

Operational Restraint7 Quo QlHeatup 

Assignee contacted by 
with action and due date if outside one's

unit i3) 
[OCr~ticality OKNIsc Affected __ 

(sign name) for concurrence 
depArz•ent or marked N/A If withLn.

.

CONDITION REPORT - CORRECTIV AC•ION ASSIGNMENT- -. I 1M104E 1 1 1 
02/1T d-JH I F

2ýT " S89v8s8TOS
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LfAd By WLP KSjaf t 049 
Ami nM 3y __LT__ __ __ __ __ __ _ at 03-14-95

Page 65 of 73 

QR-2 925AK5t

EM# 12, ASSIGED TO: WriTlAM H- c RrGuv DUEPATE, f-495 
Action escription 

p12 in the firewatch desk guide guideli• to perform monthiy walk downs to assure that the 
rewatch am perforning the required inspetions as delineated in the log book.

Operadmoal Rstmint? X No Fi 

AssigCneeactnied by 
outside one's depmdmair or marked N/A if within.

ITEM#__

"clritcay Mis Unit(u)Affeced _ 

(sign name) for coawnnce with action and due dais if

ASSIGNED TO: DUE DATE _ _ _

N/A

Operaional Restnt? - No RMP 

Mssigc conweed by 
ouide one's depm• enat or mued NIA if within.

"- Critiality o Masc Unit()Afh•etd 

(.ign xwwi) for c•caurr e with ation ad due date if

Aro coM# ASSIGNED TO:

Opmrational Retaint? No " liep 

Asslg•e contaced by 
outide one'g department or marked N/A if within.

".Crticality o Mime Unisz)Affectad 

(si=n name) for oMnarmunce with action and duo daze if 

"•- "-'-•... . -=P~ es 
FORM No. REV.  

S1000.1I04E 11
FORM TITLE: 

CONDITION REPORT - CORRECrIVE ACTION ASSIGN)

"l"gJ dIqf-l qCC)I fJ•.H -FPI-- r / TU 4H-'

DUE DATE;

N/A

BT Id $89v8s810s

•MaJ

0_?/RT "•4
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MAR 3 0 19951 (VoM InotructimAns am on Paft 7 of 8 of At•ta=it M 
Assigned By: WALT PERMS Date: 03-27-95

Page 65 of 73 

CR-2 9-5

ITEM 03 
Action Decription:

ASSIGNED TO: W'II•AM if. GEMORY DUE DATE; 04_-4-95

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

Operationa Rstramnt X No

Assi onee c •anacted by __rked _____f_____ 

outside one's depautmeat or marWe N/A if widiin.

- Critiewity o Mise Uuit(a)Affectld C

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

ITEM# 04 ASSIGNED TO- WUIAJAM H. GREGORY DUEDATE;: 0&-0

Action Descdpliam; 

Detemzine the cost of implemePn ti a bar code system for fire watch inspection record keeping.  
Provide written recommvn datnin (with cost benefit analysis) to managment

Operational Restraint? X No

Aotsiee ontc•t=d by __r____IA __fwithin 

outside cim's department or marked N/A if within.

- Crtclty o Misc Unil(A)Affe.ed C

(sign name) for cancuue with actiom and due date if

ITEM# 05 ASSIGNED TO: VWI'TLAM H. GREXORY DUE DAM 063

Update fire watch lesson plans to include: 
Proper record keeping and the results of falsifying records, (employee termination, and employee 

banded from working at nuclear plants).  
A sign off sheet showing that the trainee understands the results of falsfying records.

Operational Restraint? X No " Heatup "- Critafity o Mfis Unit(s)Affected C

Assignee contActed by 
outside one's department or aruked N/A if within.

I FORM TITLE: 
CONDITION REPORT - CORRECTIVE ACTION ASSIGNMENT

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

F"1.4 :'

FORM NO.  
1000. 104E

02/GT dc

REV.  
",I _7:•

6T Id S89V8•8TOS wdso:vo S66T-T2-20
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(Form Imnstrctions are an Page 7 of 8 of Altachinint M) 
WAT.IPVFVT'* Date., 3-R-175-Assigned BY:

Pape 65 of 73 

CR-2 95-0059

rTrEW J06 ASSIGNED TO: DbAVID FOWERJ KFZVIh P113T DUE DATE: 12129 
AcfionLDceonptior 

Conduct a speuiul CA audit to evaluate the fire watch training and doe results of traihing by observing tire watoh field 
inheuians during the modt Unit 2 outage ntaffing period..

Opermaioa Resazmt? X No - HlaUMP 

AssiVWee craWdby WflflAMILO.GREORY_ 
oUftide Me's depaftmen or madmed N/A if withn.

-criticality 0 Mise Umrt(m)Afcfeted C~ 

-(sign name) for capmuiveae with sction and due date if

rTM& 07~ AMSGNIED TO: WILLIAM ]L GRECTOEX DUE DATk W1,95 

Action Dftcrpdon: 

Varisty cremstiv nations so previews CWe ad Rest Comes Evahiatius bane beew implemented.  

Operuziona Reuftaii? X No 0 feku pr Culoaiy 

Assigne contacted by _________________(sign name) fbe conourmmc widi action and due date if 
outside one's deapmtnest or -mI I NIA if within.

_____ ASSIGNED) TO: 

Action Description: 

O)pemfda9Resif N

outzide oue's deputmenit or ixmrked N/A if withfin

FORM TIX: 
.1CONDMTON REPORi - CORRECZTIVE, AMTON ASSIGN~

Pf
(-dcaiicty o Misc Unit(m)Affected _ 

(sign iwne) for coommernce with a~cti and due date if 

FO1M NO. N li ~MENT 100D. 11M4E1

P7, /n P*
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SYNOPSIS

On January 18, 1995, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC), Office of 
Investigations (01), 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 I
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DETAILS OF INVESTIGATION

Allegation 

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

Applicable Regulations 

10 CFR 50.7: Employee Protection (1994 Edition) 

10 CrR 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 (01), 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) prior to the, 
completion of required CWP work steps (Exhibit 1).  

Background

On January 18, 1995, SURGJNER 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 required CWP work steps had not been completed.  
SURGINER related that several times, in the fall of 1993, he was a sked by his 
su ery sor, Nathaniel PALMER, a contractor currently employed by.

and formally employed 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 completing 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 
DOL (Exhibit 2).  

.INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: During the course of the NRC:RIV 01 investigation, 
the CWP in question was idqntified as CWP 90-2053/900034-3 (Exhibit 3).  

Interview of Alleqer (Exhibits 4 and 5) 

On February 8, 1995 (Exhibit 4), and October 27, 1995 (Exhibit 5), SURGINER 
was interviewed by NRC:RIV 01. SURGINER stated on October 11, 1993, he and

Case No. 4-95-004 7



his helper, Todd GOODE, Bechtel Insulator, were insulating penetration seals 

in a junction box in ANO's Unit 1 control room. SURGINER stated thit he did 

not finish the work on the junction box and told his-supervisor, PALMER, 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 [URGINER'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 jumction 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 

-hadleft 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 hewas discriminated against and terminated for refusing to falsify work 

steps on fire protection seals and they stated substantially as follows.  

Interview of Terry L. SITTMAN (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. SITIMAN 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.  

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: SITTMAN was informed that George KING, Bechtel 
Superintendent, signped the CWP 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) / 

D. GOODE stated that he is an estimator for the 
Little Rock, Arkansas, and his son, T. GOODE, is an insulator fo

Case No. 4-95-004 8



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 I 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] 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 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 
OI'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 a-s complete, when it was not.  

On January 16, 1996, additional clarification regarding a potential violation 
of procedures was verbally requested by OI: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 NVC 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 determine 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.
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MR. KIRSPEL: For the record, this is an 

interview of John Surginer, and John, would you spell 

your complete name for me, please? 

MR. SURGINER: John, J-O-H-N, Michael, 

M-I-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:

-. Ium-�i
MR. KIRSPEL: Your date of birth and Social 

Security number, please? 

MR. SURGINER: " IUW 

1-

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. BY 

thatIs correct.  

MR. KIRSPEL: T y's date is February 8th, 

1995, and the time is approximately 5:40 p.m.  

My name is Robert Kirspel, I'm an 

Investigator for the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 

Office of Investigation, Region IV, Arlington, Texas.  

NEAL R. GRO3S & CO., INC.  
(202) 234-4433
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1 This interview is being transcribed and tape 

2 recorded by Court Reporter, Mark Pigmon.  

3 John, if you would stand now and raise your 

4 right hand, I will administer an oath.  

5 Whereupon, 

6 JOHN MICHAEL SURGINER 

7 after first being duly sworn, was examined and 

8 testified, as follows: 

9 EXAMINATION 

10 BY MR. KIRSPEL: 

11 Q John, I understand you have an attorney 

12 that's representing you, but she has advised you that 

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

14 correct? 

