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99-076

RESPONSE NUMBER 

17

U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 

RESPONSE TO FREEDOM OF 
INFORMATION ACT (FOIA) I PRIVACY 

ACT (PA) REQUEST
W1 PARTIAL

REQUESTER DATE OLF I, bM Mr. Paul Gunter J 
PART I. - INFORMATION RELEASED 

D No additional agency records subject to the request have been located.  

F-- Requested records are available through another public distribution program. See Comments section.  

E7 APPENDICES Agency records subject to the request that are identified in the listed appendices are already available for 
public inspection and copying at the NRC Public Document Room.  

APPENDICES Agency records subject to the request that are identified in the listed appendices are being made available for 
II public inspection and copying at the NRC Public Document Room.  

[7• Enclosed is information on how you may obtain access to and the charges for copying records located at the NRC Public 
Document Room, 2120 L Street, NW, Washington, DC.  

SAPPENDICES 

APNIIS Agency records subject to the request are enclosed.  

Records subject to the request that contain information originated by or of interest to another Federal agency have been 
referred to that agency (see comments section) for a disclosure determination and direct response to you.  

We are continuing to process your request.  

LI See Comments.  

PART L.A - FEES 
!AMOUNT* You will be billed by NRC for the amount listed. [7 None. Minimum fee threshold not met.  

$ • ; You will receive a refund for the amount listed. : Fees waived.  
See comments 
for details 

PART I.B - INFORMATION NOT LOCATED OR WITHHELD FROM DISCLOSURE 

LI] No agency records subject to the request have been located.  

r Certain information in the requested records is being withheld from disclosure pursuant to the exemptions described in and for 
the reasons stated in Part I1.  

SThis determination may be appealed within 30 days by writing to the FOIA/PA Officer, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001. Clearly state on the envelope and in the letter that it is a "FOIA/PA Appeal." 
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NRC FORM 464 Part II U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION FOIAIPA DATE 

R1EI SPONSE TO FREEDOM OF INFORMATION 99-076 SEP 18 2000 
ACT (FOIA) I PRIVACY ACT (PA) REQUEST II 

PART IL.A - APPLICABLE EXEMPTIONS 
Records subject to the request that are described in the enclosed Appendices are being withheld in their entirety or in part under 

JJ[K I the Exemption No.(s) of the PA and/or the FOIA as indicated below (5 U.S.C. 552a and/or 5 U.S.C. 552(b)).  

D• Exemption 1: The withheld information is properly classified pursuant to Executive Order 12958.  

D• Exemption 2: The withheld information relates solely to the internal personnel rules and procedures of NRC.  

i Exemption 3: The withheld information is specifically exempted from public disclosure by statute indicated.  

[] ctions 141-145 of the Atomic Energy Act, which prohibits the disclosure of Restricted Data or Formerly Restricted Data (42 U.S.C.  
2161-2165).  

[] Section 147 of the Atomic Energy Act, which prohibits the disclosure of Unclassified Safeguards Information (42 U.S.C. 2167).  

41 U.S.C., Section 253(b), subsection (m)(1), prohibits the disclosure of contractor proposals in the possession and control of an 
executive agency to any person under section 552 of Title 5, U.S.C. (the FOIA), except when incorporated into the contract between the 
agency and the submitter of the proposal.  

[] Exemption 4: The withheld information is a trade secret or commercial or financial information that is being withheld for the reason(s) 
indicated.  

D- The information is considered to be confidential business (proprietary) information.  

-- The information is considered to be proprietary because it concerns a licensee's or applicant's physical protection or material control and 

accounting program for special nuclear material pursuant to 10 CFR 2.790(d)(1).  

[] The information was submitted by a foreign source and received in confidence pursuant to 10 CFR 2.790(d)(2).  

Exemption 5: The withheld information consists of interagency or intraagency records that are not available through discovery during 
litigation. Applicable privileges: 

Deliberative process: Disclosure of predecisional information would tend to inhibit the open and frank exchange of ideas essential to the 

deliberative process. Where records are withheld in their entirety, the facts are Inextricably intertwined with the predecisional 
information. There also are no reasonably segregable factual portions because the release of the facts would permit an indirect inquiry 
into the predecisional process of the agency.  

; Attorney work-product privilege. (Documents prepared by an attorney in contemplation of litigation) 

,V1 Attorney-client privilege. (Confidential communications between an attorney and his/her client) 

-- Exemption 6: The withheld information is exempted from public disclosure because its disclosure would result in a clearly 
unwarranted invasion of personal privacy.  

F Exemption 7: The withheld information consists of records compiled for law enforcement purposes and is being withheld for the reason(s) 
indicated.  

(A) Disclosure could reasonably be expected to interfere with an enforcement proceeding (e.g., it would reveal the scope, direction, and 
-• focus of enforcement efforts, and thus could possibly allow recipients to take action to shield potential wrongdoing or a violation of 

NRC requirements from investigators).  

(C) Disclosure would constitute an unwarranted invasion of personal privacy.  
(D) The information consists of names of individuals and other information the disclosure of which could reasonably be expected to reveal 

identities of confidential sources.  
. (E) Disclosure would reveal techniques and procedures for law enforcement investigations or prosecutions, or guidelines that could 

- reasonably be expected to risk circumvention of the law.  

(F) Disclosure could reasonably be expected to endanger the life or physical safety of an individual.  

, OTHER (Specify) 

PART I1.B - DENYING OFFICIALS 

Pursuant to 10 CFR 9.25(g), 9.25(h), and/or 9.65(b) of the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission regulations, it has been determined 

that the information withheld is exempt from production or disclosure, and that its production or disclosure is contrary to the public 

interest. The person responsible for the denial are those officials identified below as denying officials and the FOIAPA Officer for any 

denials that may be appealed to the Executive Director for Operations (EDO).  

DENYING OFFICIAL TITLE/OFFICE RECORDS DENIED APPL pl*FIGIAL 

Guy Caputo Director, Office o Investigations e/4 KK/A, eKni, 

Ellis W. Merschoff i Regional Administrator, Region IV KKII I I

This fnrm was nestainea using iiir

Appeal must be made in writing within 30 days of receipt of this response. Appeals should be mailed to the FOIA/Privw 

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Washington, DC 20555-0001, for action by the appropriate appellate official(s).  

clearly state on the envelope and letter that it is a "FOIA/PA Appeal." I
NRC FORM 464 Part 11 (6-1998)
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Re: FOIAIPA-99-076

APPENDIX II 
RECORDS BEING RELEASED IN THEIR ENTIRETY

NO. DATE DESCRIPTIONI(PAGE COUNT)

01 Case 4-97-003

1. 1/6/97

01 Case 1-95-012 

2. 2/22/95 

01 Case 2-93-030 

3. 5127/93 

4. 10/18/95 

5. 10/18/95

01 Case 3-93-001 

6. 12/8/92

Exhibit 2 to 01 Case 4-97-003, Condition Report-River Bend Station (3 
pages)

Allegation Disposition Record-RI-95-A-0029 (1 page)

Allegation Review Panel Cover Sheet (1 page) 

Letter to 0. Kingsley, TVA, from E. Merschoff, RII, Subject: Predecisional 
Enforcement Conference (EA 95-220) (Atts.-Agenda and Distribution 
Lists) (7 pages) 

Letter to R. Kelly, SWEC, from E. Merschoff, RII, Subject: Predecisional 
Enforcement Conference (EA 95-190) (Atts.-Agenda and Distribution 
Lists) (7 pages)

Memorandum to C. Norelius, Rill, from D. Funk, Rill, Subject: Allegation 
re: Employment Discrimination at TSI (Atts.-Allegation Management 
System Form (2 pages)

7. 12/18/92 Memorandum to E. Pawlik, 01, from D. Funk, Rill, Subject: Allegation re: 

Employment Discrimination at TSI (1 page) 

01 Case 3-96-032

8. 8/30/96

01 Case 4-95-070 

9. 4/30/96

Memorandum to G. Grant, Rill, from D. Funk, Rill, Subject: 01 Report of 
Interview D.C. Cook: Alleged Falsification of Firewatch Logs (01 Case No.  
3-96-032) (AMS No. RIII-96-A-0090) (1 page)

Allegation Assignment Form RIV-95-A-0237 (1 page)



Re: FOIAIPA-99-076

APPENDIX I1 
(continued) 

RECORDS BEING RELEASED IN THEIR ENTIRETY

NO. DATE 

10. Undated 

01 Case 4-95-032 

11. 6/26/95 

12. 9/11/95 

01 Case 4-95-004 

13. Undated

14.  

15.  

16.

1/30/95 

2/7195 

3/6/95

17. 4/18/95 

18. 5/25/95

19.  

20.  

21.

2/20/96 

6110/96 

9/11/96

DESCRIPTIONI(PAGE COUNT) 

Exhibit 3 to 01 Case 4-95-070, Fire Watch Manual (2 pages) 

Allegation Assignment Form RIV-95-A-0101 (1 page) 

Allegation Assigment Form RIV-95-A-0101 (1 page) 

Memorandum for R. Wise, EACSIRIV, from W. Ang, DRS/RIV, Subject: 
Allegation RIV-95-A-0009 (Att.-Plant Support Branch Writeup of Alleger's 
Concerns) (3 pages) 

Allegation Assignment Form RIV-95-A-0009 (1 page) 

Allegation Assignment Form RIV-95-A-0009 (1 page) 

Allegation Assignment Form RIV-95-A-0009 (1 page) (Att.-Plant Support 
Branch Writeup of Alleger's Concerns) (3 pages) 

Memorandum to R. Wise, EACS/RIV, from W. Ang, DRS/RIV, Subject: 
Allegation RIV-95-A-0009 (Atts.-Details of D. Pereira's DRS/RIV 
Inspection Followup, ANO Foam Seal Penetration Checklist) (7 pages) 

Memorandum to L. Williamson, 01, from R. Wise, EACSIRIV, Subject: 
ANO-Alleged Employment Discrimination (01 4-95-0004) (RIV-95-A-0009) 
(Atts.-311/95 E-mail to T. Gwynn, DRS/RIV, and R. Wise, EACS/RIV, from 
W. Ang, DRSIRIV, Subject: RIV-95-A-009, Memorandum to R. Wise, 
EACS/RIV, from W. Ang, DRS/RIV, Subject: Allegation RIV-95-A-0009, 
PSB Writeup of Alleger's Concerns) (5 pages) 

Allegation Assignment Form RIV-95-A-0009 (1 page) 

Allegation Assignment Form RIV-95-A-0009 (1 page) 

E-mail to G. Sanborn, EACS/RIV, from E. Collins, DNMSIRIV, Subject: 
ANO-0I-4-95-004 (1 page)



Re: FOIAIPA-99-076

APPENDIX II 
(continued) 

RECORDS BEING RELEASED IN THEIR ENTIRETY

NO. DATE 

01 Case 1-96-033 

22. 1/22/97 

23. 2/7/97 

24. 8/15196

DESCRIPTIONI(PAGE COUNT)

Draft Letter to K. Monroe, 01, from W. MacFarland, PECO, Subject: Reply 
to Verbal Request for Information Regarding Fire Protection System 
Inspection Records Att.-Affidavit (2 pages) 

Letter to K. Monroe, 01, from W. MacFarland, PECO, Subject: Reply to 
Verbal Request for Information Regarding Disciplinary Action Taken 
Against a Chemistry Technician, Att.-Affidavit (2 pages) 

Letter to K. Monroe, 01, from J. C. Rullo, PECO, Subject: Case No. 40-80
96-3522, Aft.-Affidavit (3 pages)



NO. DATE 

01 Case 4-97-003 

1. 1/6/97 

2. 1/7/97 

3. 2/26/97 

4. 1/9197 

01 Case 3-94-059 

5. 1/18/95

APPENDIX JJ 
RECORDS BEING WITHHELD IN PART 

DESCRIPTIONI(PAGE COUNT/EXEMPTIONS

Re: FOIAIPA-99-076

Exhibit 3 to 01 Case 4-97-003, Voluntary Statement of J. Dillard, River 
Bend (2 pages) EX. 7C 

Exhibit 4 to 01 Case 4-97-003, Voluntary Statement fo C. Sturdivant (2 
pages) EX. 7C 

Exhibit 5 to 01 Case 4-97-003, Letter to R. Wise, RIV, from R. King, 
Entergy, Subject: River Bend Station-Unit I Docket No. 50-458-2.790 
(Att.-Allegation RIV-A-97-0007 Summary) (4 pages) EX. 7C 

Report of Investigation Concerning Missed Firewatch Rounds (2 pages) 
EX. 7C

Memorandum to an Individual, NRC, from an Individual, 01, Subject: 
Donald C. Cook Nuclear Power Plant: Alleged Deliberate Falsification of 
Fire Watch Records (Case No. 3-94-059) (Aft.- 1/18/95 01 Report of 
Investigation 3-94-059, Donald C. Cook Nuclear Power Plant: Alleged 
Deliberate Falsification of Fire Watch Records) (10 pages) EX. 7C

01 Case 1-95-012

6. 2/2/95

01 Case 2-93-030 

7. 1/17194 

8. 1/5/96

Exhibit 2 to 01 Case 1-95-012, Allegation Receipt Report-RI-95-A-0029 
(Atts.-Combustible Control Permit, 1/30/95-E-mail to T. Teifke, NYPA, 
from J. Pechacek, NYPA, 2/2/95-Questions and Answers from L. Corey, 
NYPA (9 pages) EX. 7C

Exhibit 3 to 01 Case 2-93-030, Letter D. Harrison, TVA, from B. Uryc, RII, 
Subject: RII-93-A-0031 & 96 (Att.-Allegation Evaluation Report) (3 pages) 
EX. 7C 

1/3/96 Letter to E. Merschoff, RII, from R. Kelly, SWEC, Subject: NRC 
Consideration of Enforcement Action (Atts.-Enforcement Conference 
Slides, 1/3/96 Letter to G. Huddleston, Attorney, Subject: D. Harrison's 
Compensation, Copy of Paystub) (11 pages) EX. 7C



Re: FOIAIPA-99-076

NO. DATE 

O Case 3-94-059 

9. 8/16/94 

10. 8/22/94 

01 Case 3-04-060 

11. Undated 

12. 09/19/94

01 Case 3-96-032 

13. 6118/96 

01 Case 4-95-070 

14. 12/11/95 

01 Case 1-96-033 

15. 2/19/97

APPENDIX JJ 
(continued) 

RECORDS BEING WITHHELD IN PART 

DESCRIPTIONI(PAGE COUNT)IEXEMPTIONS

Allegation Action Plan-RIII-94-A-01 18 (Atts.-E-mail to J. Belanger, Rill, 
from D. Schrum, Rill, Subject: Falsification/Firewatch Tours/D.C. Cook
Reply, Notes of Telecon, Section 3.3 of Inspection Report, 8/2/94 
Memorandum to G. Grant, Rill, from D. Funk, Subject: Allegation re: 
Falsification of Firewatch Records at D.C. Cook (AMS No. RIII-94-A
0118), Allegation Management System Form, Memorandum to D. Funk, 
Rill, from J. Belanger, Rill, Subject: Potential Falsification of Firewatch 
Tours at D.C. Cook Plant) (9 pages) EX. 7C 

Allegation Action Plan-RIII-94-A-01 18 (1 page) EX. 7C

Draft Inspection Report 50-254/94017 (2 pages) (Portions of both pages 
outside the scope EX. 5) 

Allegation Action Plan-RIII-94-A-0157 (Att.-Email to B. DeFayette, Rill, 
from C. Miller, Rill, Subject: Allegation of Document Falsification, 9113194 
E-mail to R. DeFayette, Rill, and D. Funk, Rill, from R. Walton, Rill, 
Subject: Allegation of Document Falsification, 9/8/94 Letter to T. Hall, 
Quad Cities, from E. Smith, Fire Marshal, Subject: Investigation of Fire 
Watch Falsification of Records) (6 pages) EX. 7C

Allegation Action Plan Allegation No. RIII-96-A-0090 (6 pages) EX. 7C

Allegation Assignment Form RIV-95-A-0237 (1 page) EX. 7C

01 Report of Investigation 1-96-033, Limerick Generating Stations Units I 
and 2: Falsification of Fire Protection Surveillance Test Documentation by 
a PECO Technical Assistant (10 pages) EX. 7C



Re: FOIAIPA-99-076

NO. DATE 

16. 9/30/96 

17. 8113/96 

18. 8/16/96 

19. 6/29/95 

20. 1/23/97 

21. 1/23/97 

22. Various 

23. Various 

24. Various 

25. 8/14/96 

26. 8/14/96

APPENDIX JJ 
(continued) 

RECORDS BEING WITHHELD IN PART 

DESCRIPTIONI(PAGE COUNT)IEXEMPTIONS

Exhibit 4 to 01 Case 1-96-033, Memorandum to an individual, PECO, from 
an individual, PECO, Subject: Security Investigation-Quality Concern 127 
Allegation of Falsification of Fire Protection Section Surveillance Test, 
Limerick (5 pages) EX. 7C 

Exhibit 5 to 01 Case 1-96-033, an individual's Voluntary Statement to 
Security, PECO, Att.-7/29/96-Limerick Surveillance Test-Fire Hose Station 
Visual Inspection (16 pages) EX. 7C 

Exhibit 6 to 01 Case 1-96-033, an individual's Voluntary Statement to 
Security, PECO, Atts.-5/29/96, 4/30/96, 6/8/95, 6/29/94 Limerick 
Surveillance Test-Fire Hose Station Visual Inspection (52 pages) EX. 7C 

Exhibit 7 to 01 Case 1-96-033, Limerick Surveillance Test-Fire 
Suppression Water System Spray and Sprinkler (6 pages) EX. 7C 

Exhibit 11 to 01 Case 1-96-033, Interview Report of an individual, PECO 
(Atts.-8/20/96-an individual's Statement to Security, PECO, 8/23/95
Limerick Surveillance Test Fire Hose Station Refuel Inspection, PECO 
Security Zone Tracer for an individual) (21 pages) EX. 7C 

Exhibit 12 to 01 Case 1-96-033, Interview Report of an individual, PECO 
(Att.-PECO Security Zone Tracer for an individual (3 pages) EX. 7C 

Security Zone Tracer for an individual, PECO (3 pages) EX. 7C 

Security Zone Tracer for an individual, PECO (2 pages) EX. 7C 

Security Zone Tracer for an individual, PECO (2 pages) EX. 7C 

Memorandum to Site Support Services Division, PECO, from an 
individual, PECO, Subject: Fire Protection Section Issues (2 pages) EX.  
7C 

Memorandum to Site Support Services Division, PECO, from an 
individual, PECO, Subject: Followup on Fire Protection Section Issues (1 
page) EX. 7C



Re: FOIAIPA-99-076

APPENDIX JJ 
(continued) 

RECORDS BEING WITHHELD IN PART

NO.  

27.

DATE 

8/21/96

28. 9/13/96 

29. Undated

DESCRIPTIONI(PAGE COUNT)IEXEMPTIONS 

Memorandum to Site Support Services Division, PECO, from an 
individual, PECO, Subject: Fire Protection Investigation (1 page) EX. 7C 

Draft Letter to J. Hinman, Bechtel, from an individual, PECO, Subject: 

Performance of an individual (1 page) EX. 7C 

Surveillance Test (9 pages) EX. 7C



NO. DATE 

01 Case 4-95-004

APPENDIX KK 
RECORDS BEING WITHHELD IN THEIR ENTIRETY 

DESCRIPTIONI(PAGE COUNT)IEXEMPTIONS

Re: FOIAIPA-99-076

1. 2/6/96

01 Case 1-96-033 

2. 9/10/96 

3. 11/6/96 

4. 9/10/96

Exhibit 14 to 01 Case 4-95-004, E-mail to W. Brown, RIV, from S. Lewis, 
OGC, Subject: Question-Reply (2 pages) EX. 5 Attorney-Client

Exhibit 8 to 01 Case 1-96-033, Draft Letter to an individual, PECO, from 
an individual, PECO, Subject: Termination (2 pages) EX. 7C 

Exhibit 9 to 01 Case 1-96-033, Letter to an individual, PECO, from an 
individual, PECO, Subject: Reinstatement (1 page) EX. 7C 

Exhibit 13 to 01 Case 1-96-033, Memorandbm to an individual, PECO, 
from an individual, PECO, Subject: Oral Warning (1 page) EX. 7C



EXHIBIT 2

EXHIBIT
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II' 

EMTERGY

DATEfTIME OF NOTI171CATION: 116197 0 9:30 

PLANT STATUS AT TuIME OF CONDITION NOTIFICATION 

nAT.. moor; MOD r I 2 3 A 5 REACTOR POWER: MW7- 2894 

W.L&CTOI LEVEL- 36 REACTOR PRESSURE 1025 CORE FLOW 87 

ACTIVITY IN PgOGRmSS 10& WA STEADX-S.TATE OP.S 

D MCIE ANy IMMEDIATE CORRECTIVE ACTION TAKEN OR PLAN~TRSOS T ODTO 

3*e 3.c: tinkixed CR.

'dwF 1014 

x 10-6 LB/HR

OPMaAZILITY ASS rsN(FNT 
COMPLEr1E THE FOLLOWING [F AN OPERABILITY A.SSESSMENST IS REQUIRED PER RJLNP0177). IF AN ASSES SMENT IS 4OT REQUIRED.  

DESCRMU WHY WnO IN THE BASIS SECTION BELOW.  

EQUMMWIItTSYSTEM BEING ASSESSFED: nJa 

DQtJVIErTISYSTEMS% RELATED TECH SPEC (S) n/ 

DID THIS CONDITON CAUSE THE ENTRY INTO A TECH SPEC ACTION4 STATEMENT? LCO NO: NIA 

r.g0 YES nia* __ N/A N/A 

TECH SPEC ACTION STATEMENT DATE ENTERED) TIME EN"TERED 

EFFECT OF THIS CONDITION ON EQUIPMENTISYSTEM OFERABELI 

rEQUVIlM(NT REMAINS OPERABLE FSYSTEM REMAIN.S OPERABLE 

r QUVWENT IS LNOPERMII.E FSYSTEM IS INOPERABLE 

WAS REDUNDANST EQUIPMENT VERIFIED OPERABLE.  

rNIA r YES r- %-o) DESCRIBE VERIFICATION METHOD IN 'BASIS" RF.)

DOAMDIATE ]LI'ORTABILITY DETELILNATION 

IS 3.4WIMATE NRC NOTLIICATION REQU IRED? 

W YES, I I-HO4UR REPORT F -HOUR 

DATE: N/A AN ThA 

CMl 11:00UEMINT: N/A 
MAJO (W POSON MAMIG REPORtT: NIA 
HANe Of PERSON REPORT MADE TO: N/A 
MW EfvWPT WO: NA

EPO 
E:

(x-No r YES 

RT r 24-HOUR REPORT 

N/A OF R.EPORT

"MAS OrIASILMT ASSESSMENTS USING ENGDNEERfriG 3UDGENENT MUST BE SIJBSTAN7%IATED 

lstequkm-tnt is orx affected; no Operability Ansessment is required. 16/005~ *. ~IO 

A39COVART PZRIFORMED BY. ______103 )AE 

WEPT KPEINTMNENT APPROVAL: xcN: 11 a DATE: __ 

Age-nr

tM 19t. 4 *- 9 7 - 0 0U PAGE- 2-OF-ýPAGE(S

PAGE 0 
RIVER BEND STATION- 

FORM .REVISION I 

OPERABISLITY ASSESSEN(NT IM'fNIDIATE REPORTABILT' DEERIMINATION 
rrR.L%`T/TPE. USE BLACK MW ONIA)
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ALLEGC.&ION DISPOSITION RECORD Rev. 2 59 

Site: A7T 74'/C* Section Chief (AOC): OCG • 

Allegation No.: s!FS 7,4A - 00 .2 Date Received: 1 

Acknowledged: Receipt Report to SAC: .e-s 

CONFIDENTIALITY GRANTED: ;e1 */' ý 01 Informed: ___________ 

IS THERE A HARASSMENT/DISCRIMINATION ISSUE: Yes 
(If yes, complete H&ID section on reverse) 
DOES THE ALLEGATION INVOLVE POTENTIAL WRONGDOING: > No 
DOES THE ALLEGATION HAVE POLITICAL IMPLICATIONS: Yes (2D 
DOES THE ALLEGATION REQUIRE RESOURCES TO RESOLVE 

WHICH CAN NOT BE OBTAINED BY THE AOC: " <Ye No 
If yes to any of the above, the allegation needs to go to an Allegation Panel.  
Otherwise, document disposition actions below.  

ALLEGATION PANEL (AP) DECISIONS 

Date: / 5 Previous lAPB on issue: Yes () 
Chair -ranch Chief - COL%',L 
Section Chief (AOC) - _ o _ _/ _ SAC - V/ro 

(Others) - MDWAt~I( 0x Rep. -~ ~ V 
DISPOSITION ACIONS: (State specific action required for closure (including 

special concurrences), responsible person, ECD and 
expected closure documentation) 

) /&.s? ,rS" p//, ,,c, PO ,o• r A-•4ro., A• ,• , C0,,,r;?oes- J,,.  

Responsible Person: C • •/c" ECD: 

Closure Documentation: Completed: 

Responsible Person: ECD: 

Closure Documentation: Completed:

Responsible Person: . ECD: 

Closure Documentation: Completed:

4)

Responsible Person: ECD: __ 

Closure Documentation: Completed: 

Safety Significance Assessment:. AI),wi



ALLEGATION REVIEW PANEL

DATE OF ARP: 

DATE RECEIVED:

5/27/93 

5/25/93

ALLEGATION NO.  

PANEL NO. [/]i

RII-93-A-00 9 6 

[]2 [13 (]4

NAME OF ALLEGER: DOUGLAS W. HARRISON 

SUBJECT: FIREWATCH ACTIVITIES

FACILITY NAME: 

[]B&W El' 
[]CRYSTAL RIVER El 
(]MCGUIRE [ 
[]ST.LUCIE 
[]TUREY POINT 
[/]STONE & WEBSTER 

TYPE: 
[/] A. REACTOR 

B] B. VENDOR 
Cl c. MATERIAL NO.  

[] D. SAFEGUARDS 
[] E. OTHER 

NO. OF CONCERNS: 1

IELLEFONTE 
FARLEY 
NFS" 
SEQUOYAH 
VOGTLE

(/1 BROWNS FERRY 
l ]GRAND GULF 

[ )NORTH ANNA 
[1]UsmER 
[]WATTS BAR

FUNCTIONAL AREA: 
El A. OPERATION 
[I B. CONSTRUCTION 
[C C. SAFEGUARDS' 
[I D. TRANSPORTATION 
[] E. EMER PREP 
[/l F. ONSITE H&S 
[ G. OFFSITE H&S 

El H. OTHER 

o0 []YES []NO DOL

v] 
[I 

[] 

[] Hl

[]BRUNSWICK [] CATAWBA 
[)HARRIS 
[]OCONEE []ROBINSON 

(I SURRY 

A. CONT EMPLOYEE 
B. FORMER EMPL 
C. ANONYMOUS 

D. LIC EMPLOYEE 
E. NEWS MEDIA 
F. ORGANIZATION 
G. OTHER

[/.]YES (INO REPANEL []YES [INO

CONFIDENTIALITY GRANTED []YES [WINO SCHEDULED COMPL. DATE: 

ACTION:

ASSIGNED TO: PB1 PB2 PB3 RPB4 NMSS RPEP SGA EICS ENG

PANEL ATTENDEES: 

ORA 

[]EBNETER 
[]REYES 
[]JENKINS 
[]EVANS 
[]DEMIRANDA 
[]IGNATONIS 
[]TROJANOWSKI 
[]SLACK

DRP

[]MERSCHOFF 
[]JOHNSON 
[]VERRELLI 
[]SINKULE 
[]HERDT 
[3 
(3 
[1

DRS DRSS 0I

[]GIBSON []STOHR (]VORSE 
[U [MALLETT []TATE 
[]JULIAN []CLINE 
[]PEEBLES []COLLINS 
[U [1 

[] 
[]

BC/SC:

[] HATCH

08/25/93

01



16% nUNITED STATES 
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 

REGION 11 
0 101 MARIETTA STREET. N.W., SUITE 2900 

ATLANTA, GEORGIA 3323-1M99 

October 18, 1995 

EA 95-190 

Stone & Webster Engineering Group 
ATTN: Mr. R. E. Kelly 

President 
245 Summer Street 
Boston, MA 02240 

SUBJECT: PREDECISIONAL ENFORCEMENT CONFERENCE 

Dear Mr. Kelly: 

On August 22, 1995, the Secretary of Labor issued a Decision and Order which 
found that Stone and Webster Engineering Group discriminated against 
Mr. Douglas Harrison (DOL Case 94-ERA-44) when Mr. Harrison was demoted 
because 'he had raised concerns related to firewatch requirements.  
Mr. Harrison was employed as an ironworker general foreman at Tennessee Valley 
Authority's (TVA) Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant. In addition, the Secretary of 
Labor found that the removal of Mr. Harrison to an outside work crew was also 
discriminatory and that Mr. Harrison's discussion with other ironworkers on 
the lack of response to the fire protection concerns was a protected activity.  
A copy of the Secretary of Labor's decision is enclosed (Enclosure 1).  

The Secretary of Labor concluded that Stone & Webster wrongfully demoted 
Mr. Harrison as a result of his protected activity and reassigned Mr. Harrison 
to an outside work crew when he discussed his concerns with other workers.  
The NRC Office of Investigation (01) conducted an inquiry into this case and 
based on the preliminary Department of Labor decisions and the TVA Office of 
Inspector General report concluded that the allegations of discrimination were 
not substantiated. Our letter to TVA dated May 17, 1995, transmitted the 01 
synopsis and indicated that no further action was planned on the case.  
However, because of the Secretary of Labor Decision and Order issued on 
August 22, 1995, the acts of discrimination that DOL found to have occurred 
against Mr. Harrison constitute an apparent violation of 10 CFR 50.7 which 
prohibits discrimination against an employee who engages in protected 
activities such as providing an employer information about alleged violations 
of NRC requirements.  