15 A That's correct.  

16 Q And you have no problem on talking with me 

S1 without your attorney being present, is that correct? 

18 A That's correct.  
z 

zC 19 Q Now, for the record, what is your attorney's 
w 

6 20 name? 

021 A Diana Maulding.  

22 Q John, I also need to advise you that this is 

23 a voluntary interview, that you're not compelled to be 

24 here. If, at anytime you wish to end the interview for 

25 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.  

2 If, for any* reason you want to go off the 

3 record, let me know and we'll go off the record.  

4 Of course, if you don't understand a 

5 question, let me know and I'll try to rephrase it in 

6 such a manner that it will be clear.  

7 Do you understand? 

8 A Yes, sir.  

9 Q What I would like to do, John, before we get 

10 into your concerns is to just very briefly establish 

11 your background.  

12 So, if you could, please, if you would tell 

13 me your educational background, and then your work 

14 history, leading us up to your employment with -- or at 

Arkansas Nuclear One, please.  

16 A I'm a high school graduate. I graduated 

Sfrom Mills High School in 1974. Do you need any 
i 17 

18 military service? 

19 Q Oh, just very briefly, sure.  

20 A I served two years active duty and four 

o 21 years inactive Reserves in the Marine Corps. After 

22 discharge from the Marine Corps, within a few months, I 

23 entered in apprenticeship school in 1977, for the 

24 Insulators Local Union, and I performed various 

25 insulation tasks on several different jobs during my 

NEAL R. GROSS & CO., INC.  
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1 apprenticeship, until I finished my apprenticeship and 

2 became what's known as a journeyman insulator.  

3 My first employment at ANO was in 1978 as an 

4 apprentice, but the first time that I'd ever worked for 

5 Bechtel at ANO, was approximately February of 1990, and 

6, I had left there for a few months to take employment 

7 elsewhere, and then I went back in September of '91 -

8 1 believe it was September 16th, to be exact, of '91 -

and I remained employed there until a brief layoff of 

10 one day on October the 26th of '93.  

I went back to work the next day, the 27th 
11 

12 of '93, of October, and remained in their employ for 

13 approximately the next nine months, until my layoff of 

14 July 26th of '94.  

15 Q At the time you were laid off on July 26th, 

16 1994, what was your title, or your position, with 

17 Bechtel? 

18 A Well, Bechtel has like a two-letter 

19 designation for individual crafts, such as I-W for 

6 20 Ironworker, and mine was an A-W for an Asbestos Worker.  

21 That classification covered basic insulation work, as 

22 well as penetration seals. Penetration seals was 

23 considered part of asbestos workers' work.  

24 Q So, you were an asbestos worker employed by 

25 Bechtel, working at Arkansas Nuclear One, correct? 

NEAL R. GROSS & CO., INC.  
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I A That's correct.  

2 Q Did Bechtel give you performance appraisals, 

3 or some type of performance ratings periodically? 

4- Monthly, yearly? 

5 A Not to my knowledge. If we were graded, it 

6 stayed in their files. I never was acknowledged as 

7 being a good worker. You get a pat on the back every 

8 now and then saying, "You're doing a good job," but as 

far as something written, not to my knowledge.  

10 Q Did you ever have any letters of reprimand 

11 or any letters concerning -- any adverse letters going 

12 to your file, that you know of? 

13 A No, none at all.  

Q Anyone at Bechtel ever tell you that you 

were not doing a good job? 

16 A No, sir, at no time was I ever told that.  

17 Q You did occasionally get a pat on the back, 

18 you said though, I guess indicating you did a good job.  

19 A Yes, sir, that's correct.  

20 Q I know you have, some concerns, and of 

21 course, that's the purpose of our talking today, so why 

22 don't I just go ahead and ask you, if you would, 

23 please, tell us your concerns, and I'll for the record 

24 indicate that you have filed a Complaint with the 

25 Department of Labor, is that correct? 

NEAL R. GROSS & CO., INC.  
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A That's correct.  

2 Q Do you recall when that was filed? 

3 A I think it was in the month of early 

4 December of '94. I don't know the exact date. My 

5 attorney would have that information.  

6 Q That was filed by your attorney.  

7 A Uh, huh, that's correct.  

8 Q And in that Complaint, you're basically 

alleging what, John? 

10 A I'm alleging that my employment was 

terminated in the form of a layoff -- I was not fired 11 

12 -- because of concerns that I had that came up during 

13 the Unit One Fall outage at ANO in 1993, when I had been 

14 assigned to install silicone foam penetration seals in 

15 various locations throughout the plant.  

16 I had been asked by an individual named 

17 Nathaniel Palmer who was in charge of generating the 

18 paperwork that was necessary to authorize me to do the > 18 
0 

work in the field, and this paperwork was referred to Z 19 

20 as a controlled work package.  S~20 

S21 Q That's normally referred to as a CWP, is 

22 that right? 

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

24 CWP.  

25 Q All right. Now, Nathaniel Palmer, what was 

NEAL R. GROSS & CO., INC.  
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1 his position? 

2 A Well, he was known as a field engineer. He 

3 wasn't actually -- He did not have a degree in 

4 engineering, but that's what his classification was.  

5 Q Did he work for Bechtel? 

A That's correct. He -
6 

7 Q Excuse me now. Was he your supervisor? 

8 A He wasn't classified as my supervisor.  

9 David Geoode was my immediate supervisor. Nathaniel's 

10 main responsibility was to -- now, he would go behind 

me as I installed these silicone foam seals, and part 
11 

12 of his job duties included inspecting them, and 

13 depending on the penetration seal, it might require a 

14 quality control, that we always referred to as just QC 

-- a personnel from their department would have to also 

16 inspect. It would just depend on what the paperwork 

17 specified. Not all penetration seals had to be 

18 inspected by a QC individual, but Nate would go behind 

19 and inspect all of them.  

20 Q Your work, or other insulators, too, or? 

21 Did he have other insulators he inspected besides 

22 yourself? 

23 A No, sir, it was just -- During the 

24 Fall outage, it was just me installing the penetration 

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

NEAL R. GROSS & CO., INC.  
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ones I installed.  

2 Now, as far as the other insulators on the 

3 job, that had different job assignments?, No, he didn't 

4 have anything to do with them.  

5 Q So, the Fall outage of what year again? 

6 A 1993.  

7 Q So, the process would be, you would go out 

8 to fill a penetration? Is that -

A Uh, huh, with silicone foam.  

10 Q And after that was completed, then Nathaniel 

11 would, at some point, come in and inspect that 

12 penetration to see that it was properly filled, is that 

13 correct? 

A That's correct.  
14 

15 Q How soon after you completed the work, would 

16 he normally make that inspection? 

1 A Well, if he hadn't come around on his own 

> 18 just to see how the work was progressing, then I would 

Q 
1 go tell him that "I'm through with this seal, I'm ready 

z 1 

20 for you to look at it," and he would come look at it, S~20 

21 if all that was required of that particular seal, 

22 according to the paperwork, was just for him.  

23 If it had to have a QC look at it, then we 

24 would go from his office to the Quality Control 

25 Department and get a QC inspector, whoever was 

NEAL R. GROSS & CO., INC.  
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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 liking, then they would call it to my 

attention, so that I could fix it, whatever it was, and 

make it to their liking, so it would pass inspection.  

Q Was the 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 

NEAL R. GROSS & CO., INC.  
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I to be completed, before the penetration was through 

2 with, where you moved to the next. And Nate, 

3 Nathaniel, would sign his initials, usually just "NP" 

4 for "Nathaniel Palmer," and then the date, and as I 

did, had my own column, a vertical column, right beside 

6 each step, just like Nathaniel, and it was -- On the 

7 paperwork it had FORE, F-O-R-E, and the date, and the 

8 FORE was just short for "Foreman," because there wasn't 

9 enough room in the little block to write "Foreman." 

10 But as I performed the work steps, when I 

11 completed each step, well, then, I would sign my 

12 initials. I would sign "JMS," and the date that I 

13 completed that individual step.  

14 Q So, it could be a two-part process, you and 

15 then Nathaniel, and or it could be three, you, 

16 Nathaniel, and a QC inspector, is that correct? 

A That's correct.  
17 

18 Q Go ahead then, I kind of interrupted you.  

19 A Do you know the one in question that I had 

20 the concerns about or? 

21 Q Yes. Why don't you tell me about the one 

22 that you have some concerns about.  

23 A It was during the Fall outage of '93. I was 

24 working on several penetrations located in the Unit 1 

25 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 penetration number, but they were 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 I say "our," my 

working partner and myself -

Q And who is your working partner? 

A His name was Todd Geoode, G-E-O-O-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 

NEAL R. GROSS & CO., INC.  
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1 it off, and I had some debris inside the box.  

2 And so we left the Unit 1 control room, and 

3 I had my paperwork in hand -- when I say "paperwork," I 

4 mean the "CWP." We always had to have that with us 

when we performed the work, which it was our 

6 authorization to perform the work. We'd been told 

7 since day one, "You don't do any work without proper 

8 written authorization that you keep in your possession 

9 while you're doing the work." 

10 And on our way back to the area of the plant 

which was referred to always as the "change house" -11 

12 that's where you would change clothes, if you had to, 

13 and your lockers were located, and you kept your -

that's where we ate lunch -- as we were proceeding to 
14 

15 that part of the plant, the route we took, took us 

16 right beside where Nathaniel's office was, and he was 

17 standing outside as we approached the building where 

18 his office was, and ne hollered at he that he needed to 

19 look at the paperwork that I had.  

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

21 proceeded to look through the different check sheets, 

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

23 says, "Reinstall items removed for accessibility to 

24 penetration" -- I've got that as close as I can, word 

25 for word, I'm doing that part from memory -- and then 

NEAL R. GROSS & CO., INC.  
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I underneath that and nearby, there's a step that says 

2 something to the effect of "Clean up all your debris 

3 and remove scaffolding." He told me to go ahead and 

4- sign that, and that was pertaining to the penetrations 

that I was working on 10 minutes prior up in the 

6 control room, and I explained to him, with Todd Geoode 

7 standing three to four feet away, that I was not 

8 through working on those, and if he would give me maybe 

15 or 20 minutes the next morning, that I would have 

10 time to finish that, and I could go ahead and sign the 

stuff then, because it would be -- the paperwork -
11 

12 because it would be done, and all he said was just, 

13 "Uh, huh." 

14 But he handed me the paperwork back, and we 

15 left to go home, because it was like 10 minutes before 

16 we was supposed to be going out to the parking lot, and 

1 we still had a ways to walk, because it's a big plant, S~17 

18 to get back to where our lunch boxes were.  
z 

19So, I went back to the change house, and I 
z 19 z 

2 locked that paperwork up in my locker. And we got our @ 20 

21 lunch boxes, Todd and I, and we proceeded to go toward 

22 the parking lot.  

23 Well, the only way you can go out the gate 

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

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

NEAL R. GROSS & CO., INC.  
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secondary gate is the one that construction people used 

normally. And as we were going out toward thak gate, 

we saw Nathaniel standing about where he had beon a few 

minutes prior, and he watched us walk out with our 

lunch boxes. I waved, and didn't think much else of 

it.  

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

foreman, and his N was located which is 

what we were staying in -- his was 

located 20 or 30 feet away from mine in a 

and he had to stay 30 minutes over everyday, 

because he was a foreman, and sometimes they had 

meetings -they had to attend, and he knocked on my door 

after he got in that evening -

Q "He" being? 

A David Geoode. And I answered the door and 

he said that after we had left, he said Nathaniel came 

over there and told him, David, that he-needed to look 

at the paperwork that ;I had locked up in my locker.  

So, David didn't know what he wanted to see 

it for, he said he didn't tell him,.being Nathaniel did 

not tell him, so Bechtel! policy was 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 

2 Richard Berry -- he was the highest Bechtel 

3 representative onsite, he was a non-manual employee -

but the three individuals, according to David, were 

5 there -- David, Richard Berry, and Buck McManus, who 

was the union site rep -- and Richard Berry unlocked my 
6 

7 locker, and of course, Nathaniel was there, because he 

8 was the one that requested access into my locker 

9 anyway, so he retrieved the paperwork, the CWP, 

10 according to David, and took it to my superintendent -

Q His name was? 
11 

12 A My superintendent was David's boss, and his 

13 .name was Terry Sittman.  
13 

14 Q Sittman? 

A Sittman. I believe it was S-I-T-T-M-A-N.  
15 

16 And David said that Terry Sittman signed the paperwork.  

17 Q Signed where? Signed your -

SA Well, he put his initials. I mean, I never 

z 
Salleged that he forged my initials , or anything like 

o 19 

O2 that, but he signed his initials, Terry's, on the work S~20 

S21 steps that Nathaniel had just previously asked me to 

22 sign, but I had explained to Nathaniel that that work 

23 had not been done, so I was not going to sign it.  

24 Q Let me make sure I understand this. Terry 

"25 Sittman, whose position again is? 
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1 A He was the superintendent.  

2 Q Superintendent. Is he a Bechtel emplbyee? 

3 A Correct.  

4 Q So, the paperwork, the CWP, with the' check 

sheet attached, was taken to Terry Sittman, supervisor, 

6 or superintendent -- I'm sorry -- employed by Bechtel, 

7 and Terry Sittman signed in the column that you would 

8 have normally signed in? 

A That is correct. And that he signed where I 

10 had previously been asked to sign, and refused to do, 

11 because I had not done the work yet. The work was 

12 uncompleted.  

13 So, that irritated me very much, and so, of 

14 course, I was already at my the workday 

15 was over. The next morning -

16 Q Excuse me. Do you remember about what time 

17 of night that would have been? 

18 A .Oh, it was -- We were working~overtime, I 

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

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

21 evening, possibly even 7:00, before when I -

22' Q That's when you wee told about it.  

23 A Uh, huh. It was what I considered to be 

24 pretty late in the evening, after working that many 

25 hours.  

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



18 

1 But the next day at work -- we always took a 

2 break at 9:00 a.m. -- and that was the first 

3 opportunity that I had to confront Terry Sittman, 

4 because I had not seen him before then, about what 

David had told me the previous night what had been 5 

done.  6 

7 So, David and I and Todd, his son who was my 

8 working partner, we were all sitting at the end of the 

9 long table in the breakroom, and Terry came around to 

10 the end of the table. Terry said -- And I told Terry, 

I said, "You don't need to be signing paperwork that 11 

12 I'm working on, indicating work has been done when it 

13 hasn't even been done, because that's my job to perform 

the hands-on work, and I'm the only one in a position 14 

to know the stage of completion of that work." 15 

16 And his reaction, he threw his arms up, and 

17 he said, "Oh, my god, we're all going to jail," and I 

18 said, "I'm not going to jail, because I haven't signed S~18 

19 anything that I shouldn't be signing." 
a-9 

20 Q Was he joking or was he serious? 

2 21 A Well, I kind of took it in a joking way, I 

22 mean, but I don't know if he was joking or not. I 

23 can't really -- I don't -

24 Q Did he seem concerned? 

25 A He seemed very concerned. And he 
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1 immediately, as he started to leave the vicinity where 

2 I told him that, he said, "I'm going right now and get 

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

4 i t . " 

5 Q Did you ask him why he signed it? 

6 A I don't recall asking him why.  

7 Q Did he offer any explanation to you, at that 

8 point? 

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

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

11 working on, when he wasn't even doing the work, that's 

12 when he became very concerned and threw his arms up in 

13 the air and there wasn't much discussion after that.  

14 Q Okay.  

15 A But he did mention on his way out, that he 

16 was going to get Nathaniel into his office, and talk to 

him.  17 

18 Within, I'd say five minutes, I left myself 

to head over to where his office was -- which the part 

20 of the plant we were in, in the breakroom, to where his 

21 office was, I had to go all the way across the plant, 

22 just like he had to -- because I had a few things I 

23 wanted to say to Nathaniel about getting paperwork out 

24 of my locker and getting someone else to sign it, while 

25 I'm not even present, especially after him previously 
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1 asking me to sign it and me refusing to do so. I felt 

2 like he was circumventing me, you know.  

3 And so anyway, on my way over to Terry 

4 Sittman's office, I went to the Unit 1 control room, 

5 right to where I had been working the previous evening, 

6 and I wanted to visually see for myself, that, in fact, 

no other work had been performed on it, because at that 

8 point, I had no way of knowing that, well, Nathaniel 

9 may have gone up there and done that work himself.  

10 The work was exactly as I had left it the 

afternoon before. Nothing additional had been done to 
11 

12 it.  

"13 So, in my mind, now we had a situation where 

14 documentation indicated that work had been performed 

15 when it had not been.  

16 Q Would the document have indicated that the 

7 work had been completed? S~17 

SA Yes , it would have , because those steps that S~18 

19 he was asking me to sign the previous afternoon, were 

S2 the last remaining steps to complete that penetration, S~20 

c2 the sealinq of that penetration.  S~21

22 Q And the safety significance is what, John? 

23 Was the door left off, or something that -

24 A Well, in my -- The way I regarded that was 

25 sort of twofold. The main thing is that you don't sign 

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



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 
Z 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25

21 

paperwork -- I don't care who tells you it's minor -

if it hasn't been done. That is a basic 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 morning. 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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1 party to something like that.  