Based on the Secretary of Labor's decision in this case, the apparent 
violation is being considered for escalated enforcement action in accordance 
with the "General Statement of Policy and Procedure for NRC Enforcement 
Actions," (Enforcement Policy), (60 FR 34381; June 30, 1995/NUREG-1600).  
Accordingly, no Notice of Violation is presently being issued for this 
finding. Please be advised that the number and characterization of the 
apparent violation described above may change as a result of further NRC 
review..  

A joint predecisional enforcement conference to discuss the apparent violation 
has been scheduled with Stone.& Webster, TVA and Mr. Steve Ehele, the Stone & 
Webster supervisor involved in this case, for October 30, 1995, at 1:00 p.m.  
in the Region II office. The predecisional enforcement conference schedule A\ 

was discussed in a telephone call between Mr. Brad Dodson of your staff and



Stone & Webster Engineering Group

Mr. Mark Lesser of this office on October 6, 1995. A proposed conference 
agenda is enclosed (Enclosure 2). The predecisional enforcement conference 
will be closed to public observation and transcribed.  

The decision to hold a predecisional enforcement conference does not mean that 
the NRC has determined that a violation has occurred or that enforcement 
action will be taken. This conference is being held to obtain information to 
enable the NRC to make an enforcement decision, such as a common understanding 
of the facts, root causes, missed opportunities to identify the apparent 
violation sooner, corrective actions, significance of the issues and the need 
for lasting and effective corrective action. In addition, this is an 
opportunity for you to point out any disagreement with the facts and findings 
presented in the Secretary of Labor decision and for you to provide any 
information concerning your perspectives on 1) the severity of the apparent 
violation, 2) the application of the factors that the NRC considers when it 
determines the amount of a civil penalty that may be assessed in accordance 
with Section VI.B.2 of the Enforcement Policy, and 3) any other application of 
the Enforcement Policy to this case, including the exercise of discretion in 
accordance with Section VII. In particular, we expect you to address the 
basis for the adverse employment action taken against Mr. Harrison.  

We are also concerned with the potential chilling effect that may have 
resulted from Mr. Harrison's demotion and the recent Secretary of Labor 
decision. Therefore, notwithstanding the information requested above and 
whether or not you agree with the Secretary of Labor decision, we expect you 
to address the actions taken or planned to assure that this adverse employment 
action does not have a chilling effect on other licensee or contractor 
employees raising perceived safety concerns. In addition, you should address 
your corrective action to ensure that Stone & Webster managers are aware of 
their responsibilities to provide a work environment in which all employees 
may freely identify safety concerns without fear of retaliation or 
discrimination.  

You will be advised by separate correspondence of the results of our 
deliberations on this matter. No response regarding the apparent violation is 
required at this time.  

In accordance with 10 CFR 2.790 of the NRC's "Rules of Practice," a copy of 
this letter and its enclosures will be placed in the NRC Public Document Room.  

Should you have any questions concerning this enforcement conference, please 
contact Mr. Bruno Uryc at (404) 331-5505 or Mr. Mark Lesser at (404) 331-0342.  

Sincerely, 

/Ellis W. Merschoff, Director 
f ivision of Reactor Projects 

Docket No. 9999 

Enclosures: (See page 3)

cc w/encl: (See page 3)

2



Stone & Webster Engineering Group

Enclosures: 1. Secretary of Labor Decision 
dated August 22, 1995 

2. Proposed Predecislonal Enforcement 
Conference Agenda 

cc w/encls: 
Stone & Webster Engineering Group 
ATTN: Mr. Brad Dodson 

Vice President, Nuclear Operations 
245 Summer Street 
Boston, MA 02240 

cc w/o encds: 
Tennessee Valley Authority 
ATTN: Mr. Oliver D. Kingsley, Jr.  

President, TVA Nuclear and 
Chief Nuclear Officer 

6A Lookout Place 
1101 Market Street 
Chattanooga, TN 37402-2801

3



PROPOSED PREDECISIONAL ENFORCEMENT CONFERENCE AGENDA

STONE & WEBSTER ENGINEERING GROUP 
TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY 

BROWNS FERRY NUCLEAR PLANT 

October 30, 1995 
1:00 p.m.  

I. INTRODUCTION AND OPENING REMARKS 

S. D. Ebneter, Regional Administrator 

II. DISCUSSION OF THE ENFORCEMENT POLICY 

B. Uryc, Director 
Enforcement and Investigation Coordination Staff 

III. OVERVIEW 

Mr. Ebneter 

IV. APPARENT VIOLATION AND NRC CONCERNS 

E. Merschoff, Director 
Division of Reactor Projects 

V. LICENSEE PRESENTATION 

VI. STONE & WEBSTER ENGINEERING GROUP PRESENTATION 

VII. STATEMENT OF S. EHELE 

* * * BREAK * * * 

VIII. NRC FOLLOWUP QUESTIONS 

Mr. Merschoff 

IX. CLOSING 

Mr. Ebneter 

Enclosure 2



Stone & Webster Eng'neering Group 

Distribution w/encl 2: 
PUBLIC 
JTaylor, EDO 
JMilhoan, DEDR 
SEbneter, RII 
LChandler, OGC 
JGoldberg, OGC 
EJulian, SECY 
BKeeling, CA 
Enforcement Coordinators 

RI, RIII, RIV 
JLleberman, OE 
JGray, OE 
OE:EA File (B. Summers, OE) (2) 
DRosano, OE 
EHayden, OPA 
DDandois, OC 
LTemper, OC 
GCaputo, 01 
EJordon, AEOD 
LNorton, OIG 
BUyrc, RII 
WMcNulty, RII 
KClark, RII 
RTrojanowski, RII 
AGibson, RII 
MLesser, RII 
JWilliams, NRR 
FHebdon, NRR 
JJohnson, RII 
SShaeffer, RII 
CEvans, RII 
LWatson, RII 
GHallstrom, RII 
IMS:RII 
NUDOCS 

NRC Senior Resident Inspector 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
10833 Shaw Road 
Athens, AL 35611

*SEE PREVIOUS PAGE FOR CONCURRENCE 
SEND T PUBLIC DOCUMENT ROOM? ____"_I No 

OFFICE RII:ORP RI:DRP RII:ORA RII:EICS RMI:ORA RII:ORA 
SIGNATURE JBnetve 

NAME 9MLeaa"r "EMerscnoff OCEvane "Uryc LRyes 

DATE 10/ 195 101 195 101 /95 101 /95 101 /S95 01, /95 

COPY? YES NO YES NO YES NO YES NO YES NO tF sa 
S,. ..- u 1^o 1Ue3atfnfl n1DlTRTO-iP
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Stone & Webster Engineering Group

Distribution w/encl 2: 
PUBLIC 
JTaylor, EDO 
JMilhoan, DED;( btf tL 
SEbneter, RII 
LChandler, OGC 
JGoldberg, OGC 
EJulian, SECY 
BKeeling, CA 
Enforcement Coordinators 

RI, RIII, RIV 
JLieberman, OE 
JGray, OE 
OE:EA File (B. Summers, OE) (2) 
DRosano, OE 
EHayden, OPA 
DDandois, OC 
LTemper, OC 
GCaputo, 01 
EJordon, AEOD 

BUyrc, RII 
WMcNulty, RII 
KClark, RII 
RTrojanowski, RII 
AGibson, RII 
MLesser, RII 
JWilliams, NRR 
FHebdon, NRR 
JJohnson, RII 
SShaeffer, RII 
CEvans, RII 
LWatson, RII 
GHallstrom, RII 
IMS:RII 
NUDOCS 

NRC Senior Resident Inspector 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
10833 Shaw Road 
Athens, AL 35611

SEND O PUBLIC S 

OFFICE RII:DRP RII:DRP RII:DRS RII:EICS RII"RA I RII:ORA 

SIGNATURE A4 6LC'L9 
NAME MLesser EMer hoff CEvans hiU' dyes SEbneter 

DATE 101195.pt0 irj•s 10/ /95 - / iJ05 1O1 IA /95i 10/ /95 
COPY? YES NO I YES NO YES NO !VES )20 Y-E NO 

OFFICIAL RECORD COPY DOCUMENT NAME: H\1950PUI.'ENF\9519ODOL.DIR\LTRTOS&W.PEC
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Distribution w/encl 2: 
PUBLIC 
JTaylor, EDO 
JMilhoan, DEDI.\ 
SEbneter, RII 
LChandler, OGC 
JGoldberg, OGC 
EJulian, SECY 
BKeeling, CA 
Enforcement Coordinators 

RI, RIll, RIV 
JLieberman, OE 
JGray, OE 
OE:EA File (B. Summers, OE) (2) 
DRosano, OE 
EHayden, OPA 
DDandois, OC 
LTemper, OC 
GCaputo, 01 
EJordon, AEOD 

BUyrc, RII 
WMcNulty, RII 
KClark, RII 
RTrojanowski, RII 
AGibson, RII 
MLesser, RII 
JWilliams, NRR 
FHebdon, NRR 
JJohnson, RII 
SShaeffer, RI1 
CEvans, RII 
LWatson, RII 
GHallstrom, RII 
IMS:RII 
NUDOCS 

NRC Senior Resident Inspector 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
10833 Shaw Road 
Athens, AL 35611

SEND TOPBI C 7 fVR 

OFFICE RI,,DRP R,:RP R OI:DRS • R U EICS _,_______ 

SIGNATURE 

NAME MLsrEMehoff CEvans L OY.Us SEbneter 

DATE 10 /%1,/ 9j 10 /f3 Ies 10, 1 S #1tdJ/ es ~9 1oA 10 ýIt 101 195 

COPY? YES NO IYES NO YES NO I ES )0 Y fE- N0 kE No 
- .. ~ ~ IVft'%ITZTnfLtU Orr 

OFIIA ECRoP OCMN ,NAo,:
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SREG& UNITED STATES 

1A NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 
C1 REGION Ill 

799 ROOSEVELT ROAD 

6 4- GLEN ELLYN. ILLINOIS 60137 

December 8, 1992 

MEMORANDUM FOR: Charles E. Norelius, Director, Division of 
Radiation Safety and Safeguards 

FROM: Donald E. Funk Jr., Office Allegation 
Coordinator 

SUBJECT: ALLEGATION RE: EMPLOYMENT DISCRIMINATION AT 
THERMAL SCIENCE, INC.  
(AMS NO. RIII-92-A-0139) 

On December 9, 1992, this matter was discussed with E. T. Pawlik 
of the Office of investigations Region III Field Office, and it 
was concluded that investigative effort by OI:RIII may be 
warranted at this time for the reason givenbelow. Should 
additional facts or information relating to possible wrongdoing 
concerning this allegation become available, please notify' me 
promptly.  

This allegation will continue to be carried as "open" in the 
Allegation Management System pending final resolution/closeout by 
your Division.  

Donald E. Funk Jr.  
Office Allegation Cpordinator 

Attachments: 
1. AMS Form 
2. 11/25/92 DOL ltr 

cc w/attachments: 
RAO: RIII 
OI:RIII 
J. A. Grobe 

BASIS: Since wrongdoing was alleged, employment discrimination, 
an allegation review board shall be convened within 15 workdays 
of agency receipt of the information (December 21, 1992).



M A NA G:EE MEN T

"•LxTGATION NUMBER - R] II-92-A-0i3S

OCKET/FACILITY/UNIT: 
3CKET/FACILITY/0UNIT: 
f:)CKET/FACiLITY/UNIT: 
OCKET/FACILITY/UNIT:

RUN DATE: 12,,O;Cii/G'

/ THERMAL SCIENCE, INC.  
/# 

/ 
/

CLTIVITY TYPES - MATERIALS 

ATERIAL LICENSES -

UNCTIONAL AREAS - OTHER

EMPLOYMENT Dr SCRIMINATION 

ESCRIPTION - EMPLOYMENT DISCRIMINATION 

7ONCERNS 
1

)URCE - DOL

ECEIVED - 921130 BY - RW DEFAYETTE

CONFIDENT - NO

/ RAO

.TION OFFICE CONTACT - GL SHEAR

ESPONSIBLE PGM OFFICE - M VIOLATION SECTION 210 ALLEGED - YES

rATUS - OPEN SCHED COMPLETION - 930330 DATE CLOSED - .0

.,LEGATION SUBSTANTIATED -

i ACTION - NO

ALLEGER NOTIFIED -

0I REPORT NUMBER - ..

EMARKS - RECEIPT DOL 11/25/92 LTR.
'I

DIVISION ASSIGNED: DRSS(INFO) DOL 
RELATED ALLEGATION FILE(S): N 
ACTION PLAN SUBMITTED: N.  
ALLEGATION REVIEW BOA.RD,: N 
RECOORDI NATE W/OI: Y 
KEYWORD: DOL 

:TERED SYSTEM - 921208 CLOSED SYSTEM - RECORD CHANGED - :21206

/, 
/ 
/

S-Y!'!ý'T E MA L L E G A T 0 N



UNITED STATES

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 
REGION III 

799 ROOSEVELT ROAD 

GLEN ELLYN, ILLINOIS 60137 

December 18, 1992 

MEMORANDUM FOR: Eugene T. Pawlik, Director, office of 
Investigations Field Office, Region III 

FROM: Donald E. Funk Jr., Office Allegation 
Coordinator 

SUBJECT: ALLEGATION RE: EMPLOYMENT DISCRIMINATION AT 
THERMAL SCIENCE, INC.  

On December 14, 1992, I verbally notified you of an alleged 

complaint of employment discrimination against Thermal Science, 

Inc. We also discussed that a review by the Division of 

Radiation Safety and Safeguards determined that the named company 

was not a Region III licensee. At that time you requested that I 

forward information concerning the complaint to you for your 

review. Attached are the two letters received from DOL 

concerning the complaint for whatever action you deem 

appropriate.  

As of December 14, 1992, Region III has closed its file 

concerning the referenced subject.  

Donald E. Funk Jr.  
office Allegation Coordinator 

Attachments: 
1. November 25, 1992, DOL letter 
2. December 15, 1992, DOL letter



August 30, 1996

MEMORANDUM TO: ffry E. Grant, Director, Division of Reactor Safety 

FROM: Donald E. Funk Jr., Office Allegation Coordinator 

SUBJECT: 01 REPORT OF INTERVIEW D. C. COOK: ALLEGED FALSIFICATION OF 
FIREWATCH LOGS (01 CASE NO. 3-96-032) 
(AMS NO. RIII-96-A-0090) 

By memorandum dated August 29, 1996, the Office of Investigations has 
forwarded their Report of Interview of the above subject to Region III and a 
copy is enclosed for evaluation by your staff. After review DRS should notify 
the OAC of its readiness to convene an Allegation Review Board (ARB) within 30 
days of the date of this memorandum. At the ARB the Division should be 
prepared to discuss its decision whether further 01 involvement is requested 
and if so at what priority, ie... High, Normal, or Low.  

Attachment: As stated 

cc w/attachment: 
B. Berson 
R. Gardner 

cc w/o attachment: 
OI:RIII



.,4ALLEGATION!ASSIGNMENT FORM 

-f legation Number: RIV-95-A-0237i 

Licensee/Facility or Location: WATERFORD - 3 

Discussed at ARP meeting on: 4/30/96 

Assigned to: DRP, DRS, DNMS, SAC Branch: 

01 involvement? 01 tracking number: 

Allegation Summary: The initial tlegationdtwere: (1) firewatch was directed to relocate a 

watchman key but refused because it would have violated a procedure; and (2) after the 

firewatch refused to perform the task, he was terminated (employment discrimination). 01 

concluded that the-individual was terminated for refusing to comply with his supervisor's 

instructions. Th 6allegatio_•hat the directed activity would have violated a site procedure 

was not substantiated. OE has reviewed the 01 conclusions and determined that 

enforcement action is not appropriate.  

ARP instructions/guidance: 

ARP Chairman: Date: 

.,Allegatioft'Resoluton Plan (return to the SAC within 10 days of ARP meeting): 

Submitted by: Date: 

cc: ýllegatio ile. ARP Meeting File. 01



EXHIBIT 3

< 'ý EXHIBIT



r!" rcl o w-ipi .lt i L-g.a ,so ( -%r rr-uu&-vLj 

Duties of a Fire Watcn Revision 9 

6.0 PRXEDURF 

6.1 GENERAL 

6.1.1 Fire Watchers shall have fire extinguishing equipment 

readily available (when required) and be trained in its 

use, including practice on test fires.  

6.1.2 Fire Watchers shall be familiar with facility layout 

and procedures for sounding an alarm in the event of. a 

fire.  

6.1.3 Fire Watchers shall be alert for fires in all exposed 

areas (i.e., area of york activity or area of 
imphirment), avd try to extinguish fires only when in 

the capacity of their equipment and training, or 

otherwise sound the alarm imediately.  

6.1.4 Ignition Source fire watch activities shall be 

maintained for a minimum of 30 sinutes following 

termination of Hot Work activities, to allow all 

materials to cool sufficiently.  

6.1.5 During performance of fire watch duties the Fire 

Watcher may have no simultaneous duties that could 

detract from the fire watch function.  

6.1.6 Authorization for activation and deactivation of the 

fire watch shall be .obtained from the SS/CRS.  

6.1.7 The associated Fire Protection ptairment number(s) 

shall be noted on Attachmnt 7.1, Fire Watch Log so as 

to allow cross reference to FP-001-015, Fire Protection 

System Impairments.  

8 
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-'AILLEGATION ASSIGNMENT FORM 

"-Pllegation Number: RIV-95-A-0101-

Licensee/Facility or Location: WASHINGTON NUCLEAR POWER-2 

Discussed at ARP meeting on: 6/26/95 

Assigned to: DRIP, DRS, DRSS, SAC Branch: 

01 involvement? 01 tracking number: 

Allegation Summary: During a May 1995 inspection, NRC inspectors 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. When the inspectors questioned an individual who had previously performed the hot work about the fire watcl., he indicated that he had 
relieved the fire watch. However, this individual was not in clear view of the area to perfonn the fire watch responsibilities. The licensee has obtained three signed statements 
that attest to the presence of the fire watch, although the inspectors did not see the fire watch. One of the statements is from the individual who had informed the inspectors that 
he had assumed the duties of the fire watch.  

ARP instructions/guidance: 

ARP Chairman: Date: 

"•Jlegatio•'Resolution Plan (return to the SAC within 10 days of ARP meeting): 

Submitted by:___________________ Date: _____________ A oR0



I

-A-LLEGA r1oroNASSIGNMENT FORM 

-ATlegation Number: RIV-95-A-01014 

Licensee/Facility or Location: WASHINGTON NUCLEAR POWER 2

Discussed at ARP meeting on: 9/11/95

Assigned to: DRP, DRS, DRSS, SAC

01 involvement? YEs

Branch: E

01 tracking number: 4•-5-3`2

Allegation Summary: During a 5/95 inspection, NRC identified that a fire 
watch did not remain in the work area for 30 minutes following the completion 
of "hot work" as required. The violation was cited in IR 50-397/95-15. The 
licensee responded to the NOV. on 8/1/95 and contested the violation. DRP is 
preparing a response to the licensee's reply. O has requested the ARP review the current status to determine if the contractor employees should be 

interviewed before they leave the site.

ARP instructions/guidance: 
close the issue through the 

ARP Chairman: W. D. Johnson

No further action by 01 (low priority).  
response to the licensee's reply to the

DRP will 
violation.

Date: VJ v -

AJllegatjortsolution Plan (return to the SAC within 10 days of ARP 
meeting):

Submitted by: 
cc: Allegationile, ARP Meeting File, 01

Date:

7
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MEMORANDUM FOR :

THRU : 

FROM :

R. WISE, .Allegatioi?ýCoordinator

T. P. GWYNN, Division Director, DRS 

W. P. ANG, Plant Support Branch Chief, DRS

SUBJECT : -4LLEGATION RIV-95-A-0009.  

On February 28, 1995, L. Williamson, 01, provided Ihe Plant Suppo 

? OPY of the transcript of the 01 interview of the •'llegeefor the 

•allegatioif, The interview was conducted by OI on -February 8, 199 

Support Branch (P. Qualls and W. Ang) reviewed the 01 interview t 

identify any safety concerns expressed by the llegef Attached 

of information provided by the'allege?-during the interview, the 

Aallegerýconcerns noted during the review of the transcript by the 

Support• Branch, and recommended action for those concerns.  

W. P. ANG

ALLEGATION RIV-95-A-0009

y(K� 7J/ 
/

- 2

ATTACHMENT -



SUM1ARY OF CONCERNS NOTED BY PSB DURING REVIEW 
01 ,OLLEGERIINTERVIEW 

1. Controlled Work Package (CWP) Checklist step signed as com 
work had not been completed. Pages referenced below are t 
pages.  

Pg.s 11,12,&13 
"Electricians had run some new cables through conduits tha 
the wall.." that emptied out into a junction box located a 
the floor, on the south wall of the ANO Unit 1 control roo 
1993 fall outage. The gilege& an asbestos worker, worked 
penetration seals for the conduit. At the end of the shif 
(name in transcript) was "not through with this particular 
penetrations in this junction box and the cover was off.  
several screws to put it on and take it off, and I had som 
the box." 

Pgs. 13 & 14 
CWP Checklist required "Reinstall items removed for access 
penetration" and "Clean up all your debris and remove scaf 

Bechtel Field Engineer (name in transcript) toldýaallege*t 
sign for completion of the above noted steps even though n 
complete.  

-Allege%ý-stated that "he informed the Bechtel Field Enginee 
would give me maybe 15 or 20 minutes the next morning, tha 
time to finish that, and I could go ahead and sign the stu 

Pg. 17 
Allege*-stated that his Superintendent (name in transcript 
CWP Checklist step as having been completed.  

Pg. 20 
*Alleget(stated that he looked at the junction box the next 

that "the work was exactly as I had left it the afternoon 
Nothing additional had been done to it." 

PSB RECOMMENDED ACTION : 
01 DETERMINE NEED TO INVESTIGATE FOR POTENTIAL FALSIFICATI 
CHECKLIST RECORD.  

2. Potential Incomplete Safety Significant Work 

As noted in 1 above, housekeeping in and around the juncti 
closure of the junction box cover, was incomplete at the t 
left the are work area. This work was performed in Septem 
of 1993. No allegationxas made regarding the adequacy of 
penetration seals. The-allegedincomplete work is not of 
significance, but nonetheless, was an apparent incomplete 
work activity.  

PSB RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
PSB VISUALLY INSPECT WORK AREA FOR SIGNS OFF INCOMPLETE WO



ADEQUACY OF INSTALLATION OF JUNCTION BOX COVER AND AREA HO 

THIS MOST LIKELY SHOULD HAVE ALREADY BEEN CORRECTED.  

3. Potential for Signing Off Incomplete Safety Significant Wo 

Management Pressure to Get the Job Done 

Pg.s 49 & 50 
Allegegstated that an Entergy Investigator (name in trans 

ýllegefrkon October 29 or 30, 1993, to make sure his concer 
dealt with.  

The Entergy Investigator informed the,.-llegeý that he had 

the Field Engineer. Thefllegerýsked the Entergy Investi 
ask ... why did he tell me to sign something indicating wor 

performed, when in fact, it had not, and then call it mino 

The Entergy Investigator informed the'-llege-that the Fie 

"answer was that he had been under a Ibt of pressure from 
to get those CWP's closed out".  

PSB RECOMMENDATION: 
PSB PERFORM AN INSPECTION ATNO AS AN "AUGMENTATION OF TH 

INSPECTOR STAFF" (CHARGED AS,.LLEGATIOW•FOLLOWUP) TO ACCOM 
FOLLOWING: 

1. Review the ANO employee concerns program. Review a r 
(approx. 5) of employee concern cases, for the Septem 
1993 period, to determine adequacy of licensee action 
determine if the specificallegatioi~was an employee 
and determine the adequacy of the licensee's actions 
concern. Did the licensee evaluate the generic poten 
incomplete safety related work being signed off as co 
of management pressure for completion? 

2. Review the ANO nonconforming condition reporting proc 
random sample (approx. 5) of nonconforming condition 
generated from September to December 1993. Determine 
licensee, and the Entergy Investigator generated a no 
condition report for the alleged signing off of incom 
to pressure to close CWP's. Determine the adequacy o 
evaluation and possible corrective actions.  

3. During performance of 1 and 2 above, attempt to obtai 
records that may be of assistance to 01. Specificall 
obtain the alleged signed off CWP checklist.



ALLEGATION ASSIGNMENT FORM 

,Lllegation Number: RIV-95-A-0009J

LicenseeiFacility or Location: Arkansas Nuclear One 

Discussed at ARP meeting on: 

Assigned to: DRP. DRS. DRSS. SAC Branch: 

01 involvement? 01 tracking number: 

iiegatiod4'ummary: A copy of the~alleger'j-jDOL complaint was provided by DOL. The 
"complaint-alleges that the complainant's supervisor asked the complainant to sign off on 

work steps that had not been completed regarding fire penetration seal work. The 
complainant fllege-re-rminarion and no subsequent rehiring during other contract 
opportunitierfor refitsing to sign the documentation.  

.AP instructionsiguidance: 

ARP Chairman: Date: 

1ilevatioinResolution Plan (return to the SAC within 10 days of ARP meeting): 

Z/s cve

Submitted by: Date: 

cc:I-AllegatiX File. A"P Meeting File. 01 

~ f/ti



-PALLEGATIOQtASSIGNMENT FORM 

•,'Allegation Number: RIV-95-A-OOOSýL 

Licensee/Facility or Location: Arkansas Nuclear One 

Discussed at ARP meeting on: 1/30/95 

Assigned to: DRP, DRS, DRSS, SAC Branch: 

01 involvement? 01 tracking number: 

Allegation Summary: A copy of the &alegerA)OL complaint was provided by DOL. The 

complaint alleges that the complainant's supervisor asked the complainant to sign off on 

work steps that had not been completed regarding fire penetration seal work. The 

complainant alleges termination and no subsequent rehiring during other contract 

opportunities for refusing to sign the documentation.  

ARP instructionsiguidance- SAC to write acknowledgement letter to alleger; 01 to 

interview and re-ARP./RP to provide copies of work control documents to 0I/1) 

orackground information.  

ARP Chairman: /s/ J. E. Dyer Date: 1/30/95 

--,4dlegatio 4 esolution Plan (return to the SAC within 10. days of ARP meeting): 

ba~l,- &CAA-- -6 01, ' e v-a -4U-ý

-5 a a

Su~mited by: C'VA dM... I i\ ci aA.  

cclegtofe. P eting File. 01
Date: 

ANY



/-.ALLEGATIO.NASSIGN---NMENT FORM /.. V

I. �/ 
-7.-i 

A' 
1�iA1Clegation Number: RIV-95-A4)W0)'-

LicenseetFacility or Location: ARKANSAS NUCLEAR ONE 

Discussed at ARP meeting on: 3,"6i95

Assigned to: DRP. DRS. DRSS. SAC Branch:

01 involvement? 01 tracking number:

AllegatioiSummary: Individual alleged termination for refitsing to sign work completion 
documentiation for fire penetratznpn seal work when the work had not been performed or 
had not been performed by thlf Mege,?'-DRS:PSB has reviewed the 01 transcript of interview and requested that the'gatiozbe discussed during a scheduled ARP.  

ARP instructions/guidance: 

ARP Chairman: Date: 

,-Allegatio(.Resolution Plan (return to the SAC wiAthin 10 days of ARP meeting):

Z.- Sl0

Sub itted by: 
cc:.Allegatiorli.File. ARP Meeting File. 01

.)

Date:

/
/

Y

\j U

L.,

_Q4J 6
t
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ATTACHMENT - -ALLEGATION RIV-95-A-O0T 
'SUMMARY OF CONCERNS NOTED BY PSB DURING REVIEW OF TRANSCRIPT OF 
OIAILLEGER NTERVIEW 

1. Controlled Work Package (CWP) Checklist step signed as completed when 
work had not been completed. Pages referenced below are transcript 
pages.  

Pg.s 11.12.&13 
-"Electricians had run some new cables through conduits that penetrated 
the wall.." that emptied out into a junction box located approx. 8' off 
the floor, on the sout Wwall pf the ANO Unit 1 control room. during the 
1993 fall outage. The 1 ege-e4 an asbestos worker, worked on the 
penetration seals for ttfe conduit. At the end of the shift. the P 1llege_'_
(name in transcript) 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 it off. and I had some debris inside 
the box." 

Pgs. 13 & 14 
CWP Checklist required "Reinstall items removed for accessibility to 
penetration" and "Clean up all your debris and remove scaffolding." 

Bechtel Field Engineer (name in transcript) toldS-llege•-lo go ahead and 
sign for completion of the above noted steps evefi'though- not yet 
complete.  

,Alleger/stated that "he informed the Bechtel Field Engineer that "If he 
Tiould give me maybe 15 or 20 minutes the next morning, that I would have 
time to finish that. and I could go ahead and sign the stuff." 

•P-g. 17 
,•!Allegefistated that his Superintendent (name in transcript) signed the 

CWP Checklist step as having been completed.  

Pg. 20 
_Alleger 1'tated that he looked at the junction box the next day and found 
that '"the work was exactly as I had left it the afternoon before.  
Nothing additional had been done to it." 

PSB RECOMMENDED ACTION 
01 DETERMINE NEED TO INVESTIGATE FOR POTENTIAL FALSIFICATION OF CWP 
CeVECýLI5T RECORD 

2. Potential Incomplete Safety Signi 'cant Work 

As noted in 1 above, housekeeping in and around the junction box and 
closure of the junction box cover, was incomplete at the time the1Tleger•
left the are work area. This work was performed in September or October 
of 1993. No/*llegation s made regarding the adequacy of the 
penetration seals. The'llegedieincomplete work is not of major safety 
significance. but nonetlieless. was an apparent incomplete safety related 
work activity.



PSB RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
PSB VISUALLY INSPECT WORK AREA FOR SIGNS OFF INCOMPLETE WORK INCLUDING 
ADEQUACY OF INSTALLATION OF JUNCTION BOX COVER AND AREA HOUSEKEEPING.  
THIS MOST LIKELY SHOULD HAVE ALREADY BEEN CORRECTED.  

3. Potential for Signing Off Incomplete Safety Significant Work Due to 
Management Pressure to Get the Job Done 

/ .S49 & 50 

llege._stated that an Entergy Investigator (name in transcriDt) met with 
llege-qon October 29 or 30. 1993. to make sure his concerns had been 
dalt with.  

The Entergy Investigator informed the olilegethat he had also met with the Field Engineer. The.ll egea�sked the Entergy Investigator "Did you 
ask ... why did he tell l to sign something indicating work had been 
performed. when in fact. it had not. and then call it minor?" 

The Entergy Investigator informed theL leger~hat the Field Engineer's 
"answer was that he had been under a Vot of pressure from his superiors 
to get those CWP's closed out".  

PSB RECOMMENDATION: 
PSB PERFORM AN INSPECTION AT ANO AS AN "AUGMENTATION OF THE RESIDENT 
INSPECTOR STAFF" (CHARGED AS$aLLEGATIO-FOLLOWUP) TO ACCOMPLISH THE 
FOLLOWING: 

1. Review the ANO employee concerns program. Review a ranaom sample 
(approx. 5) of employee concern cases, for the September to December 
1993 period, to determine .dequacy of licensee action. Attempt to 
determine i f the speci fi cj11 egati o!was an employee concern case 
and determine the adequacy of the licensee's actions for thelleged< 
concern. Did the licensee evaluate the generic potential foe
incomplete safety related work being signed off as complete because 
of management pressure for completion? 

2. Review the ANO nonconforming condition reporting process. Review a 
random sample (approx. 5) of nonconforming condition reports 
generated from September to December 1993. Determine if the 
licensee, and the Entergy .Investigator generated a nonconforming 
condition report for the ,-llegesigning off of incomplete work due 
to pressure to close CWP's. Determine the adequacy of the licensee 
evaluation and possible corrective actions.  

3. During performance of 1 and 2 above, attempt to obtain copies of 
records that may be of assistance to 01. Specifically. attempt to 
obtain thealeged`signed off CWP checklist.
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,f REon4. UNITED STATES 
'NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 

0 REGION IV 

Walnut Creek Field Office 
1450 Maria Lane 

Walnut Creek, California 94596-5368 

APR 1 8 1995 

MEMORANDUM TO: Russ Wise,: ;Allegatiol'oordinator, RIV 

FROM: W. P. Ang, Chief, Plant Support Branch, DRS, RIV 

SUBJECT: VAU _EGATION RIV-95-A-OOOT7-

The subjectiih-legatioli-'dentified the following potential conditions at 
Arkansas Nuclear One (ANO).  

1. A Controlled Work Package (CWP) checklist step was signed as completed 
when the work had not been completed.  

2. A potential for incomplete safety significant work existed.  

3. Other potentially incomplete safety significant work could have similarly 
been signed off as complete due to management pressure to get the job 
done.  

An 'Alegationr-Review Panel reviewed the subject allegation, reviewed Plant 
Support Branch (PBS) recommended actions, and assigned PSB to accomplish the 
following: 

1. PSB perform an inspection, at ANO as an "augmentation of the resident 
inspector staff" (charged asiallegatio~followup) to accomplish the following: 

a. Review the ANO employee concerns program. Review a random sample of 
employee concern cases, for the September to December 1993 period, 
to determine adequacy of licensee action. Attempt to determine if 
the specificf-llegatior' 4 as an employee concern case and determine 
the adequacy of the licensee's actions for the alleged concern. Did 
the licensee evaluate the generic potential for incomplete safety 
related work being signed off as complete because of management 
pressure for completion? 

b. Review the ANO nonconforming condition reporting process. Review a 
random sample of nonconforming condition reports generated from 
September to December 1993. Determine if the licensee, and the 
Entergy Investigator generated a nonconforming condition report for 
theTgallegel'-igning off of incomplete work due to pressure to close 
CWPs. Determine the adequacy of the licensee evaluation and 
possible corrective actions.  

C. DurinQ the performance of 1 and 2 above, attempt to obtain copies of 
,-ecords that may be of assistance to 0I. Specifically. attempt to 
obtain the 1leged-4-igned off CWP checklist.
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2. PSB visually inspect work area for signs of incomplete work including 
adequacy of installation of junction box cover and area housekeeping.  

On March 20, 1995 to March 24, 1995, David Pereira, of PSB, performed an _.  
inspection at ANO to accomplish the inspections assigned by thew legatioL• 
Review Panel for the subject-"ilegatioK7 The inspection and the results of 
the inspection were documented in a Plant Support Branch input to the ANO 
resident inspectors' report (50-513/95-03). The report input was purposely 
brief to preclude identification of the.llegation-in the report. The 
inspection did not confirm therallegatior- Details of the inspection are 
attached to this memorandum. This completes the action assigned to the PSB 
for this•I!egatio-•



ATTACHMENT 
DETAILS OF DAVID PEREIRA'S INSPECTION FOLLOWUP OF•LLEGATION RIV-95-A-O00•e 

Review of Corrective Actions Program - Followup of "Allegatib(-

A review of the licensee's corrective actions program was performed to 
ascertain that conditions adverse to quality were being appropriately 
identified, reviewed, and resolved. Specifically, a sample of procedures, 
nonconforming condition reports, and employee concerns program cases were 
reviewed. In addition, the inspector performed visual inspections of some of 
the noted conditions and interviewed licensee personnel to ascertain that 
appropriate corrective actions had been completed. The following documents 
were reviewed.  

Procedures 

Procedure 1000.104, "Condition Reporting and Corrective Actions," 
Revision 11, dated January 1, 1995.  

Procedure QAO-12, "Notification/Processing of Nuclear Safety/Quality 
Concerns," Revision 2, dated October 21, 1993.  

Condition Reports 

1-93-0518, November 2, 1993 
1-93-0488, October 21, 1993 
1-93-0457, October 12, 1993 
1-93-0463, October 13, 1993 
1-93-0414, October 5, 1993 
1-93-0419, October 5, 1993 
2-93-0226, September 22, 1993 
2-93-0230. September 27, 1993 
1-93-0482. October 19. 1993 

Employee Concerns Cases 

QI-93-04, September 15, 1993 
QI-93-05. October 19, 1993 
QI-93-06. September 24, 1993 
QI-93-07. October 26, 1993 
QI-94-01, February 28, 1994 
QI-94-03, April 15, 1994 
QI-95-01. January 25, 1995 

-904 
Results of Inspection and Allegation Followup 

Based on the inspector's review and verification of a sample of the above 
noted documents, the inspector concluded that conditions adverse to quality 
were being appropriately documented, reviewed, and resolved.  

In addition, the above noted review. verification, and interviews of licensee 
personnel determined the following:
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* The 'allege-'-ad filed a U.S. Department of Labor (DOL) c.omplaint on 
Janu'ary 18, 1995. The DOL complaint included the sameJlh-legatioii!
regarding signoff of incomplete work on a fire barrier penetratidn 
junction box. The alleger stated in the DOL complaint that CWP 895633 
and DCP 90-1051 were the working documents for the)Allege4-incomplete 
work on the junction box. Based on the CWP number-and the location of a 
junction box provided by the alleger in the subject legatio?-1located 
approximately 8 feet off the floor, on the south wa of the ANO Unit 1 
control room, during the 1993 fall outage), the inspector determined that 
the junction box in question was located where penetration 129-0287 
entered the control room. Documentation of penetration 129-0287 work was 
contained in CWP 90-1051/895633-6, sequence 18, and was completed on 
October 2, 1993.  

The inspector reviewed the docpmentation for the _bove noted CWP and was 
not able to substantiate the alleger's allegatiohjof incorrect signoffs 

for work that was not complete. Penetration 129-0287 signoffs in 
CWP 90-1051/895633-6, sequence 18, appeared to be properly initialed and 
dated in the appropriate fields for all work performed, including 
reinstallation of the cover plate screws for the junction box, and 
cleaning the work area of debris and scaffolding. The initials and dates 
for all the work being performed on penetration 129-0287 appeared to be 
made by the llegerý The Jllegatior!ýf signoff by the foreman of 
incomplete work, including adequacy of installation of junction box cover 
and area housekeeping, was not substantiated.  

The inspector performed a visual inspection of the control room area where the 
junction box in question was located, and performed a visual inspection of the 
junction box cover. The inspector noted no discrepancies. The junction box 
cover was installed with all cover screws in place. The area housekeeping was 
in order and all scaffolding had been removed.  

The inspector reviewed the ANO employee concerns program to determine adequacy 
of the licensee actions for employee concerns. The inspector reviewed seven 
employee concerns cases which were initiated from September 1993 through 
January 1995. The inspectors determined the following items concerning the 
employee concerns program: 

"* Each employee concern was investigated in a confidential and professional 

manner.  

"* Documentation of initial interview of concern was extensive and detailed.  

"* Formulation of an action plan was presented in the file.  

Investigation of concerns were extensive, and the scope was broad to 
include all possible events.  

Closure was presented to the concerned employee with the investigation 
results documented and conclusions presented to the employee.
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In addition, the sequence of events and analysis were presented where 
appropriate. Documentation of discussions with affected individuals was 
included in the file. The employee concerns program procedure provided for 
initiating a condition report if the concern met the threshold for a condition 
report. Finally, closure interviews with the concerned employees were 
documented in their file.  

One specifieta'iiegationiwas presented as employee concern cases QI-93-07, 
initiated October 26, 1993, and Q1-95-01, initiated January 24, 1995. Both 
,caýses were reviewed by the inspector in detail and was the same as 

-&-legation RIV-95-A-00OO These employee concern casesj llegede-that the 
employee's supervision wanted him to sign off certain steps that were not 
complete. The employee cited as examples scaffold removal and the remounting 
of a junction box cover in the control room as work that was not complete.  
The employee complained that he was being pressured to sign off steps which 
had not been completed by a field engineer.  

The inspector reviewed both employee concern cases and determined that the 
licensee formulated an action plan. which included extensive reviews of the 
seal penetration work that the employee performed in the September through 
October 1993 period. Since the employee refused to indicate where the 
junction box was located in the control room, the licensee widened their 
search to incorporate all available work the employee performed in that 
timeframe. The licensee's review was conducted with quality control 
inspectors, field craft, and plant supervisors associated with seal 
penetration work.  

The generic potential for incomplete safety-related work being signed off as 
complete due to pressure to close CWPs was not reviewed by the licensee 
because no similar concerns were presented. The licensee confined their 
investigation to the one field engineer in question.  

In summary, the specific-allegations were also submitted as employee concern 
cases. Nos. QI-93-07, and QI-95-01. In both cases, the specific`llegation'ý 
could not be substantiated, and as a result, the licensee expanded their 
investigation to include all work performed by the mltlege?-in the fall 1993 
timeframe in an effort to uncover any incomplete work. Their investigations 
did not discover any incomplete work or incorrect initials or dates in the 
Controlled Work Packages (CWPs) reviewed. The licensee investigated other 
work pack ges to ensure that they had covered all possibilities of the 

Auleger's;work. Even though the licensee did not evaluate the generic 
"potential for incomplete safety-related work being signed off as complete 
because of management pressure for completion. no similar evidence was 
presented by other employees.  

The inspector was repeatedly informed by the licensee modifications management 
and Entergy personnel involved with this allegation, that the 4lleger"7nd the 
field engineer could not work together. As a matter-of-fact, thealleger was 
reassigned shortly after October 27. 1993. because of the inability to work 
with the field engineer and did not performany further seal penetration work 
with the field engineer involved with the-ta"egation'.
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The inspector's review •ndicated that the licensee performed an adequate 
investigation into thei-leger'--iconcerns. Their investigation could have 
been more precise in determining the specific junction box.  

Additionally, the licensee's corrective action plan of October 26, 1993, left 
out therlweger';q-concern that his supervisor wanted him to sign off certain 
steps that he had not yet completed. The licensee's closure discussion did 
mention his complaint of being pressured to sign off steps which had not been 
completed and that the licensee's investigator proceeded to inform the,ýllegeý-.  
that this was not expected behavior from workers, nor supervision. The 
discussion does not bring closure as to whether it really happened or it was 
the alleger'!r-mistake. At the conclusion of the closure discussion, both the 
Entery investigator, and the anlleger-'6greed that there were no nuclear safety 
issues concerning foam sealing of fire barrier penetrations. Further, at the 
termination interview on July 26, 1994, thetallegeysigned that he had no 
Nuclear Safety/Quality concerns regarding ANO.  

In summary, the ins ector determined that the licensee performed an adequate 
evaluation of thissa-Tlegation•--The inspector could not substantiate any of 
the ' 1eger' s allIegat i ons-ý 

The inspector reviewed the ANO nonconforming condition reporting process and 
nine ANO nonconforming condition reports (NCRs) generated from September to 
December 1993. None of the NCRs noted legersigning off of incomplete work 
due to pressure to close CWPs.  

The licensee's reasoning was that since there were no indications of incorrect 
signoffs in their October 1993 review process and no similar employee concerns 
regarding field engineers work at any time. there were no conditions which 
required an NCR to be generated. The ANO Condition Reporting 
Procedure, 1000.104, states that "if a documentation deficiency occurred, then 
an NCR would be generated." The licensee was not able to identify any 
documentation deficiencies. During the licensee's investigation, no concerns 
regarding pressure to sign off on CWPs were discovered.  

A copy of CWP 90-1051/895633-6, sequer,~e 18. is attached. Penetration 129
0287 appeared to be the area that thecll egeýf~ndicated that the apparent 
junction box cover was not installed. The precise junction box was never 
indicated by the,,llegegL
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Penetration #: l1q- eOL?? 

Room #: /9.q 5. Elev.: 

Fire Barrier #: 

Sequence #:

TEST RESULTS: 

Material: Dow Coming 3-6548 RTV Silicone Foam 

Density: Q,9. I #/CF 

Time: IC: C Ary,.  

Lot #Part A E C •btqD 
i'Jacr~esibe.. C04 AS

2. CWP #: q0-1,/5I- 3unt: .L.L 
?i. 6. Penetration Seal Detail: 611A- 00 

8. QC Review: rExisting __ea __ 

03 New Seal )g Repair Existing Seaf/

"Field Engineer or qualified personnel 

e: r) 1Machine # 

.M&TE #: 

Date: 

Part B
IT o- 6)1- I0

"FORM. T r- T•,%7- & rj rut' NO. RVC- .R NO. nuu i m 
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UNITED STATES 

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 

REGION IV 

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

May 25, 1995

MEMORANDUM TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT:

E. L. Williamson, Director 
Office of Investigations, Region IV 

Russell Wise, Senior Allegation•]&oordinator PIPi 

ARKANSAS NUCLEAR ONE -E PLOYMENT.  
DISCRIMINATION (01 4-95-004) ~5-A-O ,

This is in reply to your February 17, 1995, memorandum which requested, that the RIV staff 
review the 01 transcript of interview of an individual who had expressed concerns of 
employment discrimination for refusing to falsify work documentation.  

Bill Ang, Chief, Plant Support Branch, responded by E-mail on March 1, 1995. A copy of 
Mr. Ang's reply is attached. Additionally, a copy of Mr. Ang's summary of the inspection 
findings is also attached. Thellegations were not substantiated.  

Attachments: 

As stated 

cc w/attachments: 
•llegation•iFile

V

4t

I. *,,-�
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From: William P. Ang (WPA) 
To :TIPA mTPG, RXW 40 ' 
Date: id`dsay, March 1, 1995 7:26 pm 
Subject: RIV-95-A-009 

PLS. SEE ATTACHED. SIGNED COPY TO FOLLOW BY MAIL.  

CC: RJK, ELWI, PMQ, CAV 

Files: P:\RIV-A-95.ANO



/ 

MEMORANDUM FOR R. WISE,ri'legatio6-Coordinator 

THRU : T. P. GWYNN, Division Director, DRS 

FROM : W. P. ANG, Plant Support Branch Chief, DRS 

SUBJECT : ALLEGATION RIV-95-A-0009 

On February 28, 1995, L. Williamson, 01, provided the Plant Support Branch a 
copy of the transcript of the 01 interview of the'legei6-for the subject 

-i1llegatioil The interview was conducted by 01 on February 8, 1995. The Plant 
Support Branch (P. Quails and W. Ang) reviewed__he 01 interview transcript to 
identify any safety concerns expressed by the Ml legei Attached is a summary 
of information provided by theT11egeeftring the interview, the potential 
Tllege~roncerns noted during the review of the transcript by the Plant 
Support Branch, and recommended action for those concerns.

W. P. ANG
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ATTACHMENT - .LLEGATION RIV-95-A-0009-
SUMMARY OF CONCERNS NOTED BY PSB DURING REVIEW OF TRANSCRIPT OF 
01 ALLEGER INTERVIEW 

1. Controlled Work Package (CWP) Checklist step signed as completed when 
work had not been completed. Pages referenced below are transcript 
pages.  

Pg.s 11.12.&13 
"Electricians had run some new cables through conduits that penetrated 
the wall.." that emptied out into a junction box located approx. 8' off 
the floor, on the south wall of the ANO Unit 1 control room. during the 
1993 fall outage. The a ̀ legers-an asbestos worker, worked on thet 
penetration seals for the conduit. At the end of the shift, the llege~r 
(name in transcript) 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 it off, and I had some debris inside 
the box." 

Pgs. 13 & 14 
CWP Checklist required "Reinstall items removed for accessibility to 
penetration" and "Clean up all your debris and remove scaffolding." 

Bechtel Field Engineer (name in transcript) toldr]lege-o go ahead and 

stgn for completion of the above noted steps even though not yet 
complete.  

SAlleger stated that "he informed the Bechtel Field Engineer that "If he 
•would give me maybe 15 or 20 minutes the next morning, that I would have 
time to finish that. and I could go ahead and sign the stuff." 

P•17 K A ieger'-stated that his Superintendent (name in transcript) signed the 

CWP Checklist step as having been completed.n 

Pg. 20,.  
%llegerp/stated that he looked at the junction box the next day and found 
that "the work was exactly as I had left it the afternoon before.  
Nothing additional had been done to it." 

PSB RECOMMENDED ACTION 
01 DETERMINE NEED TO INVESTIGATE FOR POTENTIAL FALSIFICATION OF CWP 
.CeVECILLI$T RECO2D 

2. Potential Incomplete Safety Signi 1"cant Work 

As noted in 1 above, housekeeping in and around the junction box an 
closure of the junction box cover, was incomplete at the time theml1egei 
left the are work area. This work was performed in September or October" 
of 1993. Nofflegatiorfnvas made regarding the adequacy of the 
penetration seals. Thellegel d-ncomplete work is not of major safety 
significance. but nonetheless.' as an apparent incomplete safety related 
work activity.



PSB RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
PSB VISUALLY INSPECT WORK AREA FOR SIGNS OFF INCOMPLETE WORK INCLUDING 
ADEQUACY OF INSTALLATION OF JUNCTION BOX COVER AND AREA HOUSEKEEPING.  
THIS MOST LIKELY SHOULD HAVE ALREADY BEEN CORRECTED.  

3.. Potential for Signing Off Incomplete Safety Significant Work Due to 
Management Pressure to Get the Job Done 

••eS49,_& 50 
legeLstated that an Entergy Investigator (name in transcript) met with 
.lege6& October 29 or 30. 1993. to make sure his concerns had been 

dealt with.  

The Entergy Investigator informed theTllegeffthat he had also met with 
the Field Engineer. The lalegeeasked the Entergy Investigator "Did you 
ask ... why did he tell me to sign something indicating work had been 
performed. when in fact. it had not. and then call it minor?" 

The Entergy Investigator informed the ;aTlegeYKthat the Field Engineer's 
"answer was that he had been under a lot of pressure from his superiors 
to get those CWP's closed out".  

PSB RECOMMENDATION: 
PSB PERFORM AN INSPECTION AT ANO AS AN-,AUGMENTATION OF THE RESIDENT 
INSPECTOR STAFF" (CHARGED AS4 _LLEGATIOiFOLLOWUP) TO ACCOMPLISH THE 
FOLLOWING: 

1. Review the ANO employee concerns program. Review a random sample 
(approx. 5) of employee concern cases, for the September to December 
1993 period, to determine adequacy Qf licensee action. Attempt to 
determine if the specificlllegation41as an employee concern case 
and determine the adequacy of the licensee's actions for thea1legedce 
concern. Did the licensee evaluate the generic potential for 
incomplete safety related work being signed off as complete because 
of management pressure for completion? 

2. Review the AND nonconforming condition reporting process. Review a 
random sample (approx. 5) of nonconforming condition reports 
generated from September to December 1993. Determine if the 
licensee, and the EntergyjInvest~jgator generated a nonconforming 
condition report for thefallegedrsigning off of incomplete work due 
to pressure to close CWP's. Determine the adequacy of the licensee 
evaluation and possible corrective actions.  

3. During performance of 1 and 2 above, attempt to obtain copies of 
records that may bIe. of assistance to 01. Specifically. attempt to 
obtain the llegedsigned off CWP checklist.



k'5ALLEGATIONASSIGNMIENT FORIM 

'Ailegation Nutmber: RIV-95-A-0009_ 

Licensee/Facility or Location: ARKANSAS NUJCLEAR ONE 

Discussed at ARP meeting on: 2/20/96

Assigned to: DRP. DRS. DNMS. SAC Branch:

01 involvement? YES 01 tracking number:4-95-004 RK

Allegation Summary: An individual alleged he was terminated for refusing to sign work 
completion documentation for fire penetration seal work when the work had not been 
perforned by him. Thalleger-sated that his supervisor obtained and signed the work 
documentation. The technical issues were resolved, but 01 continued the investigation. 01 
has completed the additional review necessary relative to the supervisor's alleged activities, 
and substantiated the WWllegeoncents. However, the activity in question was not safety
related. OGC has provided an opinion relative to NRC's responsibility for infonning the 
licensee.  

ARP instnictions/guidance:

ARP Chainnan:

iA Ilegati'AResol ution Plan (return to the SAC %%ithin 10 days 
• . -A, -- : 1

of ARP meeting):

(?C..L • (L U. C" &-. LL .. J•.,_ .i_.4..14 ,A • Lr'.• 4."cr. , /U 

9sjY CL~~~

Submitted 1 .. F cc: lIllcgationT,.ile. ARP M~eeting File. 01 Date:

4)Iy

Date:
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_ALLEGATION ASSIGNMENT FORM 

.,llegation Number: RIV-95-A-0001' 

Licensee/Facility or Location: ARKAINSAS NUCLEAR ONE 

Discussed at ARB meeting on: 6/10/96

Assigned to: DRP, DRS, DNMIS, SAC

01 involvement? YES

Branch: EB

01 tracking number: 4-95-004 RK

Allegation Summary: An individual alleged he was terminated for refusing to sign work 
completion documentation for fire penetration seal work when the work had not been 
performed by him. T7ze'Wlegeýj6ated that his supervisor obtained and signed the work 
documentation. The technical issues were resolved, but 01 continued the investigation. 01 
has completed the additiongl review necessary relative to the supervisor's alleged activities, and 
substantiated thectllegeir•,c oncerns. However, the activity in question was not safety-related.  
OGC has pror idied an oJpinion relative to NRC's responsibility for informing the licensee.  
2/20/96"ARB instructed SAC to REARB when 01's report and OE's memo was received. 77zis 
allegation was discussed at recent OE conference call and determined the issue should be 
REARB'd for reassignment.  

ARB instructions/guidance: DRS:EB to send a write-up highlighting its findings; REARB 
findings.

ARB Chairman: I. E. Dyer 2JU ,Y4 Date:_ _

•A IIa ti~noh~tionF~ Plan (return to the SAC within 10 days of ARB meeting):

Submitted by: 
ccq Alk..-alltit ile'...R1 Meeting File. 01

Date:

4~/k



From: Elmo Collins Po~ki/ 
To: GFS t... , V 
Date: 9/11/96 9:10am 
Subject: ANO - 01 4-95-004 

ANO, Mike Cooper, asked for a copy of the 01 report. In our 
letter to them, we asked them to re-evaluate some items.  

What are we allowed to send them, and what is the process which 
must be followed.  

Thanks 

CC: KEB, ELW1, DDC

I I
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Vice Presiaent 
Limerick Generating Station 

PECO NUCLEAR A PECO Energy Company 
PO Box 2300 

A UNIToF PECO E%ign / Sanatoga. PA 19464-0920 
L/I610 718 3000 

/V Fax 610 718 3008 
Pager 1 800 r72 2285 #8320 

l, •January 22, 1997 

Docket Nos. 50-352 
50-353 

License Nos. NPF-39 
NPF-85 

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Attn: Document Control Desk 
Washington, DC 20555 

SUBJECT: Limerick Generating Station - Units 1 and 2 
Reply to a Verbal Request for Information 
Regarding Fire Protection System Inspection 
Records 

On January 16, 1997, Special Agent Kristin L. Monroe of the 
NRC Office of Investigation verbally requested certain PECO 
Energy Company documents pertaining to an investigation of 
Fire Protection System inspection records. Some of these 
records contain confidential information, the disclosure of 
which would constitute an unwarranted invasion of the 
personal privacy of the individuals involved. These 
confidential records are included as Attachment 2 to this 
letter and are being submitted to the Commission with a 
request that they be withheld from public disclosure in 
accordance with Section 2.790(a) (6) of the Commission's 
Regulations. The other requested documents do not contain 
confidential information.  

Attachment 1 to this letter is an affidavit setting forth 
the reasons in support of this request to withhold from 
public disclosure.  

If you have any additional questions or require additional 
information, please contact us.  

Ve truly yours, 

DBN:cah 
Attachments 

cc: H. J. Miller, Administrator Region I, USNRC w/o 
Attachment 2 
N. S. Perry, USNRC Senior Resident Inspector, LGS w/o/ 4/ 
Attachment 2 
K. L. Monroe, Special Agent, USNRC w/ Attachments 

•1)
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Attachment 1

COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA
SS.

COUNTY OF MONTGOMERY 

Walter G. MacFarland, IV, being first duly sworn, deposes and 
states as follows: 

1. I am Vice President, Limerick Generating Station of PECO 
Energy Company and I am duly authorized to execute this 
affidavit.  

2. PECO Energy Company has requested, in accordance with 
Section 2.790 of the Commission's Regulations, that 
certain information being submitted to the Commission be 

withheld from public disclosure. I am familiar with the 
contents of the information.  

3. The information which is sought to be withheld from 
public disclosure contains details of the disciplinary 
action taken against certain individuals as a result of 

PECO Energy Company's investigation of Fire Protection 
Record discrepancies at Limerick Generating Station.  

4. This information contains information similar to 
personnel and medical files, the disclosure of which 
would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of the 
personal privacy of the individuals involved.  

5. The information contained in this transmittal is of the 

type customarily held in confidence by PECO Energy 
Company and is not customarily disclosed to the public.  

The information has not been disclosed to the public and 

is not available from public sources.  

6. The information should be withheld from public disclosure 
by the NRC because such disclosure is not required in the 

public interest and such disclosure would constitute an 

unwarranted invasion of the personal privacy of the 
individuals involved.  

Walter G.Ma Farlan , IIV 
Vice President - LGS

Subscribed and sworn to 
before me this 22Lo day 
of January, 1997.  

Not Public
DmrgtP. Wesle~y. NoSmyPilo 

Lna yf, %MsanoflO Ncaltaies
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Vice President 
LimLerick Generating Station 

PECO NUCLEAR PECO Energy Company 
P Box 2300 

A UNIT OF PECO ENER;Y Sanatoga, PA 19464-0920 
610 718 3000 
Fax 610 718 3008 
Pager 1 800 67-2 2285 #8320 

February 7, 1997 

Docket Nos. 50-352 
50-353 

License Nos. NPF-39 
NPF-85 

Kristin L. Monroe, Special Agent 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
475 Allendale Road 
King of Prussia, PA 19406 

SUBJECT: Limerick Generating Station - Units 1 and 2 
Reply to a Verbal Request for Information 
Regarding Disciplinary Action Taken Against a 
Chemistry Technician 

Dear Ms. Monroe: 

On February 7, 1997, you verbally requested certain PECO 
Energy Company documents pertaining to disciplinary action 
taken against a Chemistry Technician associated with a 
sample taken for an inoperable radiation monitor. This 
record contains confidential information, the disclosure of 
which would constitute an unwarranted invasion of the 
personal privacy of the individual involved. This 
confidential record is included as Attachment 2 to this 
letter and is being submitted to the Commission with a 
request that this be withheld from public disclosure in 
accordance with Section 2.790(a) (6) of the Commission's 
Regulations.  

Attachment 1 to this letter is an affidavit setting forth 
the reasons in support of this request to withhold from 
public disclosure.  

If you have any additional questions or require additional 
information, please contact us.  

Veruly yours, 

DBN:cah 
Attachments
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Attachment 1 
COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA 

ss.  
COUNTY OF MONTGOMERY 

Walter G. MacFarland, IV, being first duly sworn, deposes and 
states as follows: 

1. I am Vice President, Limerick Generating Station of PECO 
Energy Company and I am duly authorized to execute this 
affidavit.  

2. PECO Energy Company has requested, in accordance with 
Section 2.790 of the Commission's Regulations, that 
certain information being submitted to the Commission be 
withheld from public disclosure. I am familiar with the 
contents of the information.  

3. The information which is sought to be withheld from 
public disclosure contains details of the disciplinary 
action taken against a Chemistry Technician as a result 
of PECO Energy Company's investigation of a sample taken 
for an inoperable radiation monitor at Limerick 
Generating Station.  

4. This information contains information similar to 
personnel and medical files, the disclosure of which 
would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of the 
personal privacy of the individuals involved.  

5. The information contained in this transmittal is of the 
type customarily held in confidence by PECO Energy 
Company and is not customarily disclosed to the public.  
The information has not been disclosed to the public and 
is not available from public sources.  

6. The information should be withheld from public disclosure 
by the NRC because such disclosure is not required in the 
public interest and such disclosure would constitute an 
unwarranted invasion of the personal privacy of the 
individuals involved.  

Vice President - LGS 

Subscribed and sworn to 
before me this 7eday 
of February, 1997.  