2 But when I left the Unit 1 control room, 

3 after visually verifying that nothing additional had 

4 been done, I proceeded on over to Terry Sittman's 

5 office, and he did, in fact, have Nathaniel sitting in 

6 his office across from his desk. The door was open, I 

7 just walked in.  

8 And then I told Nathaniel in front of Terry, 

9 that he was wrong in getting any paperwork out of my 

10 locker, and getting Terry or anyone else to sign it, 

11 indicating work had been performed, when it hadn't.  

12 And then I told Terry, I said, "The 

13 procedure does not give you the luxury of deciding 

14 what's minor and what's major, and it's okay to sign 

15 this, because .. " and then I reminded Terry, I said, 

16 "Terry, because of you signing this, now we've got a 

'7 situation where the paperwork shows that thing is 

18 through and nothing else is to be done to it, and 
z 
a 19 that's wrong, because I've got to go up there and 
uJ 

20 finish working on it," and I said, "We don't sign 

21 paperwork and then go out in the field to do the work.  

22 We do the work and then sign the paperwork." 

23 Well, it was in, oh, it was in the month of 

24 October, and it was toward probably the second or third 

25 week in October, as I was reporting for work, and 
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1 during this particular time -- this is after what I 

2 have just finished describing -

3 Q Okay. This was weeks later then? 

4 A Well, it wasn't -- I wouldn't -- Not weeks 

and weeks, because when this happened was sometime in 
5 

6 late September or early October, as I previously 

7 stated? 

8 Q Uh, huh.  

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

10 A Okay. I'd say within a couple of weeks or 

thereabouts. As I was reporting to work one morning, 11 

12 during probably the third week in October, or something 

13 like that, I met Richard Berry, the site services 

14 manager, and he's the one that had the key to get in my 

locker that night, and I told him about all this.  15 

16 I never got any satisfaction from Terry 

7 Sittman to the point that, you know, he acknowledged he 

ever did anything wrong. Never acknowledged he was 
z 18 

z 1 wrong, not to me. Now, they may have acknowledged that 

2 he was wrong in doing that to Terry, but I'm just S~20 

21 saying to me, and I felt like, as we were told since we 

22 first hired in, "If you don't feel like your concerns 

23 were adequately addressed, then you go up the chain of 

24 command to the next higher level," and that's exactly 

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

2 during my employment up there -- he's an Entergy 

3 employee and his name is Jim , a lot of 

4 people refer to him as just "Jim Mack," but his 

5 initials are S. J. McWilliams, I think the "J" is for 

"6 "James," but everybody referred to him as "Jim 

7 McWilliams" -- he had come into, when we would have 

8 safety meetings, quite often, and he would tell us -

even though, you know, he was an Entergy employee and 

10 not Bechtel -- that if we had any concerns, if anything 

that we thought was not right, whether it was safety, 11 

12 nuclear, whatever, feel free to let him know about it 

13 at anytime, and you know, he would reiterate that his 

door was always open.  14 

15 I had not spoken to him really before then, 

16 other than to say "Hi" to him in passing, during the 

17 workday.  

But I told Richard Berry the morning that I 
0 18 

z 

zo9 met him, as I reported to work, and informed him of all S19 

S2the previous events that I 've described , and I told S~20 

21 him, I said, "Don't you think that Jim McWilliams ought 

22 to know about this, because this is pretty serious when 

23 it concerns what I allege is falsification of 

24 documents," and I saw no other way to describe other 

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

2 A That's exactly what I told him.  

3 Q And you told this to who, again? 

4 A Well, at this particular morning, about the 

5 third week in October, was, it was Richard Berry, this 

6 is Bechtel's site services manager, and he agreed. He 

said, "Yeah," but said, "I'll have to tell Jim Mack 

8 this a little bit at a time," that was the way he 

9 described it.  

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

done what I'm supposed to do, as far as up through the 11 

12 chain of command," and I felt like he needed -- he 

13 deserved time to -- ever how he deemed appropriate -

14 give this information to Jim McWilliams. I can't tell 

Bechtel's site services manager how to do his job when 15 

16 he's given the information.  

1So, anyway, as I'm assuming is standard 

18 procedure on any operating nuclear plant, you have -

19 you go through a series of tests, classes, you have to 

S2 pass a passing score of 70, you know, before you can be 6 20 

r21 employed there. It's called -- We always called "GET 

22 training," G-E-T, that's General Employee Training.  

23 There's different levels of the training.  

24 But the reason I'm bringing this up is we 

25 had to requalify once a year. It's just a -- I guess 
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1 it's an NRC procedure, I don't know, but I know we had 

2 to do it every -- once a year.  

3 And on October the 26th, 1993, this is 

4 within a short period of time after I informed Richard 

5 Berry, and told him my concerns that morning and 

6 suggested that he inform Jim McWilliams, I was told 

that I was scheduled for my annual requalification 

8 training, and the training facility at ANO is not right 

9 there on the plant site itself. It's not in what is 

10 called the "protected area," it's up on the hill a 

half-mile from the plant.  
11 

12 So, I went on up there and began my 

13 requalification training, and I finished that training 

about 2:00 that afternoon.  
14 

15 So, I went back down to the plant, because 

16 the workday was not over, and I was going to finish 

17 working before I went home, and as I got back to the 

18 plant, I was notified that I had been laid off, and I 

z found that strange why I would be laid off on the same 
z0 19 

z 20 day I'm told to take requalification training, which 

21 would be good for another year, of course.  

22 So, when you're laid off, you have to -- you 

23 get what's called a "checkout sheet," and you have to 

24 go around to the various locations in the plant, the 

25 tool room and other places, and make sure you're square 
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I with them and you don't owe them any tools and stuff, 

2 and they all sign it.  

3 So, I was going around and doing that, and I 

4 met in passing, what I later learned in terms of his 

rank, of the rank structure, a gentleman who is an 

6 Entergy employee, and his name was Ben Stewart, and he 

7 was directly-under, on the rank ladder, Jim McWilliams.  

8 And I don't deny the fact that I was bitter, 

9 because I had been employed since September the 16th of 

10 '91, that I was being laid off after such a long time 

of employment-- never been reprimanded, I had an 

12 excellent attendance record, no problems that I knew of 

13 -- and there were, in fact, about six, possibly seven 

14 other employees of Bechtel, even in my own craft -

15 they were insulators -- and we were all in this group 

16 being laid off on October the 26th -- but everyone of 

17 those other insulators had been employed just for the 

18 outage. They were employed, I think their employment 

19 began sometime during the month of August of '93, which 

20 was during a time when Bechtel did what was called 

21 "ramp up" for the upcoming outage. They wanted 

22 everybody in place when they shut the reactor down and 

23 opened the doors, so that they could run us in there, 

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

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

2 A Yes, they did. They didn't lay off all the 

3 insulators.  

4 Q Were there any insulators that were kept on, 

5 that had less seniority or time on the job than you 

did? 6 

7 A Yes, sir, they did. There were insulators 

8 kept on that had been there less time than I had.  

9 Q Okay. As far as seniority, were there any 

10 that had less seniority than you did, and I don't know 

11 how the seniority is established. I guess that's one 

12 thing we might should talk about a little bit.  

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

A That's correct.  
14 

15 Q Okay. Were all of the insulators with the 

union? 
16 

A Yes, sir.  
17 

18 Q Maybe it would help if you would explain to 

us the seniority process, and as far as retention 
19 

20 rights, if there are any.  

21 A Well, the union, per se, doesn't really 

22 have, to my knowledge, a seniority system.  

23 (Note: A lady enters the room) 

24 MR. KIRSPEL: Let's go off the record for 

25 just a second.  
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1 (Off the record) 

2 MR. KIRSPEL: We're back on the record and 

3 the time is approximately 6:15. We went off just for a 

4 minute to discuss some additional information.  

5 BY MR. KIRSPEL: 

6 Q Okay, John, we were talking and you had just 

7 been told that you were in the process of being laid 

8 off, and you had seen Ben Stewart, and you were having 

a conversation with him. So, let's go ahead and pick 

10 up there.  

A I told Ben Stewart, during the course of me 
11 

12 checking out, I said, "It's just not right, it's not 

13 fair to be told to falsify something, to refuse to do 

14 it, and ultimately cost me my job, and that's exactly 

15 what I feel, in my opinion, has happened." 

16 And he said, "John, I don't want you to 

17 leave with concerns, especially if they're safety 

18 related," and he said, "I'd like for you to discuss 

19 this with Jim McWilliams, who is my boss at a meeting 

20 that we will get scheduled tomorrow," and I said, 

21 "Well, that's fine with me." 

22 The meeting was held at approximately 9:00 

23 a.m., the next morning. It was attended by -- do you 

24 want -- I can pretty well remember names, each name of 

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

2 want that, or just -

3 Q No, the names and titles would help, as best 

4 you can.  

5 A Okay. Jim McWilliams was the senior most 

6 Entergy official at the meeting. I guess you could 

call him the chair person of the meeting. His 

8 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 

11 gentleman named Milton Teeter was there. He was a 

12 Modifications Supervisor for Entergy. Bill James was 

13 there, an Entergy Engineering Supervisor, as best I can 

14 recall his title -- I'm sure of his name, Bill James.  

15 Entergy had their own investigator and his name was 

16 Dennis Provencher. He was present.  

17 Those are all the Entergy employees that I 

18 can recall, and of course, there was myself, my union 

19 site representative, Buck McManus, and my immediate 

20 foreman, David Geoode, was present at the meeting.  

21 I went through everything that I've 

22 described here this evening in detail.  

23 I told Jim McWilliams just what I've said 

24 here. I informed Jim McWilliams that I had told 

25 Richard Berry, and gave him this information, and even 
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1 suggested to Richard Berry that he inform Jim 

2 McWilliams, and his reply was that Richard Berry had 

not told him all of this.  

4 And I said, "Mr. McWilliams, whatever 

5 Richard Berry chooses or chooses not to tell you, is 

6 kind of between you and him, I don't have anything to 

do with that. All I can do, I went through the chain 

8 of command, I went by the book." 

9 He looked at -- Well, before he looked at 

10 Ben Stewart and told him that he wanted that layoff 

overruled, and that was his words, and then he said, 

12 "No one is getting laid off today." 

13 He told me that he was a little irritated at 

14 me, because I didn't come to him personally, and he 

15 said, "I have told y'all many times in a safety 

16 meeting, that my door is always open. If you have any 

concerns, feel free to come to me personally," and my 17 

18 reply to that was, was that I thought that I should go 

19 through the chain of command, and I did exactly that, 

and wound up ultimately coming to him myself, which I 20 

was doing at that meeting that day.  21 

22 And so, at that point, the meeting was 

23 adjourned, and Buck McManus told me to wait with him 

24 down the hall in a small room, which we did, from where 

25 we had just had that meeting.  
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1 I saw Richard Berry go by down the hall by 

2 this little room we were in, because the door was open, 

3 and he went down to Jim McWilliams' office, so I'm 

4 assuming Jim McWilliams paged him, and he answered the 

call and came up there.  

6 I don't know what was said between the two 

7 gentlemen, it's none of my business. Their door was 

8 shut anyway, and after about approximately 10 minutes, 

9 Richard Berry came down the office, walked down the 

10 hall into the little room that Buck McManus and myself 

were sitting in, and he just looked at me and all he 
11 

12 said was, "You can go back to work." So, I immediately 

13 went back to work.  

And Richard and I, up until that point -- I 
14 

15 say "Richard," I mean Richard Berry -- we had always 

16 had what I considered a good relationship. We would 

actually tell jokes to each other, as we would meet in 17 

18 passing during the workday.  

But from that moment on, for the next nine 
z 19 

months that I stayed employed at ANO, he did not speak 
20 

to me, for nine months, and neither did Terry Sittman.  21 

22 Q How about Nathaniel? 

23 A Nate didn't speak to me either, and I --- For 

24 a brief period of time after this, I continued doing 

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

2 gentlemen named Cloy Ross, C-L-O-Y, R-0-S-S, who was 

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

4 Q And he worked for? 

A Bechtel. David told me -- and David was 
5 

6 telling me this on the outside of the change house -

Cloy started walking up, and he said, "John, you need 

8 to go see John McWilliams." I said, "What for?" He 

said, well, Cloy said to David Geoode that Nathaniel 

10 had come over there and told Cloy, face to face, that 

11 he did not want me working on foam penetration seals 

12 anymore 

13 In Nathaniel's position, he was not in a 

14 position to decide who worked on that, to place the 

15 mean, as we always referred to it as. That was not his 

16 job.  

17 And this was all news to me. So, I asked 

18 Cloy, I said, "Well, did they tell you that?" He said, S~18 

19 '."Yeah, he told him he didn't want you working on the 

62 foam seals no more." S~20 

21 And so, I went to a phone. I called and got 

22 ahold of Jim McWilliams' secretary. Maybe I should 

23 have called Richard Berry, but as I said, Richard Berry 

24 wasn't speaking to me anymore.  

25 So, I called Jim McWilliams' secretary, and 
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1 he was out of the office, and she took my number at the 

2 phone I was at in the change house, and she said, "When 

he comes in, I'll have him return your call," which he 

4 did, just a few minutes later, and I said, "I think we 

need to meet, Cloy, and myself, and you." So, we went 

6 over to his office.  

He shut the door. I told him what had just 
7 

8 been told to.me, and then Cloy was sitting right beside 

9 me, and he asked Cloy, he said, "What did Nathaniel 

10 tell you? I want to know word for word what he told 

you." 

12 He said, "Well, Mr. McWilliams," he said, 

13 "he told me that he did not want John working on 

14 penetration seals anymore." 

15 So, Jim McWilliams assured Cloy and I, he 

16 said, "Well, Nate doesn't tell me who works on what, 

17 and I will get to the bottom of this, I can assure 

18 you," and he opened the door, which we knew it was time 

z 
< to go.  

T 19 

2 And at this point, within, to the best of my 

21 recollection, within two to three days, I was told to 

22 get a pad, just a little notebook, a spiral notebook 

23 and a pen, and go around Unit 1, specifically starting 

24 out in the Turbine building, and go do nothing but 

S25 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 then 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 still a paycheck. I suffered no 

reduction in wages.  

Q Who 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 are Bechtel management personnel that don't stay 

there during the long period of time between outages.  

They may be shipped off to another job somewhere.  

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 to do that. It 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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1 and I continued to do that for about eight weeks, 

2 something like that.  

3 Then Cloy came to me one day and said, John, 

4 they need someone over on Unit 2 maintenance, and on 

5 maintenance, whether you're working for Unit 1 or Unit 

6 2, it doesn't matter, you were still a Bechtel 

7 employee, you drew a Bechtel paycheck, you wore a 

8 contractor badge, but you came under Entergy's 

9 supervision. Bechtel supervision no longer gave you 

10 your job assignments. Entergy personnel now did that.  

You were sort of like on loan to Entergy.  11 

12 And that's what I did until .- I worked the 

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

foreman.  14 

15 Q Was that a promotion for you? 

16 A Well, not really a promotion. It's just in 

17 the contract that if you're assigned a foreman's 

18 position, then they have to give you $1.00 an hour 

19 premium. Maybe some people would consider it a 

20 promotion, I don't know.  

21 Q You got more money.  

22 A Yes, sir. So, I got $1.00 an hour more, and 

23 I was not doing anymore penetration seals, and I did 

24 work the entire outage of Unit 2 in the Spring of '94 

25 -- yeah, it would be the Spring of '94.  
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1 And on July -- Of course, the outage was 

2 over, you know, in the Spring, and then I was 

3 transferred back to days, and I remained employed there 

4 up until July the 26th, and I was transferred back to 

what was called the Modifications Department, which is 

6 where I had been employed when I was doing penetration 

7 seals, and did, in fact, come under direct Bechtel 

8 supervision.  

9 I was transferred over there that morning 

10 about 9:00. It might even have been 8:30, or so, but 

it was early in the morning, not long after our shift 
11 

12 started, and at 12:00 noon, I was told I was laid off, 

13 and I was the only insulator to be laid off.  

14 Q What happened to the other six insulators 

15 that were to be laid off at the first time you thought 

16 you were going to be laid off? 

A They laid -- They went on, they were laid 
17 

18 off. Those were the ones that were hired approximately 

19 in August, just before the outage. It's many 

20 insulators that do that, they come up there just to 

21 work the overtime, and then they want laid off.  

22 But they did, to answer your question, they 

23 were laid off.  

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

25 were there any other insulators that were laid off? 
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1 A No, sir, I was the only one.  

2 Q You were the only insulator laid off, at 

that time.  

4 Were there other insulators still employed 

5 by Bechtel, working at the ANO facility? 

A That is correct. Under the -- To be more 
6 

7 specific with my answer, if I may, there were -- My 

8 foreman, David Geoode, who had been my previous 

foreman, see, he also had been transferred to Unit 2 

10 maintenance. Now, he stayed employed on the Unit 2 

maintenance.  11 

12 Okay. Under the Modifications group, there 

were four insulators there. When I got transferred 
13 

over there, I was like, the fifth one, and I can give 
14 

15 you their names if you need them.  

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

SA The four that were employed under the 
17 

Modifications group, or department, was Tracy Rather, 
> 18 

o he was the foreman, John Sharp, Cecil Meggs, and 
0 19 

S2 Phillip Oliver.  @ 20 

2 Q Now, I think what we kind of need to 

22 establish here, John, is -- you know, obviously we have 

23 your concern, and why you think maybe you were laid 

24 off, but we need to establish what you feel the layoff 

25 policy should have been. Why you feel you were singled 
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7

you? 