CMotary Public

I I 1ý t I
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TO LGS TRAILER

Ms. Kristin Monroe, Special Agent "OtCe of |nvestigations, Region One Field Office U. S. Nuclear Regulatoty Commission 475 Allendale Road 
Kingof , PA 19406

215ct Mk 21s $42 4M 

August 15, 1996

RE: Case No. 40-9&352 

Dear Ms Monroe: 

In response to a request by the U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Office of 
Investigations, in the referenceci matter, PECO Energy Company is providing certain 
statements obtained from its employees by its Security Division during the course of an 
investigation initiated August 13. lS96 concerning an alleco s at 
its Limerick Generatng Station Units I and 2 The .ta.temjem onttin of rord fmatter were given with the expectation tat such S. temens would be treatced as confidential information and not disclosed. Consequently, we believe that the statements are the 
type of information the disclosure of which would constitute an unwarranted invasion of 
the personal privacy of the individuals involved. Based upon the foregoing and for the 
additional reasons stated in the attached Affidavi:. it is hereby requested in =ccordan.p.  with Section § 2.790 of the Commission's regulat.ons that the enclosed statemnt. be withheld from public disclosimr.t 

If we can provide any additional information on this matter, please feel free to contact us.  

Very truly yours,

asnephCr Rullo 
Manager-Securit

Ic 

Enclosures

- -rr•j" IFCO CLAIMS SECURITY

PECO ENERGY

J. C. Rullo 
Manage. -,•curity

PECO Energy Cmpany 2301 Markot strft 
Po Box e8m9 
Philaphi. PA 19O1.0"g0 215 841 42.95

/I.

PAGE. Oe!
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AUG i5 "96 •3:S I.' FECC CL-ý,IHS SECURITY TO LGS TRIILE. PAGE.002/OS: 

Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 
:8SS 

County of Philadelphia 

Joseph C. Rullo, being first duly sworn deposes and states: 

1. I am Manager of the Security Division of PECO Energy Company.  
Licensee under U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission licenses NPF-39 and NPF-85 for 
Limerick Generating Station Units I and 2.  

2. In my position, I was responsible for the direction of an investigation into 
an allegation of falsification of records by PECO Energy Company's employees 
assigned to the Company's Limerick Generating Station.  

3. 1 am familiar with the Investigative statements of employees relative to this 
matter. The statements which have been requested by the U. S. Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission include detailed Information concerning the allegation and the individuals 
involved in the allegation.  

4. The statements were provided by these individuals with an expectation 
that such statements would be treated as confidential information sad would not be 
disclosed. PECO Energy Company has treated the statements as confidential 
information and has not publicly disclosed them. PECO Energy Company has limited 
distribution of the information in the statements to those individuals with a need to kow 
such information to fulfill their legal and management responsibilities 

5. Disclosure of the statements relating to the allegation by the individuals 
involved in the investigation could constitute an unwarranted invasion of the personal 
privacy of the individuals involved in the investigation as well as those individuals not 
involved directly in the investigation, but who provided information or were identified in 
the course of the investigation.  

6. Disclosure of the statements would disclose the investigative techniques 
used in the investigation wh~ich could jeopardize the success of future investigations of 
this type. Further, disclosure of the identity of the individuals who provided information 
during the course of the investigation would adversely affect these individuals and 
would further jeopardize the future availability of information from individuals in other 
invesfications.



s15 96 16:34 FROM PECO CL'AIMS 'SECURITY / TO LGS TRAILEP
PAGE. 003 '~,

7. Based upon the foregoing, PECO Energy Company has concluded that disclosure of the information contained in the investigative files would constitute an unwarranted Invasion Of the Person Privacy of the individuals involved, would adversely iffecd the course Of future invest•.gaons would adversely affect the interests of the indiduals involved anK the Interests of PECO Energy Company, and th-t such disclosure is not required In the public ,,t rest 

JosephrC. Ru ilrit

Sworn to and Subscribed 
before me this 15th day 
of August, 1996 

Notary Public
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EXHIBIT 3 

r r~rju was doiefed 
in a'cordarnce with the Freedom of Information 
Act, exwems.2onC 
FOIA/ 

EXHIBIT
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RIVER BEND STAI~TON SECUt,.LTY 
REETAIN WITU FILE 1i 

STATNZWTDATE 1 7REQUTRED DURATION1.I 

LASTr KIJJI, FIRST, MI. KCW.ý COMPANY DEPARTMENT 

-rw(- !S#c,4,-, r/ 
A.L ~JfO S ~EPH O Wu ) J wcI 

IWAM OF SUPERVISOR !EXTENSION SECURITY INCIDENT REPORT N~UMBER 

STATEMENT 

I, YJeb ~.want to make the following voluntaxy 

statement: 1-76i 

o.-dflec c. 1~ 4,4 , N c f74 

5r ~7rao hr e Wsyr tro 45"Sr,-lrefr 

L,1i.If r/"aj& 

ý&A A T10JPAItvrt irc~cgt9.x &ie-1- ic -14 

EHi[Brr ..  

COWTINUED ONl REVERSE 
PAGE I~ OF 

WHKO. 4-97-003

1ý i I



EXHIBIT 4

Act, exempt'lnj. 

FOIA* 

EXHIBIT

I I
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CASEe.4 -. 97
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RIVER~ SEND STATTON SECURITY DAE______QrTE)~RMN 
5TATS3WtT _______ 

szcFI4 172 JUL 1992___________ 

LAST WANYS, FIRST, M1I- KCN COMPANY DEPARTMENT 

N~m OF SUPERVISOR EXE 0 SECURhITY INCIDENT REPORT NUMBER 

STATEMENT 

I, want to.make the following voluntary 

statem ft I 
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EXHIBIT 5.  

ir, accurdnanc winh ttie Freedomn Of norlintfof 
Act, exemgpons .? 
FOIA* -

EXHIBIT



Entergy

Entergy Operations. Inc.  
i',,. Bend " 

;, I. j C5 .. ...  
Rick 'J, Kin:' 

Rick J. King 

,. a . , . *

February 26, 1997

Mr. Russell Wise 
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Region IV 
611 Ryan Plaza Drive, Suite 400 
Arlington, TX 76011-8064

Subject: 

File No.:

River Bend Station - Unit I 
Docket No. 50-458 
Licensing No. NPF-47 
River Bend Station Response to Allegation No. RIV-97-A-0007 

G9.5

RBG-43752 
RBF 1-97-0070 

Dear Mr. Wise:

On February 5, 1997, Entergy Operations, Inc. (EOI) personnel discussed the details of our investigation 
performed on this allegation with Mr. Rtissell Wise of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) Region 
IV staff. The allegation was transmitted to River Bend Station by letter dated January 30, 1997. Howeover, 
River Bend Station management was awarc of this issue upon discovery of the condition on January 6, 
1997 and took immediate corrective actions.  

The results of our investigation and corrective actions completed are summarized in Attachment 1. The site 
resident inspector has also been briefed on the investigation results.  

The investigation report is on file for future NRC inspection. In accordance %, ith 10 CFR 2.790, this 
document contains information of a personal and confidential nature and should be %%ithheld from public 
disclosure. If you have any questions regarding this issue or if we can be of further assistance, please 
contact me at (504) 336-6225.  

S* erly,.  

Dc J. ea S 
Director - N~uclear S: cty & ,4culatory Affairs

PJK/DHW/dw 
enclosure

EXHIBIT 

PAGE / OF 3 PAGE(S)
WEN0. 4- (97-00:3 '

•.- _::€•..
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River Bend Station Response to Allegation No. RIV-97-A-0007 
February 26, 1997 
RBFI-97-0070 
RBG-43752 
Page 2 of 2 

cc: NRC Senior Resident Inspector 
PO Box 1050 
St. Francisville, LA 70775

EXHIBIT__.5I 
PAGE_-2_OF_.L PAGE(S)

!WENO, 4- ( 7 - 0 0 :-
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Attachment I 

Allegation RIV-A-97-0007

On January 6, 1997 a the Security Shift Supervisor that it "1 Csv On January6al1997oatrolled area (RCA) was not 

appeared a fire watch rovin atrol tour inside the radiologicalY cont properly performed. TA~••h irwaptch individualwa 

me rlidfrovg l du ies. and a difrent individual was assigned to complete 

the rovingr inside the RCA.  

Security mianagcment, using key card history printouts from the Security Computer System.  

determined that the tour in question was improperly completed and that the possibility cxisted 

that other tours by this individual may also have been improperly completed. Further 

investigation identified that between I 1/01!96 and 01 /06!97. this individual documented the 

. completion of 305 roving fire watch patrol tours: 105 of which were determined to be improperly 

performed. All other fire watch patrols between 11/01/96 and 01/06.'97 were properly completed 

and documented. Also. between 11/01!96 and 01/06!97. Security Supervisors performed direct 

oversight of 199 roving fire tours. thirteen of which were specifically with this individual.  

Supervision was available to provide shift relief had the individual requested a relief.  

During the time frame this individual was employed to perform roving fire watch tours. 1 U001196 

through 01/08/97. there were no other improperly performed fire watch tours identified.  

Furthermore. the general areas of fire watch roving tours (RCA and non-RCA) are rotated ever% 

two hours with a different individual completing the tours.  

Fire w•.tch functions arc contracted wiili The Wackenhut Corporation under the supervision of 

the Superintendent Plant Security. Fire watch personnel are given a copy of expectations to read 

and sign during training. A copy of these expectations is also posted on a bulletin board in the 

fire watch break area.  

An independent detailed investigation by Corporate Security personnel concluded that there were 

no other instances of tours being improperly performed by other fire watch personnel. Therefore.  

this condition is considered to be an isolated case involving a single individual.

The Superintendent Plant Security instructed The Wackenhut'Corporation to meet with fire 

watch personnel to reiterate the importance of their function and what to do if they need relief or 

feel they cannot complete the assigned roving patrols.

Corrective actions have been completed. EXHIBIT .  
PAGE._3..OF.3--- PAGE(S)

FJFN.4-n97"I00,1
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Rpnort Of Investigation Concerning Missed Firewatch Rounds 

Ov view and Purpose 

On January 7, 1997 a request by Howard Hutchens,- Security Superintendent River Bend 

Stuaon was made tO investigate the firewatch rounds missed by Christopher Sturdivant 

(527-61-5640). Thd request was to look at the records and to interview personnel, as 

needed, to ascertain if this was an isolated incident or if there was more incidents of 

missed firewatch rounds.  

Debaik of Investizitlon 

Key Card histories we run of all firewatch personnel to determine if any other personnel 

assipad firewatch duties were not completing the rounds as they had been assigned.  

From this review of records it was determined that the rounds were being completed by 

the firewatch. No other discrepancy could be found other than those by Sturdivant A 

review of the key card histories of Sturdivant showed that he did not make the rounds 

"mmpned to him.  

K•y Card Hstoriet were run of firewatch superision and reflected that there had been 

comulta and dctall~d supervision by assigned supervisors overseeing day-to-day shift 
supervision.  

ClUistopher Sturdivant was interviewed on January 8,1997. Mr. Sturdivant was 

quauuionod about fthe round he had been assigned and he admitted that he had not made 

lii. uigned roundi as the histories had shown. --He gave that it wa*s because he was 

"IW aM W bei 'tired from huning" and "jgdd not want to make them as 

cxcose for his poor: work performance. When asked about others he stated that he had no 

knowledge of any other firewatcli doing as he had and not completing their rounds. Mr.  

Stxdivant stated that he was sorry for what he had done n that he alone was 

m•ionsible for this incident.  

lie histories -tun showed no other instance of rounds being missed by any other 

fiewatc. Supervioon was there giving Mr. Sturdivant the opportunity to request relief 

ad he: a need for it:" asked for it. This was an isolated case and no-other firewatch was 

•n-erviewed Howard -utchensj4is instructed TWC to meet with fIewautch personnel to 

raiwateihe importance of their jobs and what to do if they need reMliefr feel they can not 

corWete the assigned rounds.  

iii accordance with tOWN r.Onl of hif.rmatiorn 6 
Act. exemptions ., 
FOIA- TOTAL P.r7

i I



01/09/97

investigation - Missed Fire Watch Rounds 

On January 6, 1997 at approximately 0815 hours, ainformed the.Security 
Sbift Supervisor (who also supervises fire watch) that he believed a complete tour of the 
RCA had not been dbne by a fire watch employee. A computer key card history was run 
on the fire watch en4ployec. It was discovered that the RCA fire watch had only entered 
the Auxiliary Buildiog and had not entered the Fuel Building. The fire watch rutelog I 
was chocked and all areas in the RCA were initialed ifflecain that the checks were 
Svp The& 1 S.ec~rity Shift Supervisor questioned the fire watch employee about his 

faffu-plete= the required patrol. 'The firewateb emploe respnded that he bad 

Invemigation of thislevent prompted a computer card history for all fire watch employees 
for the past two months. Review of all histories, indicate that the fire watch in question, 
had not been completing all rounds since November 21, 1996. The key card histories 

also reveal that this bvent appears to be isolated to only this fire watch employee. During 
the period checked, ihi histories show that there were 198 supervisor checks of fire watch 

sou. Key card histbries on the other fire watch personnel showed no discrepancies.  

Secrity took possession of the fire watch program on November 1. 1996. Fire watch 
enployees are inforined at each shift briefing to contact their supervisor if they cannot 

complete the requir.d patrol within one hour. There are also placards over the fire watch 
desk ststing this.  

- .~i 
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January 18, 1995

MEMORANDUM TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT:

John B. Martin, Regional Administrator 
Region III 

Eugene T. Pawlik, Director 
Office of Investigations Field Office, Region III 

DONALD C. COOK NUCLEAR POWER PLANT: ALLEGED DELIBERATE 
FALSIFICATION OF FIRE WATCH RECORDS (CASE NO. 3-94-059)

Enclosed, for whatever action you deem appropriate, is the Office of 

Investigations (01) Report of Investigation concerning the above matter.  

"Neither this memorandum por the report may be released outside the NRC without 

the permission of the Director, 01. Internal NRC access and dissemination 

should be on a need-to-know basis. Treat as "Official Use Only.' 

Enclosure: 
Report w/exhibits 

cc w/encl: 
R. DeFayette, RIII

Ihforrnatioc; in this record was deleted 
in accnrdance with the Freedom ol Iuformation 
A,, .... e-" -) "

c/stfibution: c/f

J. Weddle,, Ot:HQ FI.
L. Gallop, OI:HQ w/o exhibits ,A 
B. Barber, Title Page and Synopsis 

To V"veeu & "eW *I thIg deecomt. Imilcate I& a te he- . C.W wttbeat attach/enci CeW ulth attack/-, "r 

IOFFICE 01:iI~II 0P :I ij 
KANE RDeVitto:Jh EPawlik ViI 
DATE .01/18/95 01/18/95 

OFFICIAL RECORD COPY

I 1I



CASE No. 3-94-059

United States 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Report of Investigation 
DONALD C. COOK NUCLEAR POWER PLANT: 

Alleged -Deliberate Falsification of Fire Watch Records
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SYNOPSIS

This investigation was initiated by the Office of Investigations (01), 
Region III (RIII), on September 21, 1994, to determine if a contract .  
fire watch employee assigned to the Donald C. Cook Nuclear Power Plant, 

.Stevensville, Michigan, deliberately falsified fire watch tour records.  

After. a preliminary review of this matter and coordination with the RIIr 
technical itaff and Regional Counsel, it was determined that this matter 
is of normal priority. Due to OI:RIII pursuing investigations with higher 
priorities, this matter is being closed.

Case No. 3-94-059 I
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DETAILS OF INVESTIGATIONS /' 

Applicable Regulations 

Allegation: Alleaed Deliberate Falsification of Fire Watch Records 

10 CFR 50.9: Complete and accurate Information.  
18 U-S.C. 1001, Statement Generally.  
Ionald C. Cook NucleAr Plant Technical Specifications 3.7.10.  

Purpose of Investiaation 

This' investigation was initiated by the Office of Investigations (01), 
Region III (RII), on September 21, 1994, to determine if a contract fire 
watch employee assigned to the Donald C. Cook Nuclear Power Plant (Cook), 
Stevensville, Michigan, deliberately falsified fire watch tour records.  

Background 

During the course of an Inspection at Cook during the week of May 9, 1994, 
the licensee self-identified a pot ti 1 falsific tion of fire watch tours 
by a former employee identified a The condition was t 
flied by the licensee during a revieV of fire watci tours performed b 
frm-November 17, 1993, through December 31, 1993. During the conduct of the 
ltcensee's ,aUdit, at least 22 tours could not be verified via card relder 
transactions or other sources. At. least four of these tours exceeded the 
t4chftical specifications~for one ho'ur fire watch patrols. The remaining 
tours were only violations of administrative procedures and did not violate 
technical specifications.  

Interview of Alleger 

The employee was interviewed on May 24, 19949 by Mr. Larry SHEAD, tety 
operations supervisor for Cook, and denied falsifyi cords.  
maintained that checked the rea &&re orted.  
by new fi tracto 

Cbordination with-the W- Staff 

On August 22, 1994, an NRC:RIII Allegation Review Board was convened to 
discuss this.matter. The Bg o cuded that the matter be closed out 
as normal" priority because 9 no longer on the site access list.  

Closure -Iformation 

Based on a determination that this investigation is of ..normal priority. higher 
priority cases take precedence and this case is being closed. If at a future 
date information is developed which raises the priority of this case- OI:RIII 
will re-evaluate the matter...  

Case No. 3-94-059 £
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SupDlemental Information 

SMEAD was idervi by 01 on December 16, 1994, and confirmed that -he Interviewiedand that' jdenIe falsifying plant fire watch .tour 

check sheets. 'SK that since not all watch areas in question were 
ac a ce ontrolled, was not disciplined or let a for cause. However, 

4@ 0 M.,fj iet•'•eTwfw atch contretor feiled to retain her, 
"a as5 ýlely-o " ..

Case No. 3-94-059 6



/LIST OF EXHIBITS

Exhibit 
Description 

Investigation Status Report, dated September 21, 1994.  

2 Cook Administrative Department Corrective Action Document 
Tracking Form (Fire Watch Investigation).  

3 Report of Interview with SMEAD, dated December 16, 1994.

Case No. 3-94-059
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UNITED STATES 
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 

REGION II 
101 MARIETTA STREEt. N.W.. SUITE 290 

ATLANTA. GEORGIA 3323-O199 

lo .JAN 171M 
rAr. Douglas W. Harrison 

Dear Mr. Harrison: 

SUBJECT: RII-93-A-0031 & 96 - QUESTIONABLE FIREWATCH PRACTICES 

This refers to your conversation on February 2, 1992, with Mr. Joel 
Munday of our staff, and your Department of Labor complaint in 
which you expressed a concern related to firewatch practices at the 
Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant.  

Our review regarding the firewatch concern has been completed and 
our findings are documented in the enclosure to this letter. Based 
on the information provided, we were unable to substantiate the 
allegation.  

This concludes the staff's activities regarding the firewatch 
concern. We will continue to monitor your Department of Labor 
complaint. We appreciate your cooperation and assistance.  

Sin rely,, 

r lr 

run iino Ur 7 Act rec or 
forcement and estigation 
Coordination Staff 

Enclosure: 
Allegation Evaluation Report 

Inlolmation in this record was deleted 
in accordance with the Freedom of Information 

Act, exemption 

FOIA- , 

Certified Mail No. P 291 211 579 

EXHIBIT3 
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ALLEGATION EVALUATION REPORT 

ALLEGATION NUMBER RI1-93-A-0031 & 96 

INADEQUATE FIRE WATCMES 

TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY 

BROWNS FERRY NUCLEAR PLANTT UNITS 1, 2 AND 3 

DOCKET NMWERS 50-259, 50-260 AND 50-296 

1. STATEMET OF ALLEGATION 

The concerned individual (CI) stated that a firewatch was 
required to stay at the job site for 30 minutes following 
completion of all "hot workw, (welding, grinding, etc.) 

2. SOMMARY OF CONCERNS 

The CI indicated that craft persons were swapping off the 
firewatch duties with other members of the work force.  
If a data taker was needed then another craft would be 
the firewatch. The purpose of this was to minimize the 
number of firewatches. Additionally, the firewatch was 
to remain in the area for 30 minutes following the 
completion of a whot Jobu. The CI indicated that they 
were told to work the entire time that they were in the 
drywell and not to remain for the 30 minutes. The CI 
stated that there were two permanent fire watches on each 
level in the drywell, each watching 180 degrees. The CI 
stated that the licensee takes credit for these 
firewatches covering the hot jobs during the 30 minute 
cooldown. The CI was concerned that the two firewatches 
could not see all the hot Jobs in there area due to 
equipment interference.  

3. EVALUATION 

Following receipt of the allegations, the inspector 
toured the Unit 3 drywell for evidence of the problem 
discussed in the allegation. None was found. This 
inspection was documented in Inspection Report 93-07.  
The findings of the inspection report are as follows: 

On March 5, 1993, the inspector made a tour of the Unit 
3 drywell. Overall the drywell was clean and free of 
combustible material. The inspector noted that many hot 
jobs were in progress which required firewatches. Each 
Job had its own firewatch. Blankets and catch pans were 
used in many places to prevent slag from dropping to a 
lower elevation. The inspector reviewed the welding and 

EXHIBIT- 3

"pAGE OE(S
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grinding permits posted and verified the information 
required was documented properly. The inspector found no 
deficiencies.  

4. CONCLUSIX=S 

Based upon the above inspection findings, the allegations 
are unsubstantiated and are closed.  

° EXHIBIT_.•
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EICS ROUTING SHEET 

TO: 

SUBJECT: 

- REQUEST STATUS AND WHEN ACTION IS EXPECTED TO BE COMPLETED.  

ACTION/ INFO: REMARKS: 

[ ATB 0 
0 OXD 0 
0 AJI 0 
O LMS 0 
0 LJW 0 

.'[ BXU 0 

o NOTE AND DESTROY 

O NOTE AND RETURN 

o CORRECTION REQUIRED 

o PLEASE PROVIDE COMMENTS 

o] PLEASE ANSWER THIS 

e INFORMATION 

o PLEASE SEE ME ON THIS 

[3 YOUR ACTION REQUIRED 

O PER CONVERSATION 

0 FILE WITH CASE NO: 

JM AN-5 1996 

IhIormatian in this record was delelted 
,-I acccroanIce vith the Fbeedom of InflorITa3tiOtI 

Act, exepo•s .  

SOYOUR ACTION REQUIRED BY:



______ Stone & Webster 
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,LEASANTON CA TORONTO CANADA 

VM4 FEDERAL EXPRESS January 3, 1996 

Ellis W. Merschoff, Director 
Division of Reactor Projects 
United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Region H 

A'101 Marietta Street, N.W., Suite 2900 
Atlanta, GA 30323-0189 

Re: NRC Consideration of Enforcement Action 

in Harrison v. Stone & Webster, No. 93-ERA-044 

Dear Mr. Merschoff: 

This responds to your letter to me dated December 27, 1995, seeking information on 
Stone & Webster's compliance with the Orders of the Secretary of Labor in the captioned 
case.  

You will recall that you discussed this letter on December 28, 1995 with Michael 
McInerny of this office and Robert Rader of Winston & Strawn, Stone & Webster's outside 
counsel. My letter will summarize our statements to the NRC during that conversation and 
affirm our intention to be in full compliance with all Orders of the Secretary. This will also 
confirm your explanation to our counsel that your letter of December 27, 1995 seeks 
information related only to the back pay and attorney's fees issue, and that the corrective 
actions outlined by Stone & Webster at the predecisional enforcement conference on 
October 30, 1995 need not be revisited. However, we have attached two exhibits from that 
conference which summarize the corrective actions presented that day.  

As our counsel explained, the Secretary's Decision and Order of August 22, 1995 
directed Stone & Webster to compensate Mr. Harrison for the $2.00 an hour differential 
between lead foreman and foreman wages from February 2, 1993 until his uncontested lay
off on April 14, 1993. The Secretary further awarded Harrison "costs and expenses, 
including attorney fees, reasonably incurred in bringing the complaint," and granted 
Mr. Harrison 20 days to submit any petition for such costs and expenses, and Stone & 
Webster an additional 20 days to respond. S= Decision and Order at p.17. As is customary 
in such cases, it would then be up to the Secretary to determine precisely what amounts in 
costs and attorney's fees would be awarded Mr. Harrison, based on the parties' submissions.  

Stone & Webster Engineering Corporation 
P.O. Box 2325, Boston, Massachusetts 02107-2325 
245 Summer Street, Boston, Massachusetts 02210 

Tel: 617-589-5111 Fax: 617-589-2156

I 1i



Ellis W. Merschoff, Director 
January 3, 1996 
Page 2 

On October 16, 1995, Stone & Webster filed an Application for Stay with the 

Secretary, seeking to stay enforcement of his Decision and Order as regards back pay and 

costs and expenses.  

Before the Secretary acted upon the Application for Stay, Stone & Webster submitted 

a letter dated December 5, 1995, providing additional information in support of a stay.  

First, we pointed out that Mr. Harrison had discharged his former counsel and obtained new 
counsel. Second, we noted that his new counsel had informed us that Mr. Harrison had 

filed or would shortly be filing for bankruptcy protection. Under these circumstances, we 

observed that Stone & Webster could be prejudiced by making payments to Mr. Harrison 

or his former attorney if these amounts became tied up on the bankruptcy proceeding (e.g., 

the risk that back pay or attorney's fees, if paid, would become part of the bankrupt's estate 

or the possibility that Mr. Harrison's indebtedness to his former counsel for attorney's fees 

was discharged in bankruptcy). Accordingly, we urged the Secretary to grant the requested 
stay.  

On December 13, 1995, the Secretary issued an Order Denying Application for Stay.  

The Secretary did not, however, mention the information provided by Stone & Webster in 

its December 5, 1995 letter. Also, because the Secretary held that Stone & Webster had 

not sufficiently shown how it would be irreparably injured absent a stay, we concluded that 

the Secretary had not received the supplemental information in our December 5, 1995 letter.  

Accordingly, Stone & Webster filed with the Secretary on December 22, 1995 a 

Motion for Reconsideration of the Secretary's December 13, 1995 Order denying the stay..  

We discussed the supplemental information and its application to the traditional criteria for 
issuing a stay, and asked the Secretary to grant the stay upon reconsideration.  

As a result of the recent Government furloughs, the status of Stone & Webster's 
motion for xeconsideration is unclear. At this point, we can only say that we have received 
no word that the Secretary has acted upon the motion. From a procedural perspective, we 
do not believe that the issue of a stay can or should be raised before the United States 
Court of Appeals for the Eleventh Circuit until the Secretary has acted finally by ruling 
upon the motion for reconsideration.  

To clarify one of the specific points of your letter, we wish to emphasize that the 

Secretary of Labor has =nt order Stone & Webster to pay Mr. Harrison or his attorney any 

sum certain in litigation costs and attorney's fees. Mr. Harrison's petition for those costs 
is still pending review by the Secretary. As you know, the Secretary has authority under 

Section 211 of the Energy Reorganization Act to award all or only a portion of the costs and 

attorney's fees sought by a successful complainant. Therefore, although Stone & Webster 

STONE & WEBSTER



/

Ellis W. Merschoff, Director 
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has not opposed Mr. Harrison's petition for costs and attorney's fees, we cannot predict 

whether the Secretary, in his broad discretion, will award all of the costs and fees requested.  

Although Stone & Webster has filed a motion for reconsideration, we wish to assure 

the NRC of our absolute commitment to comply with all orders of the Secretary. To 

demonstrate our commitment, we have undertaken, notwithstanding the pending motion for 

reconsideration, to compensate Mr. Harrison forthwith for the wage differential determined 

by the Secretary in his Decision and Order. As our counsel further advised you, we will 

await the Secretary's direction with regard to a sum certain to be paid for any costs and 

•ittorney's fees subsequently allowed by the Secretary.  

Please call me if you have any questions regarding this response.  

Sincerely, 

'R.'B. Kelly" 
President 
Stone & Webster Engineering Corporation 

encl.  

cc: Secretary of Labor 
Office of Administrative Appeals 
U.S. Department of Labor 
200 constitution Avenue, N.W.  
Room S4309 
Washington, D.C. 20210 

United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Document Control Desk 
Washington, D.C. 20555 

l:\mtm\mershofJtr 
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NRC ENFORCEMENT CONFERENCE 

EFFECTIVENESS OF SWEC 

EMPLOYEE CONCERNS PROGRAM VERIFIED 

* SWEC ACTIONS TO IMPROVE QUALITY OF WORK ENVIRONMENT IN 

RAISING SAFETY CONCERNS IN RESPONSE TO NRC LETTER OF AUGUST 26.  

1993 IN UNRELATED SECTION 211 CASE.  

ISSUED MEMORANDUM OF SEPTEMBER 14, 1993 FROM C.R. BISHOP 

TO ALL SUPERVISORS AND MANAGERS SUMMARIZING SWEC 

EMPLOYEE CONCERNS PROGRAM AND INITIATING ROLL-DOWN TO 

EMPLOYEES.  

CONDUCTED FOLLOW-UP SURVEY TO DETERMINE KNOWLEDGE 

AND USE OF ECP ON OCTOBER 6 AND 11. 1993. RESULTS SHOWED NO 

EVIDENCE OF CHILLING EFFECT IN W[LLINGNESS TO REPORT 

EMPLOYEE CONCERNS.  

CRAFT AWARENESS OF AVAILABLE PROCESSES FOR REPORTING 

QUALITY/SAFETY CONCERNS REINFORCED AT MEETING BY SWEC 

FIELD MANAGER IN OCTOBER 1993.  

* INSPECTION ACTIVITIES BY NRC AUDITED EFFECTIVENESS OF SWEC ECP 

ON NOVEMBER 8-10 AND 22-24, 1993 AND CONFIRMED SWEC PERSONNEL 

NOT RELUCTANT TO REPORT POTENTIAL SAFETY/QUALITY CONCERNS.  

EMPLOYEES SURVEYED UNANIMOUSLY (EXCEPT ONE SWEC 

EMPLOYEE ON FIRST DAY AT BROWNS FERRY) STATE NO 

RELUCTANCE TO RAISE SAFETY/QUALITY CONCERNS TO 

SUPERVISION. SWEC ECP OR TVA CRS, OR NRC.  

NRC CONCLUDES, BASED ON CURRENT AND EARLIER SURVEYS, 

THAT AWARENESS AND KNOWLEDGE OF CONTRACTOR AND 

LICENSEE PROGRAMS HAVE INCREASED.

-12-
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* SWEC PERFORMS ANOTHER RANDOM SURVEY TO EVALUATE POTENTIAL 

CHILLING EFFECTS. WHICH CONCLUDES THAT SWEC EMPLOYEES ARE 

WILLING TO REPORT SAFETY/QUALITY CONCERNS WITHOUT FEAR OF 
REPRISAL.  

*• TVA OIG JULY 1994 SURVEY SHOWS THAT BROWNS FERRY EMPLOYEES 

"OVERWHELMINGLY FELT FREE TO RAISE NUCLEAR SAFETY CONCERNS 
TO THEIR SUPERVISION AND MANAGEMIENT." 

* SWEC DISTRIBUTES JANUARY 1995 MEMORANDUM TO ALL ONSITE 
EMPLOYEES SUMMARIZING ECP.  

* TVA OIG ANNUAL REVIEW OF SWEC ECP ON SEPTEMBER 1 1-15, 1995 

DEMONSTRATES THAT ALL BROWNS FERRY PERSONNEL SURVEYED 
WOULD REPORT SAFETY/QUALITY CONCERNS TO THEIR SUPERVISORS OR 
THROUGH OTHER AVAILABLE PROCESSES.  

* OCTOBER 2. 1995 TOOL BOX MEETING AND POSTINGS AT KEY SITE 

LOCATIONS RE-EMPHASIZE SWEC MANAGEMENT EXPECTATION THAT 

EMPLOYEES WILL REPORT SAFETY/QUALITY CONCERNS AND SHOULD 
FEEL FREE TO DO SO.

-13-

COMBINED SWEC/TVA PROGRAMS PROVIDE EFFECTIVE ASSURANCE TO 

EMPLOYEES WISHING TO RAISE SAFETY/QUALITY CONCERNS.



NRC ENFORCEMENT CONFERENCE 

SUMMARY AND CLOSING REMARKS 

* SWEC MANAGEMENT REMAINS COMMITTED TO FREE AND OPEN 
EMPLOYEE DISCUSSION OF SAFETY CONCERNS AT ALL LEVELS, AND WILL 
NOT TOLERATE ANY INTIMIDATION, HARASSMENT OR DISCRIMINATION 
AGAINST EMPLOYEES.  

SWEC MANAGEMENT HAS REPEATEDLY REINFORCED ITS 
EXPECTATION.  

THE EFFECTIVENESS IN COMMUNICATING MANAGEMENT'S 
EXPECTATIONS HAS BEEN VERIFIED.  

* * SWEC WILL CONTINUE TO MONITOR EFFECTIVENESS OF ITS ECP AND TO 
EMPHASIZE ITS AVAILABILITY TO ALL SWEC EMPLOYEES.

- 16-
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* IN HARRISON'S CASE. THE SWEC ECP REPRESENTATIVE THOROUGHLY 
INVESTIGATED HARRISON'S FIRE WATCH AND EMPLOYMENT. CONCERNS.  
HARRISON EXPRESSED NO DISSATISFACTION WITH ECP'S HANDLING OF 
HIS CONCERNS.  

* .TVA AND NRC 01 ALSO REVIEWED ALLEGATIONS AND FOUND NO 
DISCRIMINATION.  

• FIRST AND SECOND LEVEL DOL REVIEWS FOUND THAT SWEC MANAGERS 
AND SUPERVISORS REDUCED HARRISON FROM LEAD FOREMAN POSITION 
FOR LEGITIMATE. NON-DISCRIMINATORY REASONS IN REDUCING 
MANPOWER COSTS.  

* SWEC APPEAL TO U.S. COURT OF APPEALS WILL DETERMINE VALIDITY OF 
SECRETARY'S DECISION REFUSING TO ACCEPT FACT-FINDING BY 

ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE.  

• IN THIS CASE, NO DISCRIMINATION OCCURRED. BUT IF NRC NOW 
DISAGREES, COMPELLING REASONS EXIST TO EXERCISE ENFORCEMENT 
DISCRETION OR, AT A MINIMUM, TO AWAIT COMPLETION OF DOL 
PROCEEDINGS THROUGH APPEAL.

-17-
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VIA FEDERAL EXPRESS 

January 03, 1996 

George Huddleston, Esquire 
5133 Selkirk Drive 
Birmingham, AL 35242 

Re: Stone & Webster Engineering Corporation v. Robert Reich, Secretary of 

Labor, No. 93-ERA-44 (DOL), Case No. 95-6850 (11th Cir.) 

Dear Mr. Huddleston: 

The Decision and Order of the Secretary of Labor dated August 22, 1995 

directed Stone & Webster "to compensate Complainant for the two dollar an 

hour differential between lead foreman and foreman wages from February 2, 

1993 until the April 14, 1993 layoff.".  

As you are aware, Stone & Webster- sought a stay of this and other 

portions of the Secretary's Order, and also sought reconsideration of the Order 

denying the stay.  

Notwithstanding its request for reconsideration, Stone & Webster has 

decided to render Mr. Harrison the aforementioned n tion at this time.  

Enclosed is a check to Mr. Harrison in the amount oWin ,hich represents 

the compensation owed him, minus standard payrol rwithholdings. The pre-tax 

figure was calcuied by multiplying Mr. Harrison's hours of work between the 

dates describeb enthe 

$2.00 differentia The true diffenti between a 

lead foreman rate and that of a general foreman is in fact much less than $2.00, 

but we have given Mr. Harison the benefit of the higher rate to avoid any 

dispute.  

This payment is without prejudice to Stonk.'& Webster's right to recover 

such compensation if the Court of Appeals reverses'the Secretary's decision.  

Stone & Webster Engineering Corporation 
P.O. Box 2325, Boston, Massachusetts 02107-2825 
245 Summer Street, Boston, Massachusetts 02210 

T&L: 617-589-5111 F= 617-589.2116



George Huddleston, Esquire 
January 03, 1996 
Page two 

Kindly contact me or Mr. Robert Rader of Winston & Strawn in 

Washington, D.C. if you have any question in this regard.  

Very truly yours, 

Mi ael Mc.  
Senior Attorney/-' 

MTM:hs 
encl.  

cc: Secretary of Labor 
Office of Administrative Appeals 

U.S. Department of Labor 

200 Constitution Avenue, N.W.  
Room S4309 
Washington, D.C. 20210 

Ellis W. Merschoff, Director 
Division of Reactor Projects 

United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission 

Region II 
101 Marietta Street, N.W., Suite 2900 

Atlanta, GA 30323-0189 

United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission 

Document Control Desk 

Washington, D.C. 20555 

STONE & WEBSTER

/
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EMPLOYEE NO.  
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ALLEGATION ACTION PLAN 
ALLEGATION NO. RIII- 91 -A-Qjj•

Licensee: t2•C. Ccb AC 

Docket/License No: 50-3,5 ,•0-31 

Assigned Divi sion: be's 
, 4~I /A 
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I. Division Action
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Technical taf / Date 
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• -
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C. Approved b y:.  
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Allegation-Review Board Action 37~ f$~L 

Allegation Review Board Membership f
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ALLEGATION/PEP.PHERAL ISSUE ACTION PLAN 

Concerns and any peripheral issues associated with a concern should be 
documented on a separate page. Each concern and peripheral issue, if any, 
should be documented in the followup report as is stated in this plan. If 
there are several concerns in one area, one page can be used. Otherwise, a 
separate page should be used for each concern.

L--7 Concern No.  

I. Action Evaluation: 
(circle):

A.  
B.  
C.  
D.  
E.  
F.  
G.  
H.

Send to License

/-7 Peripheral Issues Associated with 
Concern No.  

The following method of resolution is recommended 

ee Requesting Response in Days with RIlI Followup*
Priority RIII Followup 
Followup During Routine Inspection Within 60 Days 
Followup with Assistance from 01 
No Action - Outside NRC's Charter (describe basis below) 
No Action - Without Merit (describe basis below) 
Refer to 
Other (specify)

If the proposal is to send to the licensee, the Action Plan should 
describe the general areas we expect the licensee to address.

II. Inspector's Actions: 
Turing the inspection 
issue.

The following areas at a minimum will be~reviewed 
into the above mentioned concern and/or peripheral

A. Objective 

B. Methods 

1. Persons to be contacted: 

2. Documents and/or activities to be reviewed: 

3. Time period to be covered: 

4. Locations/specific areas to visit: 

5. Other areas (specify):

Allegation No. RIII- f94-A-_gllZ

/ /



LTLEGATION ACTIMO PLAN 

Allegation Number RIII-94-A-O118 

This allegation involves the falsification of fire watch records. The problem 
was identified by licensee personnel and significant action, as documented in 
attachment 1, has been taken. This attachment also indicates that some follow 
up was provided by a Region III inspector in June of this year (Inspection 
Report 315/316/94012(DRS)).  

The problem appears to involve one individual, who no longer works at DC Cook.  
Little could be gained by additional inspection. We therefore recommend that 
no additional inspection be performed and that the allegation be closed by a 
memorandum to file.



From: Darrell L. Schrum (DLS3) 
To: CH2:JLB5 , - KA-.  
Date: Monday, June 20, 1994, 1:37 pm 
Subject: FALSIFICATION/FIREWATCH TOURS/D.C.COOK -R 

I don't believe I mentioned the word "falsification'. They had problems with 

missed fire watches. I did not have time to see If these problems involved 
falsification. The fire protection supervisor stated that about 20 people 
were fired since the start of the year when they didn't live up to 
expectations. The licensee is taking action when a problem is found in the 
fire watch pro ram. The licensee had taken extensive actions to improve the 
program. Them involved in the previous falsification of fire watch 
records no longer is employed at D.C. Cook. No new problems had occurred 
during the last two monthes. I don't think much will be gained by persuing 
the problems that occurred earlier this year. Attached is the fire watch 
input that was in my report - 315/316/94012.  

CC: def - ' - ' '.-+ - '

Files: a:fwdcc



FALSIFICATION OF RECORDS FOR FIRE WATCH ROUNDS AT D.C. COOK 

I talked to Patrick Russell and Walter Hodge about the. n who falsified the 
fire watch check lists at D.C. Cook. They stated tha ,-. hN l. is on the 
"bad guy list". fMiwas interviewed in April during the investigatjghfor the 
falsification evel ouglt is no longer employed at the plant. l enied 
falsifying the records. o had the right of appeal. The time 1im-for the 
appeal is currently expired. The nl mname is included in the Index 
Program as an unfavorable employee. Currently 20 utilities are Included in 
the Index Program. The N MIust sign for release of information to gain 
employment at another utility. The results of the investigation would be 
available to the other utilities. For those utilities not included in the 

Index Program the normal method of employment would be to send an "Exchange 
9103 Transfer" form that requests information on the employee. D.C. Cook is 
responsible to pass on the information from the investigation. Walter- Hodge 
stated thaLtith the information from the investigation no one would grant 

.*access torn



/

Section 3.3 of inspection Report 315/316/94012(DRS) dated June 15, 1994.  

3.3 Fire Watches 

hissed fire watch inspections for impairments had been a problem during 

the early part of this year. A new contractor had been hired. As a 

result new fire watches lacked training and an awareness of the 

importance of their fire watch responsibilities. These problems were 

corrected. Some of the contractor's employment was terminated when they 

did not measure up to expectations. The licensee took additional 

corrective actions as needed. An improved fire watch training program 

was implemented to enhance the learning of fire watch tasks. In 

addition, all supervisors are now required to identify new impairments 

(and its location) to fire watch personnel to ensure the correct areas 

are inspected.  

On a sample basis, fire protection management were making spot checks to 

.ensure that fire watches were doing their job. Quality assurance (GA) 

surveillances were also being conducted on the fire watches as they made 

their inspections. No problems with the one hour fire watch requirement 

being violated were found during these GA surveillances. The corrective 

actions for the fire watch problems appeared to be effective.



August 2, 1994 

mEMORANDUM FOR: Geoffrey Grant, Director, Division of Reactor Safety 

FROM: Donald E. Funk Jr., Office Allegation Coordinator 

SUBJECT: ALLEGATION RE: FALSIFICATION OF FIREWATCH RECORDS 

AT D.C. COOK (AMS NO. RIII-94-A-0118) 

On July 18, 1994, this matter was discussed with E. T. Pawlik of the Office of 

Investigations Region III Field Office, and it was concluded that 

investigative effort by OI:RIII may be warranted for the reason given below.  

Should additional facts or information relating to possible wrongdoing 

concerning this allegation become available, please notify me promptly.  

This allegation will continue to be carried as "open' in the Allegation 

Management System pending final resolution/closeout by your Division.  

Orilinal signed OY 

nonlId Funk 

Donald E. Funk Jr.  
Office Allegation Coordinator 

Attachments: 
1. AMS Form 
2. 7/6/94 J. Belanger memo 

cc w/attachments: 
RAO:RIII 
DRP:RIII 
RC:RIII 
OI:RIII 
G. C. Wright 
W. D. Shafer 
J. R. Creed 

BASIS: Since willful wrongdoing was alleged, falsification of firewatch 

records, DRS should convene an Allegation Review Board, with 01 and RC 

present.
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MEMO1RANDrUM FOR: Donald Funk., Region; iW' Allegation Coordinator 

FRCt; James L. Belanger, Senior Physic-l Security Inspector 

SUBJECT: POTENTIAL FALSIFICATION OF FIFR--WATCH TOURS AT D.C. COOK PLANT 

During an inspection at the D.C. Cook plant during the week of May 9-13, 1994 

I was present during a briefing of the resident inspector on May 12, 1994 by 

the licensee on an issue of potential wrongdoing involving falsification of 

firewatch tours. Specifically, the licensee, through a review of ten percent 
of the firewatch tours conducted over a three nonth period, identified five 
fire watch tours that apparently were falsified by one fire watch person.  
Technical Specifications were violated. These incidents occurred iri December 

1993. The licensee stated that the fire watch person involved did not work at 
the site, having not beer, retained by t..-e new fire watch contractor that took 

over in January 1994. During the licensees investigation of the incident, the 

subject denied falsifying the records. * is on the site's denied access 7/ 
list. This information is also in the ýndex system. The incident was 
documented by the licensee in a Condit-cs. Report that was open at the time cf 

my inspection.  

I advised the regional fire prctectio., -:spector (D. SchrLrn) of the meeting 
when I returned to the office on, May 16, 1994. Mr. Schrum indicated that he 
was planning to do an inspection at D.C. Cook in the near future and would 
follow up on the condition report which ! provided to him.  

Mr. Schrun inspected D.C. Cook the week of June 7, 1994. He advised me by e
mail on June 20, 1994 that the licensee had identified a rnnber of missed fire 
watch tours but there was no evidence that falsification was involved other 

than the Decerber 1993 incident. (: was on arnual leave for two weeks 
beginning the week of June 20, 1994 and opened ny mail box on July 5, 1994.) 

On July 5, 199# Darrel l Schrum, myself, and Wayne Shafer spoke by phone with 
Bob Defayette regarding this matte-. Bob stated that I should docunent in a 
memo to you what information I had regarding this incident so that it could be 
forwarded to the appropriate division for action. This is the purpose of this 

James L. Belanger 

Senior Physical Security Inspector 

9
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A fire watch supervisor iudited a fire watch tour to ensure that 
. the tour was conducted in the required time period to meet 

. )r'--Appenidx-* requirements. The supervisor noted that the fire watch 
.t-,did not appear in the reactor building basement for the fire watch 

o•,•' •Ot Itour. The supervisor conducted the fire watch tour for the area 
O • " to ensure that the area was properly toured. The fire watch log 

Q completed by the responsible Individual indicated that the tour of 
the reactor building basement was performed. The licensee took 
disciplinary action against the fire watch.  

The licensee performed frequent supervisor monitoring of fire 
watch tours, and no other discrepancies of fire watch tours had 
been discovered. The decision to discipline the fire watch Vas 

15 Intormafion in this record was deleted 

in atcordance with the pFedom of Information 

Act, exernpt9 

FOIA-

`1ý -.CR 11.



made by the*j Eoracted supervisor, and the licensee fire 
protection staff was kept informed.  

The inspectors were concerned that no problem identification form 
was written, nor was licensee iftnalement informed of the incident 
until after Mid-August w•en the Inspectors raised questions about 
the incident. The licensee had not determined the extent of 
missed tours or whether the problem existed with other groups.  
The subsequent investigation determined that the fire watch was in 
the turbine building at the time of the incident, but the tour 
route conducted by the fire watch in the building could not be 

. -i " . verified.  
Failure to properly Implement fire prevention rounds is a 

Violation of 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B, Criterion V. However, 
this violation is not being cited because the criteria specified 

• of 10 CFR 2, Appendix C, VII.B of the "General Statement of Policy 
vlb.. and Procedure for NRC Enforcement Action' were met.  

16
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ALLEGATION ACTION PLAN 

ALLEGATION NO. RIII-9g-A-O.tf 
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Docket Number: 50-254; 50-265 
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13. 1994: and licensee memo to Tom Hall from E. Smith dated September 8. 1994.
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Board Action: 
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Date 

Date
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Disapproved for Following Reasons:
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Yes No

Allegation Review Board Chairman
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Date
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ALLEGATION ACTION PLAN

Concerns and any peripheral issues associated with a concern should be 
documented on a separate page. Each concern and peripheral issue, if any, 
should be documented in the followup report as is stated in this plan. If 
there are several concerns in one area, one page can be used. Otherwise, a 
separate page should be used for each concern.

L= Concern No. - LZ Peripheral Issues Associated with Concern No.

Hissed fire watch 

I. Action Evaluation: The following method of resolution is recommended: 

A. Send to Licensee Requesting Response in §1 Days with RII] 
Followup* 

B. Priority RIII Followup 
C. Followup During Routine Inspection Within 60 Days 
0. Followup with Assistance from 01 
E. No Action - Outside NRC's Charter.(describe basis below) 
F. No Action - Without Merit (describe basis below) 
G. Refer to 01 

Nassau H. Other (specify) No NRC action recommended, No fire watch was 
missed by the licensee since the fire watch supervisor made up the 
rounds that were allegedly missed by the fire watch inspector.  
Since there were discrepancies between the statements provided by 
the inspector and supervisor, the inspector is filing a formal 
grievance at this time.

*If the proposal is to send to the licensee, the Action Plan should 
describe the general areas the licensee is expected to address.  

II. Inspector's Actions: The following areas at a minimum will be reviewed 
during the inspection into the above mentioned concern.  

A. Objective: 

B. Methods: 

1. Persons to be contacted: 

2. Documents or activities to be reviewed: 

3. Time period to ke covered: 

4-. Locations or specific areas to visit: 

5. Other areas (specify):

Allegation No. RIII-93-A-



To: Bob DeFayette, Director, Enforcement & investigation Office/A)5ýJýV.41 
Thru: Chris Miller, Senior Resident Zpspec~or, QCNPS-0AcMCe.5 N KC14( fcoer 5 
Thrut Pat Hiland, Section Chief, DRP/N4m-/1,pj

Res Allegation of Document Falsification 

In mid-August, the inspectors received written communication from an unknown 
author inquiring if the licensee had written a Licensee Event Report (LER) for 

-a missed fire watch in the Unit I reactor building basement. This communications 
included that an unnamed fire watch was dismimssed for involvement in the event.  

The inspectors contacted the licensee fire marshal about the event. The fire' 
marshal stated that the fire watch was terminated in mid-July due to falsifying 
logs and that the fire watch tour was made by the supervisor so an LE. was not 
required.  

After prompting from the inspectors, the licensee documented this event on a PIF 
on August 22 and commenced an investigation. The inspectors presently are 
reviewing the licensees' and contractors' investigation.



From: Raymon4'K. Walton (RKW)1/ bejf9p)dzl 
To: RW, DEF- •I J•- Il 
Date: Tuesday, September 13, I994" 5:07 pm 
Subject: Allegation of Document Falsification 

Attached is a message dealing with an allegation received by the resident 
inspector staff at the Quad Cities station. The original note was unsigned 
and found in the residents mail box in mid-August. The residents persued the 
issue as a resident office Initiative and not as an allegation. We are 
providing this message to document our discovery and followup of the event.  

The resident office forwarded information on this subject previously. 'Upon 
regional request, the residents will be sending a copy of the licensees' 
investigation for your review at a later date.  

C CGK, PL• - .X z I_ 

Files:\'ALLG
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P.11 

September 8, 1994 OC @P 

Tom Sall TA4o40,%'f 
Maintenance Supervisor 
quad Cities Station nAuk, 

SU3JUCMg investigation of Tire watch Falsification of Records.  

us PIT 94-2024 

On July 20, 1994, the Site Manager of Burns Fire Prevention 
notified me that on July 19, 2994, a Burns fire Prevention Shift 
supervisor indicated a Burns tire Prevention inspector had not 
sufficiently completed their tour of the Unit One Is Core Spray 
Room.  

The Pico Prevention Inspector@ are required to tour this room each 
hour as a compensatory measure and watch for the potential of fire. On July 1t. 1994, the aupervisor was performing a random 
pest check. of this inspector to verif y that their tour was being 
eospleted properly. although random post checks are typically 
performed each shifto this inspector had been described by other 
inspector. during that same shif t an potentially not adequately, 
performing the required duties.  

I have reviewed the supervisors written documentation that states 
she was in attendan*e Of the 13 Core spray Mlom and that the 
inspector did =Ujnter that room. The inspector however 
docusiented that~had performed the required fire watch in that 
raom and the tlsm.6ocum~nted for that tire watch conflicted with 
the time that the supervisor was said to be present.  

The iLuau between -the supervisors and inspector. conIlicting 
statements is being handled through a formal grievance process at 
this time.; 

1IDUUIATZ ACTIONU: 

The individuals involved were ime~diately instructed to documient.  
their actions as to when and where, they had performed their 
duties.* The evaluation of Va~ Unit, One Torus area and the Unit 18 
Cere Spray Ptoom by the Supervisor wtar sufficient for the required.  
tire watch as the supervisors are trained beyond the level of a 
fire watch inspector.  

The Security computer logo of the entry and exit times through the vital door Into the Turbiwit Building for this shift were sought 
and reviewed. There ware no dktecrepaneiets of entry or exit times 
from the Turbine Building by the inspector or supervisor.  

Theae actions wiere completed on July 20, 1994.  
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tURThTE ACTZIOtS, 

Further questions prompted me to review a history of entry and exit times for thin .inspector. The Security computer vital door logs two weeks before this incident were reviewed and the inspector involved was only present for one of those weeks. The r*eults of this review revealed no discrepancies of entry and exit times. An interview with the Burns ShLft Supervisore that supervise this inspector was Also conducted to determine if any poet check revealed any problems during this investigation period.  AgiLn no discrepancies were noted. These actions were completed 
August 31, 1994.  

Due to this event, Burns Fire Prevention SLte Manager has instituted a program that periodically reviews the security door logs for the Fire Prevention inspectors.  

COMPRNSATORy HZASUREs, 

As stated above, the evaluation of the Unit One Torus area and the Unit 19 Core Spray Room by the Supervisor was sufficient for the reqdred fire watch thereby insuring no violation of compensatory 
mesures had occurred.  

The supervisors are required to perform random checks within the station to verify that the inspectors are adequately performing 
their duties. These checks are an unannounced inspection of different areas so the inspectors may be viewed at any time. The checks art performed a minimum of once pIr shift and more 
frequently as time permits.  

Due to the effectiveness of the random poet check&# it is reasonable that the fire watches are being completed as required.  My staff strongly promotes reporting of any problem that may affect the safety of the station as shown by the initial reporks 
of a potential concern with this inspector.  

If you should have any questions or concerns, please feel free to 
contact me at extension 2249.  

Sincerely, 

x. Hayden Smith 
YtatLon Pire Marshal 

G. Sondgeroth 
R. Trimble



ALLEGATION ACTION PLAN 
ALLEGATION NO. RIII-96-A-0090

Licensee: D.C. Cook, Indiana Michigan Power Company 

Docket/License No: 5C-315; 5-316 

Assigned Division: Division of Reactor Safety 

Attached Pertinent Documents: Copy of Condition Report #96-0778 

I. Division Action 

A. Prepared by: t'. _ 
Darrell 4.hrum Date 

B. Approved by:
Ronald Gardner, Engineering 
Specialist 2 Branch 

II. Alleaation Review Board Membershin:

Date

III. Remarks

Information in this record was deleted 
in accordance wim u.1e rreedom of InformatiorL' 
Act, exemptions .2 - _ 

ID A~7I

Safety 

Yes

Significance: HIGH MEDIUM LOW 

Approved As Is 

Approved with Modifications as Documented in Plan.  

Disapproved for Following Reasons: 

L____/ 01 (Priority: HIGH NORMAL LOW 
No

Allegation Review Board Chairman

NA

Date 
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A. £GATiON/PERIPHERAL ISSUE ACTION .-LAN 

Concerns and any peripheral issues associated with a concern should be 
documented on a separate page. Each concern and peripheral issue, if any, 
should be documented in the followup report as is stated in this plan. If 
there are several concerns in one area, one page can be used. Otherwise, a 
separate page should be used for each concern.  

Concern No. 1 

1. Deliberately moving a bar code which was being used to verify fire watch tour 
completion and compliance with Tech Spec 3.7.10.  

2. Deliberately and willfully obstructed a security investigation.  

On May 11, 1996, the licensee identified that a bar code used for scanning during 
fire watch tours had been moved from the area requita o toured to the 
opposite side of a door which was another fire area. lm wljoriginally lied 
about moving the bar code but later admitted that he had moveia the bar code.  

I. Action Evaluation: The following method of resolution is recommended 
(circle): 

A. Send to Licensee Requesting Response in Days with RIII Followup* 
B. Priority RIlI Followup 
C. Followup During Routine Inspection Within 60 Days 

>>>>>>D. Followup with Assistance from 01 
E. No Action - Outside NRC's Charter (describe basis below) 
F. No Action - Without Merit (describe basis below) 
G. Refer to 
H. Other (specify) 

* If the proposal is to send to the licensee, the Action Plan should 
describe the general areas we expect the licensee to address.  

11. Inspector's Actions: The following areas at a minimum will be reviewed 
during the inspection into the above mentioned concern and/or peripheral 
issue.  

A. Objective: An inspection of the fire watch program to verify that 
the licensee reviewed the plant security data to see if other fire 
watches were missed. Inspector review of fire watch logs and plant 
security data to identify other examples of missed fire watches 
(wrong doing). Interview and accompany fire watches on their rounds 
to assess their understanding of D.C. Cook management expectations.  
Assess if new fire watches are being properly trained for their 

fdutes. Identify what actions the licensee has taken against 
for wrong doing. Identify what additional licensee corrective 

ac idns were taken to ensure that other fire watches do not 
deliberately miss areas during their fire watch tours.  

B. Methods 

1. Persons to be contacted: Fire Protection Manager, Fire Watch 
Supervisors, and Fire Watches.  

2. Documents and/or activities to be reviewed: Review plant 
security data and fire watch logs. Interview the fire 
protection staff and accompany fire watches on their rounds.



/ /

3. Tin 'eriod to be covered: Several ths of fire watch logs 

ana .ecurity data should be reviewed.  

4. Locations/specific areas to visit: Plant specific areas 

covered by fire watches and area where fire watch 

logs/security data are available for review.  

5. Other areas (specify): None.

Allegation No. RIII-96-A-009011/94 OAC
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Peripheral Issue No.  

Are the licensee"s corrective actions effective in preventing missed fire 
watches? 

Two years ago D.C. Cook had significant problems with missed fire watches.  

Approximately 20 fire watches were fired during the year for performance issues 

which included deliberately missing areas during their fire watch tours.  

I. Action Evaluation: The following method of resolution is recommended 

(circle): 

A. Send to Licensee Requesting Response in Days with RIII Followup* 

B. Priority RIII Followup 
C. Followup During Routine Inspection Within 60 Days 

D. Followup with Assistance from 01 
E. No Action - Outside NRC's Charter (describe basis below) 

F. No Action - Without Merit (describe basis below) 

G. Refer to 
H. Other (specify) 

* If the proposal is to send to the licensee, the Action Plan should 

describe the general areas we expect the licensee to address.  

II. Inspector's Actions: The following areas at a minimum will be reviewed 

during the inspection into the above mentioned concern and/or peripheral 

issue.  

A. Objective and methods the same as listed in Concern #1.

I I



Are there additional examples of wrong doing by fire watches?

I. Action Evaluation: 
(circle):

A.  
B.  
C.  
D.  
E.  
F.  
G.  
H.

The following method of resolution is recommended

Send to Licensee Requesting Response in Days with RIlI Followup* 
Priority RIlI Followup 
Followup During Routine Inspection Within 60 Days 
Followup with Assistance from 01 
No Action - Outside NRC's Charter (describe basis below) 
No Action - Without'Merit (describe basis below) 
Refer to 
Other (specify)

If the proposal is to send to the licensee, the Action Plan should 

describe the general areas we expect the licensee to address.

II. Inspector's Actions: 
during the inspection 
issue.

The following areas at a minimum will be reviewed 
into the above mentioned concern and/or peripheral

A. Objective and methods-the same as listed in Concern #1.

Peripheral Issue No. c
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-port Date 5-13-96 of Condition !P _ 1114 

Unit Affected: [ 0! LI 2 1:] Bk ,h C3 NIA 
Condition Identification and Descriplon 

Dcscripdon of Condition.: On 5-11-96, a Fire Tour of Unit I CRT was being conducted in 

accordance with T.S. 3.7.10. At H114 hours, the tour officer identified the a-

which was placed on the inner side of Door 333 was missing. Subsequent investi6 
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closure between the closure and door on a small area which without close invest-.  

could not have been seen. The Bar Code was originally located at eye ikvel, ce': 

the door. Security computer transactions identLfied _ A---e~ts 

as being in the area. A phone call was made to the Cantrol Room and q_ C
taed he knew nolhing about the missing Bar Code. e sAterdif hthd.Es 

Secon-d phone-call was made to hbe Control Room an ý spoken with. WJhe: 1( 
wa odh a enietfe as being in the'iWR arear, he-stated he had

the Bar Code. When asked why, he stated he had Just moved it, and x 
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0_ contin"" 
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replaced. Search for original Bar Code and investigation initiated.  