Do you see where I'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

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23

factor normally in layoffs, 

was. I was under the 

100 percent sure -- but I 

many times, in even other 

who had been there a long
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out.  

In other words, we need to distinguish 

between what 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 

procedure to lay you off? Was your work done? Were 

there other people there that had less seniority than

Department.  

Q Was seniority a 

as far as you know? 

A I thought it 

impression -- I can't say 

know I had seen it too 

crafts, where an employee

0 

z 

o,

24 

25
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I period of time, he wound up as a foreman, and when 

2 other individuals in his craft came up there to work an 

3 outage, they didn't lay him off after he had been there 

4 that long and had been promoted to foreman, and then 

5 keep someone who had just come up there for the outage.  

6 They didn't do that, and I felt like, well, 

7 why are they doing that with me? 

8 Q So, you felt that you had worked there 

9 longer than some of the other people they were keeping 

10 and -

A That's half of it. The other half, I think 11 

12 is because of the concerns that I brought forth. I 

13 felt like that I had caused some problems for the 

14 Bechtel site service manager, by Jim McWilliams getting 

15 on him. I feel like he, he stopped the layoff.  

16 And I feel like the other half is that I 

17 voiced concerns which, in turn -- Bechtel did nothing 

18 with the concerns after I made the information 
z 

1 available, so when I went above their head, they got 

20 into maybe some problems with it, and I felt like they 

21 thought the best thing to do is just get me off the job 

22 site.  

23 Q Did anyone explain to you, why you were 

24 being laid off? 

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

2 Q And there were no other insulators laid off 

on that day.  

4 A That is correct.  

5 Q Were there other insulators, that you know 

6 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 
8 

9 insulators, occurring prior to July 26th, was the 

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

customary, that when the outage is over with, they lay 
11 

12 off people.  

13 Q And that would have been? 

A In the Spring of '93. That would have been 
14 

-- That was during the time when I was working on the 
15 

16 night shift, and at the end of -- But at that time, 

17 see, I was transferred over to Unit 2 maintenance, when 

I did not come under Bechtel's supervision.  18 

19 Bechtel, during the whole time I was up 

20 there, Bechtel never laid off, just went over to either 

21 Unit 1 or Unit 2 maintenance, and just laid off a 

22 Bechtel employee, simply because those employees were 

23 needed there, or they wouldn't be there, and they came 

24 under Entergy's supervision, who gave them their job 

25 assignments.  
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I Q But going back, when you said there was 

2 never just an individual employee laid off, your 

3 initial layoff was in October -

4 A Of '93.  

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

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

7 complaint? 

8 A I don't know that. I mean, no one ever told 

me, said, "John, we are .. " Even Jim McWilliams didn't 

10 tell me, when he stopped the layoff that next morning 

on October 27th, the day of the meeting? No one 11 

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

13 stopping this just until we get your concerns 

14 resolved." I mean, I stayed employed for nine more 

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

16 concerns resolved.  

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

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

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

20 insulators who had less seniority than you, that were 

21 not laid off? 

22 A Would you rephrase that, please? 

23 Q Okay. On October 26th, 1993, you indicated 

24 that you were told that you and six other insulators 

25 were going to be laid off.  
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1 A Uh, huh.  

2 Q In fact, six were laid off, and you were 

3 kept on for another nine months.  

4 A Uh, huh.  

5 Q Of the seven that were targeted to be laid 

6 off, at that time -- six were, you were kept -- were 

7 there other insulators kept on by Bechtel, at that 

8 time? 

A Uh, huh.  

10 Q Those other insulators that were kept on, 

11 employed by Bechtel, did some of them have less 

12 seniority than you did? 

13 A They all had less seniority than I did.  

14 Q So, it would have been unusual, in your 

15 opinion then, to have been even laid off, at that time, 

16 because you had more seniority than other insulators 

17 that were kept on? 

18 A That's correct.  

19 Q Okay. I wanted to make sure that we got it 

20 clear that you felt the October 26th layoff was not 

21 correct either.  

22 A I didn't think it was, no, because the 

23 concerns that I had voiced up until October the 26th, 

24 at that point in time, had been up the chain of command 

25 of Bechtel. I had not gone to Entergy as of October 
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I the 25th. All right. And I felt like I inadvertently 

2 created a sense that I was a troublemaker with Bechtel 

3 management, and "Let's get rid of this guy," and by 

4 lumping me in there with seven or maybe even eight 

individuals who hadn't been there except for the 
5 

6 outage, I was the only one in that group that had been 

there as long as from September the 16th of '91.  

8 I felt like that that was their way of 

saying, "Well, this doesn't look like we're singling 

10 John out, we'.ve got him in there with seven or eight 

others," and so, I -- And you know the sequence of 

12 events since then.  

13 Q But yQu weren't in the same category as 

those other insulators on October 26th, that were laid 
14 

off.  15 

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

17 partner? As best I recall, he was in and 

18 Todd i, but that was beside the point.  

19 Todd is the only one out of that group that had 

0 actually helped me on these penetration seals. All the 

21 other ones were just doing regular outage related -

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

23 the Turbine building, steampiping and vessel 

24 insulation. None of the others, with the exception of 

25 Todd, were doing foam penetration seals.  
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I Q Well, he was a helper though.  

2 A He was my helper, yeah.  

3 Q When you were finally laid off, which was 

4 July 26th, 1994, was there still work left for 

5 insulators to do? 

6 A Yes, sir. As I stated earlier, it was 

7 around noon when I was informed that day on July 26th, 

8 that I had been laid off. Well, the few hours that I 

9 worked, I worked with the individuals that, as I stated 

10 previously, hadn't been there near as long as I had.  

11 In the areas that we worked in -- as I 

12 recall, one area was called the boric acid mixing room, 

13 or something to that, yeah, boric acid, or tank mixing 

14 room, and we were installing insulation board, double 

15 layered, that had to go on the walls, all the walls, 

16 the ceiling. There was a huge amount of work.  

17 One of my co-workers, Phillip Oliver, told 

18 me, he said, "We've got all kind of work coming up.  

19 Not just in this room, but other places." He didn't 

20 specify what other places.  

21 But from what I could see myself, during the 

22 few hours that I did work after I had been transferred 

23 back over there in this boric acid tank mixing room, 

24 there was a large volume of work to be done right 

25 there.  
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1 Now, as I was checking out that day on July 

2 26th, I remember I had to take my checkout list to an 

3 Entergy employee who had to sign -- whenever you lost 

4 some tools and you didn't know where they were, the 

tool room required you to get an Entergy employee to 

6 sign your checkout sheet. Ben Stewart was the one that 

7 signed my sheet, and he told me that they didn't know, 

8 "they" being Entergy, that they were going to have to 

have a layoff until that morning.  

10 So, you know, Bechtel's position is, from 

what I understand, is that they had no choice. Entergy 11 

12 told them they had to lay off one insulator, and my 

13 position is, "Well, did I draw the short straw, or 

what?" 14 

15 Q Because, at that point, you still felt that 

16 you were not in line to be laid off, seniority wise.  

A Well, as I -- It's sort of similar to the 
17 

first time. It sort of, in mind, it's a 50/50 thing.  18 

Half of it is because of the seniority. The other half 19 

that I feel like I wasn't in line, or should not have 20 

been in line, is because of the volume of work that was 21 

22 still there to be done. But as I under -- From that 

23 I've heard, it's budget cutbacks. So -

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

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

2 A Well, word came to me that around the first 

week in October -

4 Q Of 1994? 

5 A '94. One of the individuals who was 

6 employed, of the four that was employed there when I 

7 got transferred back over there for those few hours, 

8 Phillip Oliver, he quit and took employment in West 

9 Virqinia. I guess it was some overtime, or something, 

10 more money or whatever, but that created a vacancy.  

11 Now, during this time, I was unemployed, and 

12 had been unemployed since July 26th of '94, and a 

13 gentleman that's a fellow member in our union hall 

14 named Rodney Proctor, who was on a job in West 

15 Virginia, with our business manager, whose name was 

16 Jimmy Kimbrough, filled the position that Phillip 

17 created when he quit. And during this time, I'm 

18 remaining unemployed.  

19 My union hall didn't contact me and tell me 

20 I could go back up there.  

21 Q Did you ask anyone why they didn't contact 

22 you? 