JContin-'"
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i•LLEGATIOIASSIGNMENT FORM 

Jl egation Number: RIV-95-A-023j_ 

Licensee/Facility or Location: WATERFORD-3 

Discussed at ARP meeting on: 12/11/95

Assigned to: DRP, DRS, DNMS, SAC

01 involvement?

Branch:

01 tracking number:

Allegation Summary:. A fire watch was directed by a security shift supervisor 
to relocate a Vorse Watchman Key,* while the firewatch was on patro.l.  
According to the Wlege~f the relocation of the key was a violation of 
Procedure FP-O01-'014, Section 6.1.5. The firewatch refused to relocate the 
key and the firewatch's badge was deactivated and he was sent home.  
Prelivinary review of the referenced procedure indicated that the firewatch 
should not have been required to perform the task simultaneous with fire watch 
duties.  

ARP instructions/guidance: 

ARP Chairman: Date: 

jFAlegatio-esolution Plan (return to the SAC within 10 days of ARP 
meeting)':

&f
-. ~ ~ ~ K 6 U ~'A E/

fra6e 64

In o'a,,tion in ti.is record was deleted
in acco~daiice with the Freedom of Information 
Act, exemptions .C 
FOIA* - 2 <"1/ti

Cb~'

Alajýzt-'-A C16-A 
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LIMERICK GENERATING STATION UNITS 1 AND 2:

FALSIFICATION OF FIRE PROTECTION SURVEILLANCE TEST DOCUMENTATION 
BY A PECO TECHNICAL ASSISTANT

PECO Energy Company 
P.O. Box 7520 
Philadelphia, PA 19101

Case No.: 1-96-033

Report Date: February 19, 1997

50-352/353

Reported by: 

/ 

Kristin L. Monroe. Special Agent 
Office of Investigations 
Field Office, Region I

Control Office: 

Status: CLOSED

Revii

OI:RI

and Approved by:

Barry R. Letts, Director 
Office of Investigations 
Field Office, Region I

Information in this record was deleted 
in aXcordance with thtJe..domn of Information 
Act, exemptions 
MI.-

This Report of Investigation consists of pages 1 through 9 
with exhibits 1 through 13 . has not been reviewed 
pursuant to le 10 CFR Subs on . 0(a) exempt nsor 
any exem mateia been delaled nte. place in 
he PuTic ¢ Room discuss the contents of this report 

e NRC wit u m nritv of the approving official of this 
re~pt. . Treat as "OFFICIAL USE ONLY."

Licensee:

Docket Nos.:

Title:



SYNOPSIS

This investigation was initiated by the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
(NRC), Office of Investigations (01), Region I (RI), on September 19, 1996. to 
determine the adequacy of a PECO Energy Company (PECO) internal investigation 
regarding an allegation that a technical assistant. Fire Protection Section, 
Limerick Generating Station (LGS), deliberately failed to properly perform a 
fire hose station visual inspection surveillance test (ST) and falsified the 
surveillance test document.  

A joint investigation by the PECO Security Division and the LGS Quality 
Division substantiated that the technical assistant deliberately failed to 
properly perform the "ST-7-022-951-O Fire Hose Station Visual Inspection" 
surveillance test and falsified the surveillance test documentation on 
July 29, 1996. In addition, the PECO internal investigation developed that 
the technical assistant also deliberately failed to properly perform other 
fire hose station visual inspection surveillance tests and falsified related 
surveillance test documentation on April 3. 1995, June 8, 1995, April 30.  
1996, and Hay 29, 1996. The PECO Investigation also developed an irregularity 
in an additional surveillance test conducted by the technical assistant. The 
technical assistant failed to enter a specific area of the LGS necessary to 
complete ST-7-022-950-0, Fire Suppression Water System (FSWS) Spray and 
Sprinkler Visual Inspection," and for which he signed documentation indicating 
that the visual inspection had been satisfactorily performed on June 28, 1995.  
Based on OI's review of the PECO internal investigation, it is concluded that 
the technical assistant deliberately falsified selected surveillance test 
documentation.

Case No. 1-96-033 1
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DETAILS OF INVESTIGATION

Applicable Regulations 

10 CFR 50.5: Deliberate misconduct (1995 and 1996 Editions) 

10 CFR 50.9: Completeness and accuracy of information (1995 and 1996 
Editions) 

LGS TS 6.8: Procedures and Programs 

LGS TSs 4.7.6.5.a. 4.7.6.2.c.2, and 4.7.6.2.c.3 (effective until December 20, 
1995) 

LGS TRMs 4.7.6.5.a. 4.7.6.2.c.2. and 4.7.6.2.c.3 (effective December 20, 1995) 

Purpose of Investigation 

This investigation was initiated by the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
(NRC). Office of Investigations (01). Region I, on September 19, 1996. to 
determine the ofePuacy of.p rgy Company (PECO) internal investigation 7C 
of an allegation that Technical Assistant, Fire Protection 
Section. Limerick Genrafing Station (LGS). PECO. deliberately failed to 
properly perform a fire hose station visual inspection surveillance test (ST) 
and falsified the surveillance test documentation (Exhibits 1 and 2).  

Background 

On November 25, 1995. PECO received permission from the NRC to change the Fire 
Protection Technical License Condition and relocate the Fire Protection 
Technical Specification requirements to the Updated Final Safety Analysis 
Report. The change was in accordance with Generic Letter (GL) 88-12, Removal 
of Fire Protection Requirements from Technical Specifications._ As of 
December 20, 1995. the LGS Fire Protection Technical Specification 
requirements became part of the LGS Technical Requirements Hanual (Exhibit 3).  

On August 7. 1996. PECO management received an allegation that as not 
in the LGS plant a sufficient amount of time to perform the surve 7 
inspections necessary for ST-7-022-951-0. Fire Hose Station Visual 
Inspection. documentation dated July 29. 1996 (Exhibit 4. p. 1).  

On August 12. 1996. a PECO internal investigation was initiated at the request 
of LGS management related to the August 7. 1996' allegation (Exhibit 4. p. 1).  

On August 12, 1996. a was suspended by PECO. and his unescorted access 
was suspended pending t results of the PECO Sdcurity investigation -7 C 
(Exhibit 4, p. 2).  

On September 11. 1996, * was terminated by PECO (Exhibit 1. Exhibit 4. -7 
p. 3. and Exhibit 8).  

Case No. 1-96-033 5 2
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W was reinstated effective November 4. 1996.  
'as reinstated by the PeerJev jew Panel. his nuclear 
A .mnmnnA ,int-hnrunn1 Wams been workinQ at the

Review of PECO Internal Investigation 

was interviewed bYECO Security on August 13. 1996. and provided a 
Writen statement. Wadmitted that he had not gone to all the listed 
locations on the fire hose station visual inspection surveillance test, but 
had annotated tlhjn ection as completed on the surveillance test document on ( 
July 29, 1996. t t old PECO Security that he had taken credit for 
previous observaJnaii that he had made on previous dates, of the fire hose 
stations (Exhibit 4. pp. 2 and 3. and Exhibit 5).  

Further investigation disclosed irregularities in four re •o fire hose 
station visual inspection surveillance tests conducted UyJon April 3.  
1995. June 8. 1995, April 30, 1996, and Hay 29. 1996. interviewed 

again on August 16. 1996. and provided a written statementted -- d 
that he had not completed the four surveillance tests proper y.  
admitted to PECO Security that he had signed the surveillance tes 
documentation as having performed the fire hose station visual inspection on 
those dates (Exhibit 4. pp. 2 and 3. and Exhibit 6).  

The PECO internal investigation also devel oanin rity in an 
additional surveillance test conducted by: failed to enter a 
specific area of the LGS necessary to complete ;ST-7.0 -'50-0. Fire 
Suppression Water System (FSWS) Spray and Sprinkler Visual Inspecton. for 
which he signed documentation indicating that he had satisfactorily performed 
the inspection on 8, 1995. This matter was not pursued with another 
PECO interview of s he had previously indicated that other 
surveillances tests rformed may not have been completed properly 
(Exhibit 4. pp. 2 and 3. and Exhibit 7).  

Conclusion 

The PECO internal investigation substantiated that(I deliberately failed 
to proerly perform a fire hose station visual inspection surveillance test.  
and falsified the surveillance test documentation on July22J996. In 
addition, the PECO internal investigation developed tha deliberately 
failed to properly perform other fire hose station visua-Inspection 
surveillance tests and falsified the surveillance test documentation on 
Aprll 3. 1995. June 8. 1995. April 30. 1996. and Hay 29. 1996. The PECO 
investigation also irregularity in an additional surveillance 
test conducted b ailed to enter. a specific area of the IGS 
necessary to comlete "ST-7-022-950-0. Fire Supp.ession Water System (FSWS) 
Spray and Sprinkler Visual Inspection. for which he signed documentation 
indicating that he had satisfactorily performed the inspection on June 28.  
1995. Based o001s Oeview of the PECO internal investigation. it is 
concluded that deliberately falsified selected surveillance test 
documentation.  

Case No. 1-96-033 6 ":T r4
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SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION

The scope of the PECO intidentified other unrelated 

irregularities involving 't 1995. OI idnt. 
and a contract employee , tiAgt 1995 0 

independently review the circumstances involving the contract employee.  

On January 23. 1997. 01 Interviewed EPLER (Exhibit 11) an 
1 i LGS (Exhibit 12). ....  

-'01.did not conflict with his testlmdny to PECO Security on August 20. 1996.  

- I Ihat he had conducted the surveillance test in August 1995 with 

Inalso told 0I that he had made a mistake, but he did not 

atantiy not perform the test." l ,aid that he did fail to immediately 

and properly document the surveillance test nt. PECO security door 

access records (zone trace) for Gll anc corroborated that they were 

in the required areas f r the su ancd test~on Aug25 On 
seoteiLer '10 196q •r~ece.ived ,klml • lf ronunll 

--In suvilac test . , o"a."~n Augusti 1 95.On a result i nvest Into the 

pef'teilla6cetests in the Fire Protection organization 

(Exhibit 13).  

On January 28, 1997. the facts of the case involving 'were discussed 

with Ronald LEVINE, Chief. Government and Health CareTraid Section U.S. 7C_ 
Attorney's Office. Eastern District of Pennsylvania. LEVINE declined review 

of the case in favor of NRC enforcement action, if appropriate.

7Case No. 1-96-033
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LIST OF EXHIBITS

Exhibit 
No.  

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13

Case No. 1-96-033

Description 

Investigation Status Record. dated September 19, 1996.  

Copy of Allegation Receipt Report. RI-96-A-XXXX, dated August 16.  
1996.  

Copy of 01 Conversation Record with NEFF. dated January 23, 1997, 
with attachments.  

Copy of a Memorandum t from lo dated September 30, 
1996. Subject: Security Inves igation-Quality Concern 127 '7C_ 
Allegation of Falsification of Fire Protection Section 
Surveillance Test. Limerick Generating Station." 

Copy o0 ta tement to PECO Security. dated August 13. 7 
1996, witn atctahment.  

Co y of, Statement to PECO Security. dated August 16. 7 C 
1996, with attachments.  

Copy of "ST-7-022-950-0. Rev. 4. Philadelphia Electric Company.  
Limerick Generating Station Surveillance Test. Fire Suppression 
Water System (FSWS) Spray And Sprinkler Visual Inspection.* dated 
June 29. 1995.  

Copy of a Letter (Draft) to )U from 1 dated 7 C 
September 10. 1996.  

Copy of a Letter to am from 1 dated November 6. 1996. -7 

01 Telephone Conversation Record with" &- dated February 1. - C 
1997.  

Interview Report of#M dated January 23, 1997. with 7 C_ 
attachments.  

Interview Report of" * dated January 23. 1997, with 7 C_.  
attachment.  

Copy of a Hemorandum to"$. fronlj dated September 10. -7 C 
1996.
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EXHIBIT 4

.mojnm:ttioin in this record wais deleted 
in accordance with the Frjedom of Information 
Act, exemp I 
FOIA-
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PECO Energy Company Memorandum

Location: Security, $9-1

Date: 

To: 

From:

Subject:

September 30, 1996

Nuclear Quality Assurance

Security Investigation-Quality Concern 127 
Allegation of Falsification of Fire Protection Section 
Surveillance Test, ULmerick Generating Station

On August 12. 1996 an investigation was initiated at the request of Limerick 
Generating Station (LGS) management related to a Quality Concern alleging an 
employee of the LGS Fire Protection Section may have failed to properly 
perform a Surveillance Test.  

On August 7, 1996 an allegation was received by management from an 
individual indicating the employee was not in the LGS plant a sufficient amount 
of time to perform the inspections necessary for Surveillance Test ST-7-022
951-0. titled: Fire Hose Station Visual Inspection, dated July 29, 1996.  

A subsequent joint investigation involving the Security Division and the LGS 
Quality Division revealed the allegation to be correct and identified and 
confirmed additional falsifications of Surveillance Tests by the individual. The 

scope of the investigation also identified other unrelated irregularities involving 
Fire Protection Surveilance Tests by a Fire Protection System manager and a 
contract employee.  

A listing of the Surveillance Tests reviewed by the Quality Division and the 
specific areas of concern identified is attached.  

The following reflects the specific information related to each individual identified 
through the course of the investigation:

69051 
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Security Investigation - Quality Concern 127 
September 30, 1996 
Page 2 

. -- ? C 

Technical Assistant, LGS 

t~I lwas alleged to have failed to properly conduct Surveillance Test 
ST-7-022-951 -0, titled: Fire Hose Station Visual Inspection, for which he signed 
indicating he satisfactorily performed on July 29, 1996. Specifically,#Wwas 
believed to have not been in the LGS plant long enough to conduct the 
Surveillance Test.  

A preliminary investigation by Site Management determined fhad not 7 
entered the certain areas of the LGS Plant on July 29, 1996 necessary to 
complete the Surveillance Test as required.  

111as interviewed on August 13, 1996 and provided a written statement 
admitting he had annotated by signing his initials on the Surveillance Test in 
question, affirming on July 29, 1996 he visually observed the Fire Stations at all 

the LGS Plant locations as required by the Surveillance Test. During the course 2 
of the interviewO•admitted to not going to all the listed locations on the 
Surveillance Test on that date. In provided information he annotated the 
inspections as completed on July 29, 1996;-but that he had taken credit for 
previous observations he made on previous dates of the fire hose stations.  

Management was advised of the interview results and on August 13, 1996, 7 7 
U lwas suspended from employment and his unescorted access was 
suspended pending the results of the investigation.  

Further investigati reveal d irregularities in four previous Surveillance -Tests 
conducted b failed to enter specific areas of the LGS Plant 26 
necessary to complete ST-7-022-951-0, titled: Fire Hose Station Visual 
Inspection, for which he signed, indicating he satisfactorily performed on 
April 3, 1995, June 8, 1995, April 30, 1996 and May 29, 1996.  

Uiw.s again interviewed on August 16, 1996 and provided a written 
statement admitting to not completing the four Surveillance Tests properly in that ,? 
he was not In the areas required to observe the fire hose stations on the dates in 
question. 4Madmitted to signing the Surveillance Tests as performing them 
on the dates in question.  

EXHIBIT P PAGE_&OF%5 PAGE(S}
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Security Investigation - Quality Concern 127 
September 30, 1996 
Page 3 

A00i, in the interview of August 16, 1996, provided a written statement 71ý 
regarding concerns he noted in the Fire Protection Group which he had surfaced 

previously to his coworkers, manager and director. As part of the investigation, 

the issues were reviewed and investigated by the Quality Division. Attached are 

the results of the Quality Division investigation.  

Further investigation reyealed an irregularity in an additional Surveillance Test 
conducted by failed to enter a specific area of the LGS Plant 

necessary to complete ST-7-022-950-0, titled: Fire Suppression Water System 

(FSWS) Spray and Sprinkler Visual Inspection, for which he signed indicating he 

satisfactorily performed on June 28, 1995. This matter was not pursued with 

another interview ofaf ,as he had previously indicated other Surveillance 

Tests he performed may not have been completed properly.  

On September 11, 1996 management terminateam employment.  

The investigation revealed an irregularity in the portion of an Surveillance Test 

conducted by'U.I failed to enter specific areas of the LGS Plant 

necessary to complete ST-7-022-952-0, titled: Fire Hose Station Refuel 

Inspection, dated: 8/23!95. The Surveillance Test reflects a signature by** 
indicating permission to start the test occurred on August 22; 1995 at 0930 

hours. M again signed the Surveillance Test indicating he completed 

satisfactorily and performed on August 23, 1995 the portions of the Surveillance 

Test he initialed. Records indicate" was not in the required areas to 

perform the Surveillance Test on either of those dates.  

AU1mlas interviewed on August 20, 1996 and provided a written statement 

admitting to not being in the areas necessary to perform the requirements of the 

Surveillance Test orithe dates he annotated on the Surveillance Test.ow 

offered two possible explanations for why he signed and dated the Surveillahce 

Test as: he took credit for the inspections done that date by a coworker; or;, he 

took credit for the fire hoses being recently replaced but did not visually inspect 

them on the dates he annotated on the Surveillance Test.  

SEX ITn 

PA3E_.1OF..TPAGE(S)
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Security Investigation - Quality Concern 127 
September 30, 1996 
Page 4 

SIINiManagement was advised of the interview results and suspended 
unescorted access pending completion of the investigation.  

Further investigation determined the coworker named by Iflfts having 
actually done the inspections had, in fact, not done the inspections. Also, the -7 
hose replacement he indicated he could have taken credit for occurred after, not 
before, the Surveillance Test was performed and included no hoses in the areas 
in question.  

go contacted his management on August 21, 1996 and related he performed 
the Surveillance Test on a previous date, approximately one week earlier, but -7 
had annotated the wrong date on the Surveillance Test.  

An investigation of the records indicates was in the necessary areas of the 7C 
LGS Plant to perform the Surveillance Test properly on August 19, 1995.  

Management reinstatel nescorted access on September 4, 1996 ,7 
pending a final determination.  

The investigation revealed an irregularity in the portion of an Surveillance Test....  
conducted b.. I I was found not to have been in an area of the LGS 7 
Plant a sufficient amount of time necessary to complete a -of ST-7-022
952-0, titled: Fire Hose Station Refuel Inspection, for whictvigned 
indicating he satisfactorily performed on August 23, 1995.  

4Ulwas interviewed on August 21, 1996 and provided a statement he does 
not recall the events of August 23, 1995, but believes he either did the 
inspection but rushed through it; was called away.during the inspection to 
another matter;, or took credit for someone else who may have told him they did 
the inspection.  

Management was advised of the interview results and suspended unescorted 
access on August 21, 1996 pending completion of the investigation.  

S X/' (.  
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Security Investigation - Quality Concern 127 
September 30, 1996 
Page 5

The investigation of records indicate $l was in the area of the questionable 
test for no longer then one minute and f'ft-nine seconds. A functional test 
performed as part of the investigation concluded a minimum of three minutes 7 C 
and eleven seconds was necessary to perform the test, and one minute and 
fory-five seconds to travel between the doors used as entranoe-and exit by the date in question. Further investigation showedsomas not 

assisted by anyone on the date in question.

Management reinstated unescorted access on September 4, 1996 

pending a final determination by his employer.

Ic

Attachments 

cc: J. W. Durham 
W. G. MacFarland, IV

EX ITn" " PAGE-ýrO4F PAGE(S)
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EXHIBIT 5

lihii iieali.i in this record was deleted 
in accordance with the Freedom of Information Act, exe mptign _ * 
FOIA.,-

Case No. 1-96-033 Exhibit 5
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I, * flakj3 tle fullowin.j vuhtjntary'ta,%dCjie)h 

to _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _*Who lhavu 
idonti-lied thecmselvcs to ci s iflvostigators of the (:lalims-Giourity Division. PCCO 

Energy Company.  

I was born on -__4 M___In__and_ 

curranily reside widl mya_-'IAoi 

Iwas crnployo.d by PEC.O Enecrgy (or__________Io {A 

and currently work a _______a ~ ~ ~ ___ 76 
MY Payroll number is 

4.5 Atr -or Ay' 4A4.'e*C J ',n. Jdl14Cf 

4 r s v r~~~~~~~~~ . , -r t s u t 
4 4 c t q . ~ . v - A 6 f t I A Q 9 f e ~ ' c -c 
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PECO ENERGY COMPANY W /0 #_ 
LIMERICK GENERATING STATIONOATE I T.E7E-?T-Lj/ 

SURVEILLANCE TEST ACTCR-' J," -;CF Y N RESULT;; "J • 

ST-7-022-951-0 FIRE HOSE STATION VISUAL INSPECTIO . 7 C 

Test Freq.: Monthly -OR- Initiating Events: i. Reason____ 
STech. Spec.:4.7.6.5..a 2. A/R No.

TEST RESULTS:

A. All Asterisked(*) Steps Completed F R• 

Performed By: (Sign/Date) 

Reviewed By: (IRM Mgr. or Designee) (Sign/Date) 

B. One or More Asterisked(*) Steps Test Results UNSATISFACTORY.  

Performed By: (Sign/Date) 

Informed of Test Results 
(CO or RO) (Sign/Date)

Shift Supervision: 

Corrective Action:

(Time) 

(Sign/Date) 

A/R No. :

Initiated By: (Sign/Date) 

IMMEDIATELY NOTIFY SENIOR PLANT STAFF MEMBER

Person Notified:

Date/Time Notified: 

Notified By:

(Name) 

(Date/Time) 

(Sign)

ADDITIONAL ACTION/TEST COMMENTS: 

If any entry is made in Additional Action/Test Comments section, 
person making initial entry sign here.  

(Sign/Date) 

PAGE LOF_ PAGE(S)

I

ST-7-022-951-0, Rev. 10 Page I of i2 
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TEST RESULTS :



ST-7-022-951-0, 
Page

Rev. 10 2 of 12 
MTM: emm

1.0 PUPOSE 

To verify operability of accessible fire hose stations by visual 
inspection to assure all required equipment is present.  

2.0 REFERENCES 

2.1 N.F.P.A. 1962: Standard for the Care, Use and Maintenance of 
Fire Hose Including Connections and Nozzles.  

2.2 LGS Fire Protection evaluation Report 

2.3 M-22, P&ID - Fire Protection 

3.0 TEST EOUIPMENT 

None 

4.0 PRECAUTIONS & LIMITATIONS 

4.1 IF a procedural step cannot be-completed 
OR any other difficulty is encountered during this test, 
THEN make a comment in the Additional Action/Test Comments 
section.  

4.2 IF a step denoted as a Tech. Spec. Requirement marked with an 
asterisk (*) cannot be successfully completed, 
THEN notify Shift Supervision immediately.

4.3 Signoff step marked SO'in left-hand margin of body of 
require a signoff on Table 1(2,3).  

5.0 PREREQUISITES

1 5.1

procedure

None.

EXHIBIT _•_ 
PAGE I.%.. OFJ.-, PAGE(S)

I

i I



ST-7-022-951-0, Rev. 10 
Page 3 of 12 

MTM: emm.

6. 0 PROCEURE

NOTE: It is the responsibility of the person or persons performing 
this test to ensure all blanks are correctly and completely 
filled in.

6.1 FIRE HOSE STATION VISUAL INSPECTION

SO ' 6.1.1 Verify designated hose station is 
equipped with fire hose 
AND nozzle.

a. If a hose station is inaccessible 
because of ALARA concerns, mark station 
A.C. A.C. does not fail this test.  

b. Verify all station components present.

6.1.2 Replace protective hose reel cover (if 
applicable).

7.0 RETURN TO NORMAL 

7.1 None.  

8.0 ACCEPTANCE CRITERIA 

8.1 All accessible hose stations on Tables 1(2,3) 
are completed satisfactorily.

NOTE: 

NOTE:

At test completion, ensure cover sheet is correctly and 
0mpletely filled in.  

If any entry is made in this section, sign/date cover sheet 
under Additional Action/Test Comments.

ADDITIONAL ACTION/TEST COMMENTS:

EX BIT 
PAGE Q'jF PAGE(S)

I

I
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ST-7-022-951-0, Rev. 10 Page 4 of 12 
MTM: emm 

FIRE HOSE STATION VISUAL INSPECTION 

TA-LE I - COMMO

Extra hose placed in a box 
station on tables 1, 2, or 
preceding hose station.

listed after any given hose 
3 is considered part of the

LocATI 

Control Enclosure: 

Stairwell NW 
Corner 

Stairwell, 
Outside SGTS Rm.  

Box (Extra Hose) 
Near Hose Reel 
IHR-140 (1) 
100' Section 

Stairwell 
Outside Fan 
Room 

stairwell, 
Outside Aux.  
Equip. RM.  

Stairwell, 
Outside Cable 
Spreading Room 

Unit 2 Static 
Inverter Rm.  

W. Side Wall 
Outside 4Kv 
Switchgear & 
Battery Rm. 434 

Box (Extra Hose) 
Near Hose Reel 
1HR-251 (1) 
100' Section

Room/Area/El.
Hose 

Rack No-
Station 
Numh9er

5
704-AS-350

4 

2im 
9 

254

447-T3-239 31HR-251
13

239 13
447-T3-239

Properly Equipped

'3

(*) 

L

S57 
PAGE!YQ7F.Z•PAIGE(S)

NOTE:

(*)

(*)

k)

I

! !

I 1ý I I



ST-7-022- 9 5 1 -0, Rev. 10 
Page 5 of 12 

MTM: emm 

FIRE HOSE STATION VISUAL INSPECTION 

TABLE 1 - COMMON

LOCATIO Room/Area/El.
Hose Station 

Rack No. h-

Properly Equipped 
6.3.1-

Control Enclosure: 

E. Side Wall 
outside 4 Kv 
Switchgear & 
Battery Rm. 454 

Corridor 448 
SW Side of 4Kv 
Swgr & Battery Rms 

Box (Extra Hose) 
Near Hose Reel 
JIR-124 
(1) ioo0 Section.  

Corridor 466 
SE Side of 4Kv 
Swgr & Battery Rms 

outside 13Kv 
Swgr Room 

outside 13 Kv 
Swgr Room 

Corridor.265, wall 
w. Side of 258A 
Control Enclosure 

Corridor 277, wall 
E. Side of 263A 
Control Enclosure 

Wall, Corridor 
164 

Wall, Corridor 
166

448-T7-239

466T92229

346-T9-217 

265-T7200

164-AS-160 

166-AS-180

2HR-116 

2-1R-120

2ER-21

PAGE_ OF. PAGE(S)

28 

18

18 

26 

21
8 

53 

2

- I

M*

)14 

1 

2

L(*) 
K*)

I

v
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FIRE HOSE STATION VISUAL INSPECTION

TABLE 1. - COMMON

LOCATIO Room/Area/El,
Hose Station 

Rack -No. umer

Properly Equipped 
6.3.1

Reactor Enclosure:

NW Corner 
Refuel Floor 

SW Corner 
Refuel Floor

South Side of 
Laydown Area 

South Side of 
Laydown Area 

SE Corner 
Refuel Floor 

NE Corner 
Refuel Floor 

North Side 
Spent Fuel Pool 

North Side 
Spent Fuel Pool

700-R16-352 

700-R17-352 

700-R14-352 

700-R12-352

. EXI-"BIT 
P5 PAGE (y OFJ.5 PAGE(S)

(*) 
.,(*) 

.(*) 

7M~ 

(7)

JER-202 

IRR-201 

:1HR-2 04

2HR-201

2ER203

i

352 4 

352 

8 

9 

12 

13 

18 

19¸

I

I - - I

I



ST-7-022-9 5 1-0, Rev. 10 Page 7 of 12 
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FIRE HOSE STATION VISUAL INSPECTION 

TABLE 2 - UNIT 1

LOCATIN Room/Area/El,.
Hose 

Rack No.
Station 
Number

Properly Equipped 

6.3. .-

Reactor Enclosure: 

Sw Corner 

RERS Fan Area 
Sw Corner 

Box (Extra Hose) 
Near Hose Reel 
IHR-207 
(I) I00' Section 

Laydown Area 601 
NW Corner 
By Elevator 

SE Corner Near 
Refuel floor 
Exhaust Fan 

Box (Extra Hose) 
Near Hose Reel 
-IHR-209 
(i) ioo' Section 

NE Corner Near 
D-124 Load Center 

Corridor 506 
NW Corner 

Corridor 506 
West Wall 

SE Corner 
Near Hatchway 

NE Corner

InR- 205 

1HR- 207

605-RIS-313 

-601-RI1-313 

-6-05-RIG-313

k02-R12-313 

06-R11-283 

506RIS28 

500-R1 6-283 

506 -R12 -283

iHR-208

IWR-210 

JER216 

jam-217'

EXHIBIT 5 
PAGE o#9 Q:,iiPAGE(S)

I.
_(*)

(*)

I

313 

3 

3 

2 

7

I
I

*I*1

7,*)
7 

9 

2 

3 

5 

8

(*)

)

(*).

I

.(*)
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FIRE HOSE STATION VISUAL INSPECTION

TABLE 2 - UNIT 1

LOCATI ROOm/Area/El,
Hose 

Rack No.
Station 
Number

Properly 
Equipped 
6.3.1

Reactor Enclosure: 

West Wall Near 
CRD Repair Area 

NW Corner Next 
To Elevator 

Box (Extra Hose) 
Near Hose Reel 
JHR-224 
(1) 100' Section 

SE Corner Near 
Drywell Personnel 
Lock 

Box (Extra Hose) 
Near Hose Reel 

-IHR-225 
(1) 100' Section 

E. Wall Near 
Tip Machines 

W. Wall Near 
HPCI Equip. Hatch 

NW Corner Next 
To Elevator 

E. Wall Near 
Equip. Airlock 

NE Corner Near 
MCC D124-R-G at 
Stairwell 

W. Wall Near 
MCC D134-R-H

402A-R16-253 IRR-223 

IHR-224

IHR-225

402-R12-253

304-R16-217

304-R12-217 

200-RIS-201

;lR-235 

IHR-240

EXHIBIT E PAG E_.L OF..j 7.A(GE(S)
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2 

6 

6 

7 

30 

29
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FIRE HOSE STATION VISUAL INSPECTION

TABLE 2 - UNIT 1

LOCATI0N Room/Area/El.
Hose Rack No.

Station 
Number

Properly 
Equipped 

6.3 .1

Reactor Enclosure: 

Box (Extra Hose) 
Near Hose Reel 
IER-240 
(1) i00' Section 

NW Corner Next 
To Elevator 

E. Wall Near RECW 
Heat Exchanger 

NE Corner Near RECW 
Pumps pt Stairwell 

SW Corner Bottom 
of Stairwell

NW Corner 
By Elevator 

NE Corner 
At Stairwell

200-R15-201 

200-RII-201 

207-R12-201 

207-R12-201

115-R12-177

PAGE oFj_57PAGE(S)

('I)

( *

201 5 

2 

7 

4 

2 

.17 
6

JER-241 

JER-242 

IRR-243

IHR-142 (*)

I

,:-



I

LOCATION 

Reactor Enclosure: 

SE Corner 
At Stairwell 

RERS Fan Area 
SE Corner 

Box (Extra Rose) 
Near Rose Reel 
2ER-207 
(1) 100' Section 

SW Corner Near 
Refuel Floor 
Exhaust Fan 
Duct 

Laydown Area 
NE Corner 

NW Corner Near 
Load Center 

Corridor 580 
NE Corner 

Corridor 580 
SE Corner 

SLC Pump Area 
SW Corner 

NW Corner 

SE Corner Near 
CRD Maint. Room

Room/Area/El.
Hose Station 

Rack No. Number

2ER-205 

2ER-207

652-R18-331 

641-RIS-313

6 

16

313 16
641-R18-313

641-R17-313 

638-RI4-313 

580-R14-283 

580-RIS-263 

574-R17-283 

580-R13-283 

475-R18-253

2HR-209 

2HR-208 

2R-210 

2ER-23.6 

2HR-215 

2ER-217 

2HR-218 

2H-223

Properly 
Equipped 

6.3.1

(M)

i

12 

17 

10 

17 

16 

14 

1i 

13

(.) 

L(*) 

M(*

EXHArFr._,•S.  
PAGE /,• OFJL2. PAGE(S)

I I

ST-7-022-951-0, Rev. 10 Page 10 of 12 
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FIRE HOSE STATION VISUAL INSPECTION 

TABLE 3 - UNIT 2

l i

N7 6,

I 1ý I I
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FIRE ROSE STATION VISUAL INSPECTION

TABLE 3 - UNIT 2

LOCATIO goo-m/Area/El.

Hose Station 
Rack No. number

Properly 
E.[ipped

Reactor Enclosure: 

Box (Extra Hose) 
Near Hose Reel 
2HR-223 
(1) 100' Section 

NE Corner Near 
Stair No. 6 

W. Wall Near 
Unit l/Unit 2 
Airlock 

W. Wall Near 
Stair No. 2 

Box (Extra Hose) 
Near Hose Reel 
2ER-226 
(1) 100' Section 

NE Corner Next 
To Elevator 

SE Corner Near 
RCIC Equip. Hatch 

W. Wall Near 
Airlock 366 

NE Corner Near 
Stair No. 2 

SE Corner near 
Stair No. 5 

Box (Extra Hose) 
Near Hose Reel 
2HR-240 
(1) 100' Section

475-R14-253 

475-R17-253

370-R18-217 

370-R17-217

279-R1B-201

279-R18-201

_(*)

I I

I

2ER-225 

2 -226

2HR-234 

2E-235

I

13 

15 

10 

29 

9 

2M! 
44 

43 

23-7 
40 

217 
39 

M 
14 

12

(*) 

_(*)

(*).7 

I, 

.(*) 

.(*)

I A;
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FIRE HOSE STATION VISUAL INSPECTION

TABLE 3 - UNIT 2

Room/Area/El.
Hose Station 

Rack No. NKumber-

Properly 
Equipped 

6.3 .1

Reactor Enclosure: 

NE Corner Near 
Stair No. 6 

W. Wall Near 
RECW Hatch

279-R14-201 

284-R17-20.

2HR-241 

2HR-242

NW Corner Near 
RECW Pumps 
By Stairwell

SE Corner 
Bottom of Stairwell 

NE Corner 
By Elevator 

NW Corner

1768-R•-177 

186-R14-177 

18 -R13-117

15 

10 

9

II 
11/ 

13 

Mn 
9

I.  
I

( *) 

,(*) 

M*

L - I

EXHIBIT 
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EXHIBIT 6

in accordance with the Fr dom of Inform4tion 
Act, exemptions .
.f~lA .J

Exhibit 6Case No. 1-96-033
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676�

make the fbuowing voluntary statement 

to_____and____ who havc 

Identifed themselves to me as investigators of the Clams-Security Divsion, PECO 

Energy Company.  

I wasbom on ________In and________ 

currently reside whh my at 

I was employed by PECO Energy (or a nj 

and currently~ work as___at______________ 

as eo,-,gs or -Cegge.  

frfw --
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age.1 oa f .  

•.. . .. .. ..mm... .-.....

A. All Asterisked(*) s•teps Completed 
71.  

Performed By: g 

Reviewed By: 
..... , 

(IRM Mgr. or Designee) (-/ e 

B. One or More Asterisked(*) Steps Test Results Ina -" : 

(sign/Date) 

Performed By: 

Informed of Test Results (Sign/Date) 
(CO or RO) (Time) 

(TimnDae)

Shift supervision: (Sign/Date) 

Corrective Action: A/R No.: 

initiated By: (Sign/Date) 

Person Notified: 
(Name) 

Date/Time Notified: (Date/Time) 

Notified By: (sign) 

ADDITIONAL ACTION ITES=T cOME•: 

S... a•-ional Action/Test co.-m-ents section,

:' any ent-y is .ade in Add.. i. . A oT 

".king initial entry 

PAGE(PM

I...

" STZ .7 t22z-9SX 

PECO ENERGY CCoMAlqy D.rr,Ya! ..  

.4ERI. C GENERATING STATION pr..V.-. X.  

SURVEILLANCE TEST ' ""'" 

ST---022-9
5 1-0  F 

Test Freq..O Monthly -OR- Iniiaing EvenAts .R 

"* ITech. Spec.:4.7.6.5- 
./

SE(S)

1 11



o .0 P.URPOS 

i. ~Q

' .ST-7-022-9S1-0; 
Page 2. of ý1...1" 

M : :en,

To verify operability of accessible fire hose stations by visual.  
inspection to assure all required equipment is present.  

2.2 £ EFEE-N

Z " .F.:.A. 1962: Standard for the Care, Use and. Maintenance-of 
-ire Hose Including Connections and Nozzles.  

2.2 LGS Fire Protection evaluation Report

,.1 

I

2.-3 M-22. P&ID - Fire Protection 

3.0 TEST EOUIPMET.  

None 

.u. RECATI'S & LIMITTONS 

. a procedural step cannot be completed 
2" any other dif.iculty is encountered during this test, 
7rBN make a com•ment in the Additional Action/Test Comments 
section.  

. 11 .Ea step denoted as a Teuh. Spec. Requirement marked with an 
asterisk (*) cannot be successfully completed, 
T notify Shift Supervision immediaely.  

4. 5nigoff step marked SO in left-hand margin of body of procedure 
recuire a signoff on Table 1(2,3).  

P•EREOUISITES 

-. n e.

PAGEEVoF.. PAGE(S)

I I
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Page 3 of -2.2•.-*-':e..m • ... mT : emm'..•,- .  

6. 0 •EO= 

6OTE.0t i the resonSibilitY of the person or persons performing
NOTE: I•is t~he resp 

and bi l t: 

this test to ensure AUi blanks are = and., 

filled in.  

6.1 FIRE HOSE STATION VISUAL INSPECTION 

SO 6.1.1 Verify designated hose station is 
equipped with fire hose 

" ' 

AND nozzle.  

a. If a hose station is inaccessible 

because of ALARA concerns,, mark station.  

A.C. A.C. does not fail this test.  

b. Verify all station components present.  

6.1.2 Replace protective hose reel cover (if

applicable).  7 . .0 

7.1 None.  

8.0 ACCEPTA-ý CRITERIA 

8.1 All accessible hose stations on Tables 1(2,3) 

are completed satisfactorily.  

NOTE: At test completion, ensure cover sheet is 2 and 
CO~ ~ l filled in.  

NOTE: If any entry is -made in this section. sign/date cover sheet 

under Additional Action/Test Commenes.  

ADDITIONAL ACTION/TEST COMM2ENTS:

i I



FIRE HOSE

Extra hose placed 
station on tables 
preceding hose sta 

Ropm/Ai ea /El
-Hose Station 
BA~k~NQ~Nluz±er-

Properly Equipped

Control Enclosure: 

Stairwell KW 
Corner 

Staireell, 
Outside SGTS Rm.  

Box (Extra Hose) 
Near Hose Reel 
IHR-140 (1) 
i0o' Section 

Stairwell 
Outside Fan 
Room 

Ptairweli.  
outside Aux.  
=°'uip. Rm.  

Sta4 -well, 
Ou:side Cable 
Spreading Room 

!niz 2 Static 
:nverter Rm.  

W. Side Wall 
"'u:side 4Kv 
Switchgear & 
attzery Rn. 434 

B=x !Extra Hose) 
xear Hose Reel 

'... -'= "i; 

- -' Fcion

704-A6-350 1liE�li�

IM-130

402-AS-254

447-T3-239

S 

4 

4 

zai 
1 

7 

9 

9 

239U 

13

LI) 

A')

_(*I 

-.  

_(*) 

1(*)

�1

PAGEIO&-07F PAGGE(S)

NOTE: 

LOCATIQ~

ST7-422-95 1•0, Rev. 10 
•Page 4 of 2I 

MTH:ezUi , 

gTATION VISUAL TNSPECI ;;4 

'ABLE P - COMMON -O 

in a box listed after any given hose 
1, 2. or 3 is considered part of the

I I

I I 1ý ! I
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Page 5 of 12

FIRE HOSE STATION VISUAL INSPECTION

TABLE I - COMMQN

Hose Station
Properly.  Equipped

LOCATlI~

Control Enclosure:

I-,-3. Side Wall 
Outside*4 Kv 
Switchgear & 
Battery Rm. 454

Corridor 448 
Sw Side of 4Kv 
Swgr & Battery Rms IHR-124

26
I.  
I.

1(e)
18

Box (Extra Hose) 
Near Hose Reel 
IHR-124 
(1) l00' Section

"-52C

.448-T7-239

Corridor 466 
SE Side of 4Kv 
Swgr & Battery R ms

Outside 1•Kv 
Swgr Room

Outside 13 Kv 
Swgr Room

31~le-721.2

Corridor 265. wall 
W. Side of 2E5A 
Control Enclosure

2%.M122

1HE-12f

1HR -12

Corridor 277. wall 
S. Side of 263A 
Control Enclosure

Wail, Corridor 
164

18 

26 

It I

8

-23 53

2

14

18

1* 

I
-K*) 

.(*) 

m 

M :(),

I''

Wall, Corridor
16 AS!80 2EIMLM 2 

EXIBIT 

PAGE_.OFk..2LPAGE(S)

I

446-T7-239

346-"T9-;.17
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FIRE HOSE STATION VISUAL INSPECTION 

TABLE I -I...; 

Properly 

Rose Station Equipped SRoom/Area/El Rac No KMWP " 3.  

Reactor Enclosure? 
•.  

NW Corner •Q'ba2- *:...!.  Refuel Floor 7---I-5 IH-0 4 

SW Corner 
Refuel Floor 22B2132 IE LA* 

South Side of 
Laydown Area .38 2.* 7 

South Side of 
Laydown Area 710Z0-732: 2H-204 9"Q 

SE Corner 
Refuel Floor 7 IE232 Q 12 

NE Corner 352 

Refuel Floor 70 -. 2HRi0 13 

North Side 
Spent Fuel Pool 70R-20Q.3 2 16 .20) 

North Side 
Spent Fuel Pool 7 ! 19 

lu,-

EX"BIT 
PAGE._�OF.•_.2 PAGE(S)

Ii I I
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oMTM: emm

FIRE HOSE STATION VISUAL INSPECTION 

TABLE 2 - UNIT I

LOCAIOQ~ goomlArea lE.
Hose 

Rack No.
Station

Properly 
Equipped 
6.3.1 .

Reactor Enclosure:

SW Corner

RERS Fan Area 
SW Corner

IRR-205 

IHR-207

Box (Extra Hose) 
Near Hose Reel 
1 HR- 207 
":' 1001 Section 

Laydown Area 601 
NW Corner 
By Elevator 

SE Corner Near 
Refuel floor 
Exhaust Fan 

Box 'Extra Hose) 

Near Hose Reel 
M._-20 9 11' :00, Section

N'E '..ne- Near 
--:.4 Load Center

:C_.--" do- 506 
*.-v Ccrner 

"crr ýcr 506 
"W's: Wall 

:_ar Ilatchway

3.  

3 

313 
3 

2 

313 
7 

7 

9 

2 

mia 
3 

2I3

60l2-R12-31

1IHR-216 

IHR-215

506IR1I2-28

v �* <� _ (*) 

,.ct*)

(,)

/ 
t 

1(e) 
.1 

M 
M,(*

5 , .. et) 

283 

EXHIBOT [ G s PAGE-!/&OF% F",PAIGE(S)

t 
t 
! 
0

s 

t
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TABLE 2 - NMT I

Reactor Enclosure-

RoomlAreaIE1.-

West Wall Near 
CRD Repair Area 

NW Corner Next 
To Elevator

Box (Extra Hose) 
Near Hose Reel 
IHR-224 
(1) i00o Section 

SE Corner Near 
Drywell Personnel 
Lock 

Box (Extra Hose) 
Near Hose Reel 
1HR-225 
(1) i000 Section 

E. Wall Near 
Tip Machines 

W. Wall Near 
HPC! Equip. Hatch 

NW Corner Next 
Lo =!evator 

E. Wall Near 
Equip. Airlock

402A-E16253

304-R15-217 304RI2I-21

NE Corner Near 
MCC D124-R-G at 
Stairwell 

W. Wall Near 
MCC D034-R-H

IlER ý224

1 F-%-2 3 

-IM-23

.. �R-235

4 

2 

2 

6 

6 

7 

30 

2217 
29 

33 

2;4 34

.. ') 

M. ) 

M*

3

PAGE ° . - GE(S)

Hose Station
properly Equipped 

-6 - 3-

(t) 

.1 A

I

FIRE HOSE STATIO

ST-:7.022 -951;-O'.:.Rev;lO 
Page.8 -of :':I -*J!.  

I:TM: emo.  

N VISUAL ISPECTION"

1 • 1! ! I
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! 

! M,

Box CExtra Hose) 
Near Hose Reel 
lH.-240 
(1) 1001 Section 

NW Corner Next 
To Elevator 

E. Wall Near RECW 
Heat Exchanger 

NE Corner Near RECW 
Pu.ps at Stairwell 

SW Corner Bottom 
of Stairwell 

NW Corner 
By Elevator 

IE Corner 
At Stairwell

200-RIS-20 

200-Ral-201 

20aQI620a 1 

7Q~llQ 

103 -RIS- 177 

R I I - 17 7 

215fR12-177

1iRR-242

5 

2.  

7 

127 
4 

12_.  
2 

177 
6

r -i 

**�* �(t) 

(2) 

1..  

A

PAGE..7 OF.IPAIGE(S)

ST.-7-.022.9
5 1•-0 Rev-. .0 ..  
Page 9 o-".2...  

FIRE HOSE STATION VISUAL INSPECTION 
TABLE 2 - UIJIT 1 '" 

properly

Hose Station Equipped 
ON oom/Area IEl. Rac No - • •'f 

.r ncosure- 
,"

.3.: 

"ý7.:••
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TAUJ

Reactor Enclosure: 

Box (Extra Hose) 
Near Hose Reel.  
2HR-223 
(1) 100, Section 

NE Corner Near 
Stair No- 6 

W. Wall Near 
Unit I/Unit 2 
Airlock 

W. Wall Near 
Stair No. 2 

Box (Extra Hose) 
Near Hose Reel 
2H-R-226 
(1) 100' Section 

ZE Corner Next 
To Elevator 

SE Corner Near 
RCIC Equip. Hatch 

W. Wall Near 
Airlock 366 

NE corner Near 
Stair No. 2 

SE Corner near 
Stair No. 5 

Box (Extra Hose) 
Near Hose Reel 
2HR-24 0 
1. 100' Section

_RomL&Xrgea/

47 5KL2

j222jKLaQ

mzz.23 

2MLME

9 

217 
44 

43 
2.27 
40

S• .•-- (*) 
j-....  

PA A.E(..S 

PAGE/•OF__• PA 3E (S)

27Q.RIB.201

mmmmwmffimmý

I

'-. . ".-, 
-:! 

".- . " ..
j. 

.
g.. 

. ., .

"ST"7-022-950, .Rev.. 10' " 

Page ii of 1.2 

4TM:e .e 

,I..';, 

properly 

Hose Station Equipped 

13 

150_ 

9%.  
ia 22E-22'..  

2! 
S• •.sr.-.,

425-Ma-Z 

4 75 - M_-2

I
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FIRE HOSE STATION VISUAL, INSPECTION 

TABLE 3 - UNIT 2

LOCATION 

Reactor Enclosure: 

.- Corner Near 
Stair No. 6 

W. Wall Near 
RECW Hatch

NW Corner Rear 
RECW Pumps 
By Stairwell 

SE Corner 
Bo:tom of Stairwell 

NE Corner 
Bv ElevaCtor

NIM Corner

Room/Area/El,

2&79-R42fl1

278-RlIS-77 

186-14277 

IZ2-Rl3-277

Hose Station Rack No. Number

21M-241 

2ER242

15 

2D1 
10 

a0i 
9

2122 

117 

13 

922 9

Properiy 
Equipped

**i (0)' 

I.  

I.. - :-* 

* tel!

I I

*.�.e4.

A...  

* ...-*,..*- 

.4'

!7'. : " .-

-'.j

I

.- •..  

". ii 

".o .

2MR-252

II ! I
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ST-7-022-951-0, Rev. 10 
Page 1 of 12 

W1 0 .- .-' 33 

pECC, wEnERIGY COMPANY DATE TNAE '&I (a "

:. ZICK G-rN-EIRA7TNG STATION ;FY h 
SU.:VE L:AN- 71EST

7+s:~* :::a~n Events: i.  
-*. -.....

-=C RES:-S. I 

A. A::- Asc~er-ske4d1!. Sze-s Cc 

jrerfcmec 3-V: 

Rev-;ewed By: 
xs~ 'r. =r s:ie

-. .e or Yscre Asterisked(*" 

By:~ 

:n!re -: R tReut

Reason_______ 
A/R No._____

irniaed SATISFAC

Sign:/Date) 

(SiSgn /Da e) jd& 

Steps Test Results WAIACky 

Sr.--,':)a ce 

5an /Dates ____ ____ 

.Time, 

A/R No.: __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

-. -s By ____S____e_____Date__ 

~~:X=FY SEXsO. FLAN!: STAFF ~!ýER

INarie

N ..

* ' �

*. .. . . . . . .at - :. :- -. A -44 .7 A J..7 . . -.. . .  

PAGE~~.OAIGE(S)

ýA-IAZ.4ýAWUý -0 OQNACKAQMý ý -LI ý!- A I- M2 - - -

1-::*7: ';A- AZ7::N 7:U7
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MTM:emm 

;.0. PURPOSE 

To verify operability of accessible fire hose stations by visual 

inspection to assure alL required equipment is present.  

N.F.P.A. 1962: Standard for the Care, Use and Maintenance of 

Fi-re Hose including Cornections and Nozzles.  

2.2 LGS Fire Protection evaluation Report 

- M-22, P&ID Fire Protection 

. TEST EOUIPMEWI 

None 

4.- PR.EUINS & LIMITATIONS 

-;.' IF a procedural step cannot be c-=mpieted 
OR any other d.ifficulty is encountered during =his test, 

T ma- a =omment in the Addicional Action/Test Zoaments 

4." Ur. a step denoted as a Tech. Spec. Requirement marked with an 

asterisk '*: cannot be ouccess:zlly comple:ed, 

H noiLty Sh::- Supervision ijMedarelv.  

4.2 Signoff step marked SO in left-hand margin of body of procedure 

require a signcff on Table I 

PAGE . IAGE(S)

I I! I I
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KMT: emm 

SC. j- i he re'"oflsibiY of the 
person or persons performing 

t.his :..t - ensure All blanks are 9qXX lY and 

~CSE S-AT'N v:SUAL :NSPEC"ION 

Ver:fy designa-ed hose station is 

equipped wi:h 'fire hose 
AM nozzle.  

a 0a ose station is inaccessible 

because Cf ALARA concerns, mark station 

A.C. A.C. does not fail this test.  

b. Verify all station components present.  

.. Replace protective hose reel cover (if 

applicablei.  

7.z R~T.2RN "O NORMAL 

-..i . A-c7NC R_ 

. -.." "-hose stations on Tables 1(2,-k 
---= " =C=:eed sa-is-Facz--rily

A1::As czmoleticn, ensure cover sheet is ZQrX Y and S:--led 
in.  

71 :: is --.de in this section, signidate cover sheet 

:: TE : f. an'., en-z" ru •h 

.. er Add--..--ca Action/Tesz: Comments.  

-.. ..... ... . _____._____________PAG 
OF: 

i PAGE..I. F '/PAGE(S)

1 11 I
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. " Page 4 of 12 

KM . ...,..m 

T~ •- o MUM=:",:

Extra hose placed in a box 
station on tables 1, 2, or 

preceding hose station.

RQom/AreLEK1 *

listed after any given hose 
3 is considered part of the

Hose 
mck-Eg-

station
Properly Equipped

Control Enclcsure:

stairwell NW 
Corner

5

704iAS-3S

4
Stairwell, 
Outside SGTS Rm.

(*) 

* __(*)

Box (Extra Hose) 
Near Hose Reel 
lHR-140 (1) 
I00' Section

Stairwell 
Outside Fan 
Roorr

Stairwe i.  
Outside Aux.  
Equip. Rm.

Stairwell.  
Outside Cable 
Spreading Room 402-&AS-25

Uni: 2 Static 
rnv-erter RM.

w. Side Wall 
outside 4Kv 
Switchgear & 
Battery Em. 434

Box (Extra Hose) 
Near Hose Reel 
"-HR-25- UI' 

Se. cto

447T3239~

447.T3.2359

13 - ~ t 

'3 

S1( S)

NOTE:

m3 4
*L. Ct)

m

7

i1mR-Q

I

9 

B

i

1 1;



9.n 

.- ~ ~~ k. ... 0 .

page S. of i2 

FIEHSESTTOVSULISEIH

~gmMLU1Az

Hose station 
R a k N . b r

Equipped

Con.t rol -Englosure 

E. side Wall 
outside 4 KyV 
Swjtchgear & 
Battery Rm. 454 

_orridor 448 
Sw Side of 4KV 
svgr & Battery Rm 

Box (Extra Hose) 
Near Hose Reel 
1HR-_ 124 
,Li) 100, Se~czif 

Corridor 466 
Sr- Side Of 4KV 
sw-r & Battery m 

0o--side 13KV 
SQwgr ROom 

.^-..ts,-Ide '-3 Ky 
Swvgr ROOM 

Corridor 265, vall 
W. Side of 258A 
control Enclosure.  

:---r-dor 2-77. wall 
-. Si.de of 263A 
Control Enclosure

ali&Z�1 

�a�Zi

4 6--9-- 21m2Z

2 7 7 T9-2OOg

Wall, corridor 

Wall. Corrido- 2EEZ-121

2Si 

26 

217 
53

2 

mQ 
14 

2

4-M 

-7 )

PAGEý &0O6+PbG3E(S)

'1

1i I I



FIE 

Leactor Enalosure

��ZIATZ� 

ThliILE-

L~rea/EI

.Nw Coorner 
Refuel Floor

sw Corner 
Refuel Floor

South Side of 
Iaydown Area 

South Side of 
Laydovn Area

700.R17-35

SE Corner 
Refuel Floor

NE Corner 
Refuel Floor 

North Side 
Spent Fuel Pool 

North Side 
Spent Fuel Pool

700-g14-35 

700-R13-35 

700XR2-L52

- -' 
� a... �

- " S T"7, - 0 2 2 1-s • - , , - o J; .  
Page 6 of .  

., . -.  

A "

properly 

Hose Station -Equipped.

4 

5 

9 

12 

13

1HE2D1 

i�2Di

ZHE�ZQ1

21mim~
25 

!.0

I.  

U.;

(*) 

•(*)

PAGEjgL AGE(S)

a.

t II I II ;



ST,-;7'02.27'9Sl~ R 0 
.Page 7 of 12.  

Mroperl: 

• " IS

Reactor Enclosure: 

Sw Corner 

RERS Fan Area 
SW Corner 

Box (Extra Hose) 
Near Rose Reel 
IHR-207 
(1) 100' Section 

Laydown Area 601 
NW Corner 
By Elevator 

SE Corner Near 
Refuel floor 
Exhaust Fan 

Box (Extra Hose) 
Near Hose Reel 
1HR-209 
'-! 100' Section 

NE C rner Near 
- 124Load Center 

:Orridor 506 
NW Corner 

Corridor 506 
Wes: Wall 

Ca aworner 
Near Hatchway

2oomlAreaLIIL-

613-R15-313

Rose Station 
RackNo- HUb~-

1iHR207

605-RI6-1a

1HELMi602-g12-31 

506-gii263

soO-R l -2 .3 I ER -2 1 7
5

properly

11 

3 

3 

2 

7 

7

9 

2

i() 

IM.) 

Zfl.2.E LI §

.-: ITs- I 

,T ~PIES

I I

'I...

7C2

(.)

.o • 
eeeme
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FIE OS SATONVISAL INSEý

Hose

Properly Station Equipped

Reaccor Enclosure? 

West Wall Near 
CRD Repair Area 

NW Corner Next 
To Elevator 

Box (Extra Hose) 
Near Hose Reel 
IHR-224 
(2) 100' Section 

SE Corner Near 
Dryvell Personnel 
Lock 

Box (Extra Hose) 
Near Hose Reel 
lim-225 
'i) 1i00' Section 

E. Wall Near 
T-p Machines 

W. Wall Near 
HPCI- Equip. Hatch 

NW Corner Next 
To Elevator 

=. Wall Near 
Equip. Airlock 

Nr Corner Near 
MCC 1!24-R-G a: 
S:-airweli

goomlfrea/El

4i2A.E16-25 1HR�221 

i12�22i

402-Enla-= 

402-RB6253

304-g16217 

iZ4-R12-21
7

:. al' N.'ear

1HBM21M

AHR2AQ

4 

2 

2 

6 

6 

7 

2127 
30 

29 

33

.(*)

. .. . ) 

(*)

217 34 

ITGPA

i

402-RI6-253

I I ! ! I

M
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FIRE HOSE STATION VISUAL INSPECTION

Rose station

Reacror Enclosure: 

=ox (Extra Hose) 
Near Hose Reel 
.HR- 240 

1i) 100' Section 

,W Corner Next 
To Elevator 

E. Wall Near RECW 
Heat Exchanger 

NE Corner Near RECW 
Piups at Stairwell 

SW Corner Bottom 
of Stairwell 

NW Corner 
By Elevator 

NE Corner 
At Stairwell

200-RII201 

a207BI6i201 

a2o7R12-201

11-12 -177

Properly Equipped

aQI 5 

2 

M 2D1 7 

4 

i22 
2 

122

i~g241

IJMZi1a

(*) 

(*) 

* (*) 

"*� �4(t) 
I I 

V�)

7

.I

I .

rr Or-'-.4, PA G E (S)
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Kf4: em .l

FIRE HOSE STATION VISUALINSPETIO

Reactor Enclosmre 

SEC Corner 
At Stai~rweil 

R.ERS Fan Area 
SE Corner 

Box (Extra Rose) 
Near FHose Reel 
2'R-M-207 
(1L) 100' section 

SW Corner Near 
Refuel. Floor 
Exhaust F-an 
DUct 

Laydown Area 
N`-- corner 

%'W Coraer Near 
Load Center 

cor r :4or 580 
NT- ccrne: 

Corridor 580 
SE Ccrner 

SLC pujM Area 
SW Corner

NW Ctorner 

cr. rner Near 
::-_ :aint. Room

Room /ArflILE26.
Rose, Station 

EagkE92, NA1bX-

Properly 
- pquipped

an 

16652-RI831

16
641-RI31

638-Rl -313 

63-I3Q3132
2HER215 

2iiBL22

12 

17 

10 

17 

16 

14 

13

(*) 
(*)

(t) 

* (*)

7"

Mim 

2ER-207

EptBff 
PAGE-jjý0-07FZ - PAIGE(S)
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FIRE HOSE STATION VISUAL INSPECTION 

TABLE 3 - UNIT 2"-

Hose 
Rack _Ko,

Reactor Enclosure: 

Box (Extra Hose) 
Near Hose.Reel 
2HR-223 
(1) 100' Section 

NE Corner Near 
Stair No. 6 

W. Wall Near 
Unit I/Unit 2 
Airlock 

W. Wall Near 
Stair NO. 2 

Box (Extra Hose) 
Near Hose Reel 
2HR-226 
(1) !00' Section 

NE Corner Next 
To Elevator 

SE Corner Near 
RCIC Equip. Hatch 

W. Wall Near 
Airlock 366 

NE Corner Near 
Stair No. 2 

SE Corner near 
Stair No. 5 

Box MExtra Hose) 
Near Hose Reel 
2 iHR- 240 
?1% 100° Section

Station
RoomlArea/l

475EI4-5

2HR-22

475-R132S3 

11Q0XI4217 

370-Rfl-227

279,R%26201

2HR-23

13 

15 

10 

9 

9 

44 

43 

40 

217 
39 

14

Properly Equipped 

,(,) "M.  

31 

11 .+ .••> 

"" •i ": ''V

- (*) r

12 

PAGE OF, PAGE(S)
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FIRE HOSE STATION VISUAL INSPECTION 

TABLE 3 - UMNTT 2 *. °.