23 A Well, the way the sequence of events turned 

24 out, is that when -- I only recently found out through 

25 the guy who used to be my foreman, David Geoode, now he 
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1 told me that before he left -- see, David left 'around 

2 the first week in November of '94, to take employment 

3 elsewhere -- and David told me that before he/ left, 

4 Cecil Meggs, who was one of the, also one of the four 

-- Cecil and Phil were like, they were rooming buddies ý5 

in the m6tel room -- David told me that-Cecil told him 6 

that when. Phillip quit to go to West Virginia, that he 

knew, "he" being Cecil, knew that if my.union -- when 

Bechtel put in a call for one man to replace Phillip -9 

that if my union hall sent me up here to replace him, 

11 Bechtel would just simply cancel the call for the one 

12 man.  

13 Now, that very well could be considered 

14 hearsay. I don't have a videotape of it, but I'm just 

15 saying what was related to me.  

16 Q Okay.  

A And the only time that my union hall -- the 
17 

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

took two days ago _to go to work for 
19dast 

20 _ _ _ _ _ _7~ 

0 21 MR. KIRSPEL: Let's go off the record for 

22 just a minute. N 

23 (Off the record) 

24 MR. KIRSPEL: We're back on. Okay. The 

25 time is approximately 6:50 p.m. We're back on the 
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1 record. The purpose of going off was just to take a 

2 break.  

3 BY MR. KIRSPEL: 

4 Q So, John, we were kind of headed towards the 

end of your statement, but as we were talking off the 

6 record, I think there's a couple of things that we need 

to clear up, and my question was, why did Nathan Palmer 

8 go through such a routine to get this document signed, 

9 why was it so important to him, and you have some 

10 information you'd like to tell me now about that.  

A Well, after the meeting that I previously 11 

12 described with Entergy officials, other than my union 

13 site rep and my immediate foreman, Jim McWilliams 

14 stopped me in passing, approximately two days later 

is after that meeting. This would have been sometime 

16 around the 29th, maybe the 30th, it was three days of 

17 October, of '93, and he told me that their, meaning 

18 Entergy's investigator named Dennis Provencher, who was 

19 present in that meeting that day, wanted to meet with 

20 me in private, just he and I, and Jim McWilliams 

21 explained to me that he would not be present in the 

22 meeting, because he felt like it might be intimidating 

23 for me, and he said that the main reason of the -- the 

24 purpose of the meeting was so that Mr. Provencher could 

25 make sure that my concerns had been dealt with, and 
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that I 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 doing 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 was basically it.  

He just wanted to make sure that my concerns 

had been addressed, and up until that point, I was

I
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1 satisfied that they had done everything they could.  

2Q Dennis Provencher told you that Nathan said 

he was under a lot of pressure from Entergy? 31 

4 A Well, it would have been -- Nathaniel, in 

his position, his supervisors were Entergy employees.  
5 

6 Q But did Dennis -

7 A But he still came under Bechtel, too. I 

don't mean to give the impression that Bechtel, you 8 

know, couldn't touch him, or anything like that. He 

10 was still a Bechtel employee.  

Q But did Dennis Provencher tell you that the 11 

12 pressure was coming from, according to Nathaniel, the 

13 pressure was coming from Entergy, or Bechtel? 

A Well, I really don't know how to give you 14 

almost a yes or no answer on that. His specific words 15 

16 were, "Nathaniel said he was under a lot of pressure 

from his superiors to get the CWP's closed out." Now, 
17 

18 that could be interpreted either way.  

19 Q Okay. Another thing we had talked about was 

20 whether Richard Berry brought forth your concerns to 

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

22 briefly.  

23 A Okay.  

24 Q Your knowledge of Mr. Berry's bringing forth 

25 the concerns is what? 
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1 A Well, in a meeting that day of October 27th, 

2 I told Jim McWilliams -- he and I were sitting next to 

3 each other at this table -- and I looked at him and 

4 told him, when he asked me why didn't I come to him, I 

said, "Well, I went up through the chain of command and 

6 I told Richard Berry everything I told you here today," 

and that's kind of when -- it was toward the end of the 

8 meeting, and I said, "If he chose not to divulge 

9 whatever information I gave to him, that's between you 

10 and him, I ain't got nothing to do with that." 

11 But as I found out, Richard Berry had not 

12 told Jim McWilliams, an Entergy employee, everything 

13 that I had told Richard Berry.  

14 Q And how did you find that out? 

15 A Well, Jim McWilliams said right there in the 

16 meeting, he said, "He did not tell me all of this," 

which left me with the impression that Richard Berry 
17 

18 had, in fact, told him maybe bits and pieces of it, but 

19 even Jim Mack said he didn't tell him everything that I 

20 had told him in that meeting that day.  

21 Q Did you expect Richard Berry to bring forth 

22 your concerns to Entergy, or ANO? 

23 A Why I thought for sure he would, I mean, but 

24 1 couldn't tell him at what speud to do it. I mean, I 

25 was just a craft person, and he's a site services 
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1 manager. Once I relayed the information to him, I felt 

2 like, at that time, that's all I could do.  

3 Q But your expectations were that by reporting 

4 the information to Richard Berry, that that information 

would eventually get to the proper channels at ANO or 
5 

6 Entergy, is that correct? 

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

8 Q Besides this one case we've talked about 

where the documents were signed by someone other than 

10 yourself, are there any other cases where Nathaniel 

Palmer had asked you to sign some document, when the 
11 

12 work had not been completed? 

13A There were other occa -- there were several 

other occasions during the outage.  14 

Nathaniel never asked me to sign something, 15 

16 showing that I had sealed the penetration when, in 

17 fact, I had not sealed it; That's what, you know, even 

18 he would have considered major.  

z 
19 It was minor, what he called minor stuff.  

20 To me, it was not minor, because if you falsified it, 

21 you falsified it. You can't sugarcoat it. And I 

22 always refused, and -

23 Q Excuse me. Had he specifically asked you to 

24 do something similar to what we just talked about? 

25 A Yes, he did, and if I may, that brings to 
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1 mind something that I brought out in the meeting, and 

2 that's the way I still feel, is when he told me this 

was minor and no big deal, go ahead and sign it, I told 

4 them in the meeting that day of October 27th, told Jim 

5 McWilliams, I said, "Gentlemen, I'm not an operator at 

6 a nuclear plant, don't claim to be, but the way I look 

at this is that if somebody tells .. " .. it's 

8 specifically on there what I was asked to sign about 

9 remove scaffolding, or whatever you needed to gain 

10 accessibility to the penetration -- I said, "I was 

scared that there could be very easily a scenario 
11 

12 created where a scaffold has been erected to get access 

13 to a penetration, a tall scaffold, and that scaffold 

14 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 15 

16 unit is down, but when it goes up to power, or is going 

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

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

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

20 would have signed this, paperwork would have indicated 

21 that scaffold wasn't even there, but physically it's 

22 still there, and it could cause a problem." 

23 And what I brought out was that whoever 

24 designed this system of checks and balances on these 

25 CWP's was pretty sharp, in my opinion, because if you 
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1 go by the steps and you follow the rules, you don't 

2 have anything to worry about.  

3 Q So, Nathan had asked you sign some documents 

4 indicating work was done, or the job was completed, 

5 when, in fact, it was not, in the past. But the case 

6 we've talked about, is the only time that you know of 

7 where he actually got someone else to sign for you, is 

8 that correct? 

A That's correct, and that's the only time 

10 that he actually went into my locker and retrieved a 

CWP that he had previously asked me to sign and I 

12 wouldn't do it, and then went and got someone else to 

13 sign it.  

14 Q But per your definition, this is the only 

15 case of falsification of records that you're aware of, 

16 is that correct? 

17 A Yes, sir.  

18 Q There were other occasions where you were 

19 asked, in your opinion, to falsify records, but you 

20 didn't do it.  

21 A I didn't do it.  

22 Q And it was not done, to your knowledge.  

23 A No.  

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

25 but I'll certainly give you the opportunity if you want 
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1 to take a few minutes, or if you can think of anything 

2 else that we need to discuss, we'll sure do that.  

3 A No. The best I can tell, at this time, I've 

4 pretty well covered it.  

5 Q Well, you have my card, and of course, feel 

6 free to call me if something comes to mind that we 

have not covered, and we will certainly discuss that.  

8 Well, if there's nothing else then, I'll ask 

9 you a few questions and we'll go ahead and close the 

10 interview.  

Have I threatened you in any manner or 
11 

12 offered you any rewards in return for your statement? 

A No, not at all.  
13 

14 Q Have you given the statement freely and 

15 voluntarily? 

A I have, in fact.  16 

Q Is there anything further you care to add 
17 

for the record? 
18 

A No, sir.  
19 

"MR. KIRSPEL: The time is approximately 7:00 20 

21 p.m., the record is closed.  

22 (Whereupon, at 7:00 p.m., the above 

23 interview was closed.) 

24 

25 
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REPORT OF REINTERVIEW 
WITH 

JOHN M. SURGINER 

On October 27, 1995, SURGINER was reinterviewed 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 question 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 reinstalled. 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-next 

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.  

*1 / 

Robert J. Kirspel/Investigator 
Office of Investigations Field Office, RIV 

Case No. 4-95-004 Exhibit 
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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.  

Ro'ert J. Kirsper, Inv0stigator 
Office of Investigations Field Office, RIV 

Case No. 4-95-004 Exhibit 6 
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REPORT OF INTERVIEW 
WITH 

DAVID GOODE AND TODD GOODE 

On October 25, 1995, David GOODE and Todd GOODE were interviewed by Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission Inyestigator Robert J. Kirspel. D. GOODE stated that he 
is an estimator for the --•' I iIII Little Rock, Arkansas, 
and his son, T. GOODE, is an insulator Torw 

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: D. GOODE and T. GOODE had previously worked for 
Bechtel Construction Corporation (Bechtel) at Arkansas Nuclear.One (ANO) 

* in 1993 and were knowledgeable concerning John SURGINER's allegation 
"pertaining fo a possible falsified controlled work package (CWP). D.  

GOODE stated he had been a supervisor for Bechtel, and T. GOODE statea 
he had been an insulator.  

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 I control room.  

T. GOODE stated that-he and SURGINER had been working in the unit i"-control 
room on a junction box approximately 8 feet up from the floor and near the 
c666trol 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 I control room and observed that the junction box was just as 
they left it the prev-ious day. T. GOODE stated that he and ,URGINER 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 ha-dbeen 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 irnjcating that all work had been 
completed falsified it because no further w-o had been done on the junction 
box since he and SURGINER had left the previous day.  

Case No. 4-95-004 1 Exhibit 
Pagej___f-§Tj=_



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.  

obert J. Kirspe], Inves.gator 
Office of Investigations Field Office, RIV

Case No. 4-95-004 2 Exhibit '7 
Page -2- -OT _
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pR REG&• UNITED STATES 

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 

9 0 REGION IV 

0 611 RYAN PLAZA DRIVE, SUITE 400 
ARLINGTON, TEXAS 76011-8064 

STATEMENT

Name of Person Interviewed.. Street 

11__r_!-,4 < ___._ _ P _L __4_.. City State Zip 
Location ", ,Lef, 4L. 7.0/ 

-" - Telephone No.: 

Case No.: Date: . Time: 

I, ,Z•1Z ,• i //•< , hereby make the following voluntary 
statement to ' A' , who has identified 
himself/hee-l-f to me as an investigator with the U.S. Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission. I make this statement freely with no 
threats or promises of reward having been made to me. f 

C z/

/ S7/ , 
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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 7601148064

STATEMENT

(CONTINUED) 

I have read the foregoing statement consisting of 7-4 
handwritten/-toled 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 /•7 -,7' . This statement is 
the truth to the best of my knoiJ'ledge and belief.

Signature:
Name

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 2__ day of Oc- , 

19 __5, at A ? 

Investigator: /

Authority:' Section lc AEA 1954, as amended 

witness: L -- L 
Name/Title

Exhibit ý 
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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 checklist. 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 01.  

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

Robert J. Kirspel, Irstigator 
Office of Investigations Field Office, RIV 
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United States 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Report of Investigation 

WASHINGTON NUCLEAR POWER 2: 

ALLEGED FALSE STATEMENTS BY FIRE WATCHES 

TO NRC INSPECTORS 

Office of Investigations 
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WASHINGTON NUCLEAR POWER 2 (WNP-2):

ALLEGED FALSE STATEMENTS BY 
INSPECTORS

FIRE WATCHES TO NRC

Case No.: 4-95-032

Washington Public Power Supply System 
P.O. Box 968 
Richland, WA 99352-0968 

Docket No.: 50-397 

Reported by: 

.T .. _ )( I 

Daniel R. Gietl, Senior Investigator 
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Field Office, Region IV

Report Date: October 5, 1995 
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Status: CLOSED 

Reviewed and Approved by:

1-L. Williamson, Director 
Office of Investigations 
Field Office, Region IV
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SYNOPSIS

This investigation was initiated by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC), 

Office of Investigations (01), 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 responsible 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.

Case No. 4-95-032
I
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DETAILS OF INVESTIGATION

Allegation 

Alleged False Statements by Fire Watches to NRC Inspectors 

Applicable Regulations 

10 CFR 50.9: Completeness and Accuracy of Information (1995 Edition) 

42 U.S.C. 2273: Violations of Sections Generally 

Purpose of Investigation 

The investigation was initiated on June 27, 1995 (Exhibit I), by the Nuclear 

Regulatory Commission (NRC), Office of Investigations (01), 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, inspection, 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 questioned. a 

contractor craftsman who had previously performed the "hot work" g'arding the.  

fire watch. .ftold the inspectors he had relieved the fire watch from 
•another craftsma who had performed "hot work" in the area. The 

")TR71Tnns-ptirs reported that-U 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. W;NJJ in ment later three written 

statements to the NRC from 
The NRC inspectors ielieved these written statements were 

inconsistent with their recall of the conversation with I and their 
observations. • 

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 provide 
comments on the apparent discrepancy between the inspectors' findings and the 

statements provided by the three contract persohnel.

Case No. 4-95-032
5



Documentation Review 

A handwritten statement by..r (Exhibit 2) reflected he did leave the 
immediate area of the fire watch for 1 112 minutes, but was on the telephone T2__
some 25 feet from the fire watch area. 1m0wrote tha IJ3I1 was in the 
immediate fire watch area kneeling at the base and rear of th-o e valve pump to 
clean valve parts.  

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: 10mdid not state that w was the fire 
watch.  

A handwritten statement (Exhibit 3) from ~im states he was behin t 
valve cleaning parts while the NRC inspectors were in the area.  
stated the NRC inspectors did not see him.  

INVESTI TOR'S NOTE: woUmmdid not state he was the fire watch, but 7`f___ 
-said, was in the work area with him.  

A hand written statement by (Exhibit 4) stated he had been grinding on 
the valve and had to leave t e area to t ipe wrench. ým stated that 
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 

although on the telephone some 25 feet away, met the requirements.  
wrote, "Although the craftsman's performance was not in conformance with 

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 significant differences between the NRC 
inspectors findings and the results 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 CR0 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 ,jj described in the 
inspection report. WPPSS provided information thatm Mm was working low 
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
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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 .nt statement.  

WPPSS said the craftsman never told the NRC that " 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 

apparnt gave the inspectors the impression that the craftsman claimed the 

rn S :had assumed the fire watch duties while he was on the phone. The 

_iT1sman did not make this claim, because he did not. believe using the phone 

compromised his ability to perfor'1-fire Watch 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 i~ssue, was low priority, and 

the RIV Division of-Reactor Projects woul~d 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.

Case No. 4-95-032
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LIST OF EXHIBITS

Exhibit 
No. Description 

I Investigation Status Report, dated June 27, 1995.  

2 .'Handwritten Statement, Undated.  

3 Handwritten Statement, Undated.  

4 iU .Statement, Undated.  

5 WPPSS Response Letter to NRC, dated August 1., 1995.  
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REPORT OF INTERVIEW 
WITH 

CHRISTOPHER L. TURNBULL 

TURNBULL was interviewed by telephone jfrom his residence on "Cl

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. TWC'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 perspjit conflict with Entergy SSS 

Marion SLATE. TURNBULL said SLATE is a1-W who has caused problems 

for numerous guards. Sometime in early November 1995, SLATE noticed HANSON 

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 "wrote 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." 
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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 administrativeprocedure, 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 probvid.ing was 
as given to him by HANSON.  

AGENT'S NOTE: On January 18, 1996, TURNBULL provided the reporting 
agent with HANSONs "en.pt's telephone number where a message could be 
left for HANSON 

This report prepared on January 18, 1996, from agent's notes.  

Virgdpla Van Cleave, Senior Special Agent 
Office of Investigations Field Office, RIV

Case No. 4-95-070 Exhibit 9
PagejfV

2.



EXHIBIT 5

inormat om in this record wAs ee 
in "" cdc e with the Freedom of In0ormation 

Act, exemptions 
F••-! A

EXHIBIT 5



REPORT OF INTERVIEW 
WITH 

SONNY E. HANSON 

HANSON was interviewed by telephone.,ImEn from hi, s .eence on 
March 12, 1996, by Nuclear Regulatory Commissf onNRC) Sen*o- Special Agent 
Virginia Van Cleave, regarding an allegation that he was directed by a 
security shift supervisor (SSS) to relocate a "Morse WatchmanqKeyeJ7at 
Entergy's Waterford 3 while he was on patrol. HANSON related the following 
information in substance.  

IH,&KQstated he has been employed as a 
Nmer1* since Christmas 1995. From 7pproxma 

-low 6em -'ber 95, 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 
Page ofifI&

I



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.  

Virgiia Van Cleave, Senior Special Agent 
Office of Investigations Field Office, RIV
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