LOCATT~ RoomLA eLE1 .
Bose 

RackNoL

geactcor Enc1osure:

NE Corner Near 
Stair No. 6 

W. Wall Near 
RECW Hatch 

NW Corner Near 
RECW Pumps 
By Stairwell

279ElI4-21 

284-I7-20-1 

29-E1-201

SE Corner 
Bottom of Stairwell

NE_ Corner 
By Elevator

2ER-21 

2HR-242

2ER-252

Properly Station Equipped 

N-Mbz- 6.3.

2.5 

10 

9 

12 211

'7... .... (* 
,C.'.

r* (*).  

t(t) I.I= 13 

122 
9

N-0 Corner

EXHIBIT PG( PAG EM__OFAL. PAGE(Si)
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0MTM: emm 

PECO ENERGY COMPANY 
LIMERICK GENERATING STATION 

SURVEILLANCE TEST 

ST-7-022-9 5 1-0 FIRE HOSE STATION VISUAL INSPECTION 

Test Freq.: Monthly -OR- Initiating Events: 1. Reason 

Tech. Spec.:4.7.6.5..a 2. A/R No.& 

TEST RESULTS: 
A. All Asterisked(*) Steps Completed -IL 

Performed By: (Sign/Date

Reviewed.By: (Sgn/Da " r E-• -M (IRM Mgr. or Designee) (Si t~- I 

B. One or More Asterisked(*) Steps Test Results UNSATISFACTORY.  

Performed By: (Sign/Date) 

Informed of Test Results 
(CO or RO) (Sign/Date)

Shift Supervision: 

Corrective Action:

(Sign/Date) 

A/R No. :

Initiated By: (Sign/Date) 

IMMDIATELY NOTIFY SENIOR PLAN STAFF MEMBER 

Person Notified: (Name) 

Date/Time Notified: (Date/Time) 

Notified By: (Sign) 

ADDITIONAL ACTION/TEST COMMENTS: 

If any entry is made in Additional Action/Test Comments section, 

person making initial entry sign here.

(Sign/Date) 

EE8O • PAGE(S) 
PAGE o' OF-a__./.._ (S)
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1.0 PURPOSE 

To verify operability of accessible fire hose stations by visual 

inspection to assure all required equipment is present.  

2.0 REFERENCES 

2.1 N.F.P.A. 1962: Standard for the Care, Use and Maintenance of 

Fire Hose Including Connections and Nozzles.  

2.2 LGS Fire Protection evaluation Report 

2.3 M-22, P&ID - Fire Protection 

3.0 TEST EOUIPMENT 

None 

4.0 PRECAUTIONS & LIMITATIONS 

4.1 IF a procedural step cannot be completed 
QR any other difficulty is encountered during this test, 
THEN make a comment in the Additional Action/Test Comments 
section.  

4.2 IE a step denoted as a Tech. Spec. Requirement marked with an 
asterisk (*) cannot be successfully completed, 
THEN notify Shift Supervision immediately.  

4.3 Signoff step marked SO in left-hand margin of body of procedure 
require at signoff on Table 1(2,3).  

5.0 PREREOUISITES 

5.1 None.
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6.0 PROCEDURE 

NOTE: It is the responsibility of the person or persons performing 
this test to ensure Anl blanks are c and completely 
filled in.  

6.1 FIRE HOSE STATION VISUAL INSPECTION

SO 6.1.1 Verify designated hose station is 
equipped with fire hose 
AND nozzle.

a. If a hose station is inaccessible 
because of ALARA concerns, mark station 
A.C. A.C. does not fail this test.  

b. Verify all station components present.

6.1.2 Replace protective hose reel cover (if 
applicable).

7.0 RETURN TO NORMAL 

I 7.1 None.  

8.0 ACCEPTANCE CRITERIA 

8.1 All accessible hose stations on Tables 1(2,3) 
are completed satisfactorily.

NOTE: 

NOTE:

At test completion, ensure cover sheet is corrc~tly and 
c=1etg.j1y filled in.  

If any entry is made in this section, sign/date cover sheet 
under Additional Action/Test Comments.

ADDITIONAL ACTION/TEST COMMENTS:

IBIT 

PAGE OF!L PAGE(S)

I
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FIRE HOSE STATION VISUAL INSPECTION

TABLE 1 - COMMON

Extra hose placed in a box 
station on tables 1, 2, or 
preceding hose station.

listed after any given hose 
3 is considered part of the

Hose Rack No.
LOCATI~f

Station 
Nu-mber

Properly 
Equipped 
6.3 .1

Room/Area/El.

Control Enclosure: 

Stairwell NW 
Corner 

Stairwell, 
Outside SGTS Rm.  

Box (Extra Hose) 
Near Hose Reel 
1HR-140 (1) 
i00' Section

704-A8-350 

625-A8-332

Stairwell 
Outside Fan 
Room

IRR-141 

IRR1402i

IR103~

4 

4 

1

U(*) 

.f_ *

Stairwell, 
Outside Aux.  
Equip. Rm.  

Stairwell, 
Outside Cable 
Spreading Room 

Unit 2 Static 
Inverter Rm.  

W. Side Wall 
Outside 4Kv 
Switchgear & 
Battery Rm. 434 

Box (Extra Hose) 
Near Hose Reel 
1HR-251 (1) 
100' Section

519-AB-289 

402-AS-254 

453AS-254

~1HR-253

7 

2.U 
9 

284 a

4.. .

13 1"1 

13E) 

EX MIIT 
PAGE....L.OP PAGE(S)

NOTE:

.......... _.. . )
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FIRE HOSE STATION VISUAL INSPECTION

TABLE I - COMMON

LOCATION Room/Area/El.
Hose Station 

Rack No.

Properly Equipped 
6.3 .1

Control Enclosure: 

E. Side Wall 
Outside 4 Kv 
Switchgear & 
Battery Rm. 454 

Corridor 448 
SW Side of 4Kv 
Swgr & Battery RPns 

Box (Extra Hose) 
Near Hose Reel 
IHR-124 
(1) 100' Section 

Corridor 466 
SE Side of 4Kv 
Swgr & Battery nms 

Outside 13Kv 
Swgr Room 

Outside 13 Kv 
Swgr Room 

Corridor 265, wall 
W. Side of 258A 
Control Enclosure 

Corridor 277, wall 
E. Side of 263A 
Control Enclosure

465T3239

448LT7-239

338B-T7 -217 

346-T9217 

265T7200D 

277-T9-200

Wall, Corridor 
164 

Wall, Corridor 
166

28 (t)

18 (*)

18 .(*) 

[(*) 
(*)

26 

8 

53 

2 

20m 
14 

1 

2

(*)

(*)

2ER-116i 

IBR-121 

2HR121

I

I

PA G ErO 4F- PA G E (S)
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FIRE HOSE STATION VISUAL INSPECTION 

TABLE I - COMON

i~rATIOii 

Reactor Enclosure! 

NW Corner 
Refuel Floor 

SW Corner 
Refuel Floor 

South Side of 
Laydown Area 

South Side of 
Laydown Area 

SE Corner 
Refuel Floor 

NE Corner 
Refuel Floor 

North Side 
Spent Fuel Pool 

North Side 
Spent Fuel Pool

ROomi-Area3L/El.  

70 D-R15-.  

700- R17-352 

700-R17 -352

Hose Station 
RachK No.- E¶mmhr..

IRR-204 

2nM6aý4 

21iE~~Q 

2H&7 2

4 

5 

8 

9 

12 

13 

18 

19

Properly Equipped 

6.3.1 

(_*) 

( *) 

K * 

(* 

S! ( * )

EX IBITr PAGE IR___OF .. L PAGE(S)

I
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TABLE I - COMMON

Room/Area/El.LOCATION1
Hose Station 

Rack No. umber

Properly 
Equipped 
6,3AI

Reactor Enclosure:

SW Corner

RERS Fan Area 
SW Corner 

Box (Extra Hose) 
Near Hose Reel 
1HR-207 
(1) 100' Section 

Laydown Area 601 
NW Corner 
By Elevator 

SE Corner Near 
Refuel floor 
Exhaust Fan 

Box (Extra Hose) 
Near Hose Reel 
IHR-209 
(1) 100' Section 

NE Corner Near 
D-124 Load Center 

Corridor 506 
NW Corner

Corridor 506 
West Wall 

SE Corner 
Near Hatchway

IHR-207

605-R16-313

605-RI6-313 

002-R12-313 

S06-Rll-283

IRR-209

1HR-216 

IRR-215

500-R16-283

NE Corner

IM

31 1 

3

3 

2 

7

313 
7 

9 

2 

3

_(*) 

_(*) 

(,) 

S.. .. "L (* ) 

. ,(*)

5 

8 I . (*) 

H IT 

PAGE O,• PAGE(S)
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FIRE HOSE STATION VISUAL INSPECTION
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FIRE ROSE STATION VISUAL INSPECTION

TABLE I - COMMON

Hose
LOCATIQ

Station
Properly Equipped 

6.3 .1
Room/-ArealEl.

Reactor Enclosure: 

West Wall Near 
CRD Repair Area 

NW Corner Next 
To Elevator 

Box (Extra Hose) 
Near Hose Reel 
1HR-224 
(1) 100' Section 

SE Corner Near 
Drywell Personnel 
Lock 

Box (Extra Hose) 
Near Hose Reel 
IHR-225 
(1) 100' Section 

E. Wall Near 
Tip Machines 

W. Wall Near 
HPCI Equip. Hatch 

NW Corner Next 
To Elevator 

E. Wall Near 
Equip. Airlock 

NE Corner Near 
MCC D124-R-G at 
Stairwell

402-RII-25

402 -R12 -253 

304R1521:2 

3JH-R2-2172

W. Wall Near 
MCC D134-R-H

1HR-223 

IHR224

31HR-226

1IRR-234

IHR-~240

4 (*) 

25 2 (*) 

6 M" 

6 6 ! Ib-(*) 

7(*) ±L . ) 

30 ) 

29 M 

33 

2172 •' ". ,", , " 

34 !. .( 

3 M1) 

EX•OFT P4 
PAGE %ý..O5IPAGE(S)

I

1 11
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FIRE HOSE STATION VISUAL INSPECTION

TABLE I - COMMON

WQCATIO1 Room/Area/El.
Hose 

Rack Igo,
Station 
Kuznber

Properly 
Equipped

Reactor Enclosure: 

Box (Extra Hose) 
Near Hose Reel 
1HR-240 
(1) 1001 Section 

NW Corner Next 
To Elevator 

E. Wall Near RECW 
Heat Exchanger 

NE Corner Near RECW 
Pumps at Stairwell 

SW Corner Bottom 
of Stairwell 

NW Corner 
By Elevator 

NE Corner 
At Stairwell

200-R15-201 5 

2 

201 
7 

8 

177 
4 

1-7 
2 

Mn 
6

207-R12-201 

10i n5 '7

115-R12-177

M 

M{*

(*)

*1

POBrr- " 
PAGE4L OFL PAGE(S)

I I

I

M(*

*)

I 11
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TABLE 1 - COMMON

Hose 
ack No.LOCATION~

Station 
Number

Properly 
Equipped 

6.3".1

Reactor Enclosure: 

SE Corner 
At Stairwell 

RERS Fan Area 
SE Corner 

Box (Extra Hose) 
Near Hose Reel 
2HR-207 
(1) 100' Section 

SW Corner Near 
Refuel Floor 
Exhaust Fan 
Duct 

Laydown Area 
NE Corner 

NW Corner Near 
Load Center 

Corridor 580 
NE Corner 

Corridor 580 
SE Corner 

SLC Pump Area 
SW Corner 

NW Corner 

SE Corner Near 
CRD Maint. Room

641-R18-313

641-R17-313

638R1331

574-RI17-283

PAGE. O'F-/ PAIGE(S)

ST-7-022-951-0, Rev. 10 
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MTM: emm 

FIRE HOSE STATION VISUAL INSPECTION

2R-205 

2 HR,207

6 

313 
16

r -- �

(*)

16

12 

313 
17 

10 i0a

17 

16

2HR-209 

2HR-208 2HR-21

2HR215 

2HR217 

2H-1 

2HR'-223

1(*)

14 

283
11 3 (*) 

13 •-" : ( '
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LOCATION Room/Area/El.
Hose Station 

Rack No. I1AIber

Properly Equipped 
6.3*1

Reactor Enclosure: 

Box (Extra Hose) 
Near Hose Reel 
2HR-223 
(1) 100' Section 

NE Corner Near 
Stair No. 6 

W. Wall Near 
Unit i/Unit 2 
Airlock 

W. Wall Near 
Stair No. 2 

Box (Extra Hose) 
Near Hose Reel 
2HR-226 
(1) 100' Section 

NE Corner Next 
To Elevator 

SE Corner Near 
RCIC Equip. Hatch 

W. Wall Near 
SAirlock 366.  

6 Corner Near 
S•ir No. 2

SE Corner near 
Stair No. 5 

Box (Extra Hose) 
Near Hose Reel 
2HR-240 
(1) 100' Section

475iRlA-2 

475-RI7225

370-R14-217

370QR17217 

370QE11-217 

279-R18-201

2HR-224

2HR-225 

2R-226

2ER-233

13 

15 

10 

9

21w 
44 

M12 
43

212 40 

21M 
39

2HR240

279XI8201

A�)

. (*) 

M 

4*) 

-I

14

12 I

(*) 

(*)

PAGET OF I _PAGE(S)
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FIRE HOSE STATION VISUAL INSPECTION 

TABLE 1 - COMMON
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TABLE I - COMMON

LOCATION Room/Area/El.
Hose Station 

Rack No- Nmber

Properly 
Equipped 

6.3 .1

Reactor Enclosure:

NE Corner Near 
Stair No. 6 

W. Wall Near 
RECW Hatch

279-R14-201 
2842RE7-21

NW Corner Near 284-R13-201 
RECW Pumps 
By Stairwell 

SE Corner 
Bottom of Stairwell 12-R177

NE Corner 
By Elevator 

NW Corner

2HR-241 

2HR-242 

2HR-243 

2HR-252

182-R13-17

15 

10 

9 

11 

13 

9

I (* 

.i'4 

. 7c 

_1"1

ST-7-022-951-0, Rev. 10 Page 12 of 12 
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FIRE HOSE STATION VISUAL INSPECTION
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PECO ENERGY COMPANY " 
LIMERICK GENERATING STATION 

SURVEILLANCE TEST

1. R ao.1. •

FIRE HOSE STATION VISUAL INSPECTION

Test Freq.: Monthly -OR- Initiating Events: 

Tech. Spec.:4.7.6.5..a 

TEST RESULTS: 

A. All Asterisked(*) Steps Completed SATISFACTORI] 

Performed By: (Sign/Date) 

Reviewed By:(IRM Rgr. or Designee) (Sign/Data

2. A/R WNo.20&g 

#191•

B. One or More Asterisked(*) Steps Test Results UN 

Performed By: (Sign/Date) 

Informed of Test Results (CO or RO) (Sign/Date) 
(Time) 

Shift Supervision: (Sign/Date) 

Corrective Action: A/R No.:

Initiated By: (Sign/Date) 

IMMEDIATELY NOTIFY SENIOR PLANT STAFF MEMBER 

Person Notified: (Name) 

Date/Time Notified: (Date/Time) 

Notified By: (Sign)-

ADDITIONAL ACTION/TEST COMMENTS: 

If any entry is made in Additional Action/Test Comments section, 

person making initial-entry sign here.

(Sign/Date) 

#i #R g~I7/~ 

,;.TC.:,•Y.____CCF Yl 

PAGE9 ". -- PAGE(S]
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I

[, 
i

I Iii ! I1 1

COO RIM LED CQPV 
I 11iUm Puil Do .09 K LW 

Uri



ST-7-,22-951-0, Rev. 10 Page 2 of 12 
MTM:emm

1.0 PURPOSE 

To verify operability of accessible fire hose stations by 

visual inspection to assure all required equipment is 

present.  

2.0 REFERENCES 

2.1 N.F.P.A. 1962: Standard for the Care, Use and Maintenance 

of Fire Rose Including Connections and Nozzles.  

2.2 LGS Fire Protection evaluation Report 

2.3 M-22, P&ID - Fire Protection 

3.0 TEST EQUIPMENT 

None 

4.0 PRECAUTIONS & LIMITATIONS 

4.1 IF a procedural step cannot be completed 
OR any other difficulty is encountered during this test, 

T--fEN make a comment in the Additional Action/Test Comments 
se'tion.  

4.2 IF a step denoted as a Tech. Spec. Requirement marked with 

Tn- asterisk (*) cannot be successfully completed, 
THEN notify Shift Supervision immediately.  

4.3 Signoff step marked SO in left-hand margin of body of 

procedure require a signoff on Table 1(2,3).  

5.0 PREREQUISITES 

I 5.1 None.  

EX IBIT

I

q

I i
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6.0 PROCEDURE 

NOTE: It is the responsibility of the person or persons 

performing this test to ensure all blanks are correctly and 

completely filled in.  

6.1 FIRE HOSE STATION VISUAL INSPECTION 

SO 6.1.1 Verify designated hose station is 
equipped with fire hose 
AND nozzle.  

a. If a hose station is inaccessible 
because of ALARA concerns, mark station 
A.C. A.C. does not fail this test.  

b. Verify all station components present.  

6.1.2 Replace protective hose reel cover (if 
applicable).  

7.0 RETURN TO NORMAL 

S7.1 None.  

8.0 ACCEPTANCE CRITERIA 

8.1 All accessible hose stations on Tables 1(2,3) 
are completed satisfactorily.  

NOTE: At test completion, ensure cover sheet is 
correctly and completely filled in.  

NOTE: If any entry is made in this section, sign/date 
cover sheet under Additional Action/Test 
Comments.  

ADDITIONAL ACTION/TEST COMMENTS: 

EX I

I I
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FIRE HOSE STATION VISUAL INSPECTION 

TABLE 1- COMMON

NOTE: Extra hose placed in a box 
station on tables 1, 2, or 
preceding hose station.

LOCATION Room/Area/El.

listed after any given hose 
3 is considered part of the

Bose Rack No. Station Number
Properly Equipped 

6.3.1

Control Enclosure: 

Stairwell NW 
Corner 

Stairwell, 
Outside SGTS Rm.  

Box (Extra Hose) 
Near Hose Reel 
1SR-140 (1) 
100i Section 

Stairwell 
Outside Fan 
Room 

Stairwell, 
Outside Aux.  
Equip. Rm.  

Stairwell, 
Outside Cable 
Spreading Room 

Unit 2 Static 
Inverter Rmn.  

W. Side Wall 
Outside 4Kv 
Switchgear & 
Battery Rm. 434 

Box (Extra Hose) 
Near Hose Reel 
1HR-251 (1) 
100' Section

704-AB-350 

625-A8-332

625-A8-332 

619-AB-304 

519-A8-289 

402-A8-254 

453-A8-254 

447-T3-239 

447-T3-239

IHR-141 

JHR-140

lER-lo3 

JER-130 

l:R-250 

2ER-250 

1HR-251

EXHIBIT ,4/ 
_A 0 IEi;.O PAGE(S)

350 

332 

4

-. .. jI* )

332 =4

304 -I

289 

254 

254 

239

i )

239

)

t

I :
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Bose 
Rack No.

Station 
Number

Room/Area/El-

Properly Equipped 
6.3.1

Control Enclosure: 

E. Side Wall 
outside 4 Kv 
Switchgear & 
Battery Rm. 454 

Corridor 448 
SW Side of 4Kv 

Swgr &,Battery Rms 

Box (Extra Rose) 
Near Bose Reel 
1HR-12 4 

(1) 100- Section 

Corridor 466 
SE Side of 4Kv 
Swgr & Battery Rms 

Outside 13Kv 
Swgr Room 

outside 13 Kv 
Swgr Room

Corridor 265, wall 
W. Side of 258A 
Control Enclosure 

Corridor 277, wall 
E. Side of 263A 
Control Enclosure 

Wall, Corridor 
164 

Wall, Corridor 
166

465-T3-239 

448-T7-239

448-T7-23 9 

466-T9-239 

338-T7-217 

346-T9-217 

265-T7-20 0 

277-T9-200 

164-A8-18 0 

166-A8-180

2HR-251 

ER114

2ER-122 

LB[R-116 

2HR-116 

1BR-120 

2HR-12o 

1IR-121 

2HR-121

239 - (,) 

239 

239 

239.  

217 

217 ) 

53U

200 :" 2 ...  

200 , 

180 

180 

2~

(*) 

(*) 

(*)

PAGEXO~!rr E(S PAGE_91QF _•.PAGE(S)

Ic-
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FIRE HOSE S__TTATION VISUAL INSPECTION 

TABLE I - COMMON
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LOCATION

Reactor Enclosure: 

NW Corner 
Refuel Floor 

SW Corner 
Refuel Floor 

South Side of 
Laydown'Area 

South Side of 
Laydown Ar-ea 

SE Corner 
Refuel Floor 

NE Corner 
Refuel Floor 

North Side 
Spent Fuel Pool 

North Side 
Spent Fuel Pool

Room/Area/El.

700-Rll-352.  

700-R15-352 

700-R16-352 

700-R17-352 

700-RI8-352 

700-R14-352 

700-R13-352 

700-R12-352

Hose 
Rack No.

lER-202 

1ER-201 

1HR-204 

2HR-204 

2HR-201 

2HR-202 

2HR-203 

1R-203

Station 
Number

352 
4 

352 
5 

352 
a 

352 
3 

352 

352 

352 
18 

352

Properly.  
Equipped 
6.3.7

* (*) 

(__*) M•

_( *)

_( *)

A(*)

PAGE 0 AlPGE(S)
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FIRE HOSE STATION VISUAL INSPECTION 

TABLE 1 - COMMON
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LOCATION Room/Are' E1.
Hose 

Rack No.
Station 
Number

Properly 
Equipped 
6.3.1

Reactor Enclosure: 

SSW Corner 

RERS Fan Area 
'SW Corner 

Box (Extra Hose) 
SNear Rose Reel 

1IR-207 
(1) 100' Section 

Laydown Area b01 
W Corner 
By Elevator 

SE Corner Near 
'Refuel floor 

Exhaust Fan 

Box (Extra Hose)
Near Hose Reel 
1HR-209 
(1) 100' Section 

\ NE Corner Near 
D-124 Load Center 

Corridor 506 
NW Corner 

Corridor 506 
West Wall 

SE Corner 
Near Hatchway 

NE Corner

613-R15-331, 

605-R15-313 

605-R15-313 

601-Rll-313 

605-R16-313 

605-R16-313 

602-R12-313 

506-Rll-283 

506-R15-283 

500-R16-283 

506-R12-283

1ER-205 

1ER-207

1HR-208 

1HR-209

-1 - .: ... .... .. (* ) 

313 
3 M*

313 3 

313 
.2 

313 
-7

M(*

(*) 

L *)
313 

7

1HR-210 

1HR-216 

IER-215 

1HR-217 

ISR-218

313 
.9 

283 

283 
3 

283 

283 
B :,.,:., ".. .

) 

)

EWIBIT 
PAGE Q0F PAIGE(S)

ST-7-022-951-0, Rev. 10 
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FIRE ROSE STATION VISUAL INSPECTION 

TABLE 2 - UNIT 1
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TABLE 2 - UNIT I

LOCATION Room/Area/El.
Hose Station 

Rack No. Number

Properly 
Equipped 

6.3.1

Reactor Enclosure: 

West Wall Near 
CRD Repair Area 

NW Corner Next 
To Elevator 

Box (Extra Hose) 
Near Hose Reel 
1ER-224 
(1) 100. Section 

SE Corner Near 
Drywell Personnel 
Lock 

Box (Extra Hose) 
Near Hose Reel 
1HR-225 
(1) 100' Section 

E. Wall:Near 
Tip Machines 

W. Wall Near 
HPCI Equip. Hatch 

NW Corner Next 
To Elevator 

E. Wall Near 
Equip. Airlock 

NE Corner Neai 
MCC D124-R-G at 
Stairwell 

W. Wall Near 
MCC D134-R-H

402A-R16-253 

402-Rll-253 

402-Rl1-253 

402-R16-253

402-R16-253 

402-R12-253 

304-R15-217 

304-Rll-217 

304-R16-217 

304-R12-217 

200-R15-201

1HR-223 

iER-224

1HR-225

lHR-226 

1ER-232 

1ER-233 

1ER-234 

IER-235 

IER-240

253 
2 

253 
2

(M)

253 
j6

253 
6 

253 

217

217 

217

i*) 

M (*) 

(t) 

(t)

.*1 
•: 1(t 

S.... " t( )

217 . " 

201 " '.  

.10 

PAEXfO.-kPIES
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FIRE HOSE STATION VISUAL INSPECTION



ST-7-022-9 5 1-0, key. 10 Page 9 of 12 
14TM: emm

FIRE HOSE STATION VISUAL INSPECTION 

TABLE 2 - UNIT I

LOCATION Rooi/Area/El.
Rose Rack No. Station Number

Properly.  Equipped 
6.3.1

Reactor Enclosure: 

Box (Extra Hose) 
Near Hose Reel 
1HR-240 
(1) 1000 Section 

NW Corner Next 
To Elevator 

E. Wall Near RECW 
Beat Exchanger 

NE Corner Near RECW 
Pumps at Stairwell 

SW Corner Bottom 
of Stairwell 

NW Corner 
By Elevator 

NE Corner 
At Stairwell

200-R15-201 

200-Rll-201 

207-R16-201 

207-R12-201 

103-R15-177 

Ill-Rll-177 

115-R12-177

**� .

201 

5 

201 

201 
7 

201 

177 

177 
2 

177 
T

IER-241 

IHR-242 

1HR-243 

1HR-252 

IIR-253 

113R-142

J (,) 

M m(*) 

_(*) 

Lc*) 

.(*) 
• - : .- -..

PAGE.OF-k PAGE(S)
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LOC'.TION Room/Area/El.
Hose Rack No.

Station Number

Properly Equipped 
6.3.1

Reactor Enclosure: 

SE Corner 
At Stairwell 

RERS Fan Area 
SE Corner 

Box (Extra Hose) 
Near Hose Reel 
2HR-207 
(1) 100i Section 

SW Corner Near 
Refuel Floor 
Exhaust Fan 
Duct 

Laydown Area 
NE Corner 

NW Corner Near 
Load Center 

Corridor 580 
NE Corner 

Corridor 580 
SE Corner 

SLC Pump Area 
SW Corner 

NW Corner 

SE Corner Near 
CRD Haint. Room

652-R1I-331 

641-RI8-313

2HR-205 

2HR-207

331 

313 

iF6

313

I (*)

_(*)
641-R18-313

641-R17-313 

638-R14-313 

638-R13-313 

560-R14-283 

580-R18-283 

574-R17-283 

- 580-R13-283 

475-R18-253

2HR-209 

2ER-208 

2HR-210 

2HR-216 

2ER-215 

2HR-217 

2HR-218 

2ER-223

313 

313 

17 

313 
10 

283 

283 
-1" 

283 
14 

283 

513 

253

.... i70 
)

_(* )

Ai) .• • C.

ST-7-022-9 5 1 -0, Rev. ±0.  Page 10 of 12 
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FIRE HOSE STATION VISUAL INSPECTION 

TABLE 3 - UNIT 2

)

EX •IT ( 
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TABLE 3 - UNIT 2

LOCATION Room/Area/El.
Hose 

Rack No.
Station 
Nur'3er

Properly Equipped 
6.3.1

Reactor Enclosure:.  

Box (Extra Hose) 
Near Hose Reel 
2HR-223 
(1) 100' Section 

NE Corner Near 
Stair No. 6 

W. Wall Near 
Unit I/Unit 2 
Airlock 

W. Wall Near 
Stair No. 2 

Box (Extra Hose) 
Near Hose Reel 
2HR-226 
(1) 100' Section 

NE Corner Next 
To Elevator 

SE Corner Near 
RCIC Equip. Hatch 

W. Wall Near 
Airlock 366 

NE Corner Near 
Stair No. 2 

SE Corner near 
Stair No. 5 

Box (Extra Hose) 
Near Hose Reel 
2ER-240 
(1) 100' Section

475-R18-253 

475-R14-253 

475-R17-253 

475-R13-253

475-R13-253 

370-R14-217 

370-R18-217 

370-R17-217 

370-R13-217 

279-R18-201

2HR-224 

2HR-225 

2HR-226

2HR-233 

2HR-232 

2HR-234 

2HR-235 

2HR-240

253 

253 

253 
15 

253 

210 253 

217 
29i 

217 

217 
40 

217 

201

.201 
12

279-R18-201

PAGE ; O +PAGE(

(*)

)

(*)

\ J1
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MTM: emm

FIRE HOSE STATION VISUAL INSPECTION

TABLE 3 - UNIT 2

LOCATION Room/Area/El.
Rose 

Rack No.
Station 
Number

Properly 
Equipped 

6.3.1

Reactor Enclosure: 

NE Corner Near 
Stair No. 6 

W. Wall Hear 
RECW Hatch 

NW Corner Near 
RECW Pumps 
By Stairwell 

SE Corner'.  
Bottom of Stairwell 

NE Corner 
By Elevator 

NW Corner

279-R14-201 

284-R17-201 

284-R13-201 

178-RI8-177 

186-R14-177 

182-R13-177

2ER-241 

2ER-242 

2ER-24"3 

2HR-252 

2HR-253 

2ER-236

201 :... .  
15 .  

201 1

201 
S9

177 
17 

177 13 

177 
9

M(*)

C.

I

PAGE.•O... POAŽE(S)

(*7ý

(*) 

(*3

I

|

t 

t
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EXHIBIT 7 

Information in this record was deleted 
in accordance with the eedom of hiformation 
Act, exemptions FOIA-_ =Rý 7•

VIf
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F. All Asterisked(*) Steps Completed 

Performed By: (sign/Date) 
Performed By: (Sign/Date) 

Informed Test Complete: o 

B. One or More Asterisked(*) Steps Test Results NTSATOY 

Performed By: 
(Sign/Date) 

Informed of Test Results: 
(CO or RO) (Sign/Date ___ 

(Time) 
Shift supervision: ...... (Sign/Date) 

40 

corrective Action: Me F No.: Results 

Initiated By: (Sign/Date) 

IMMEDIATELY NOTIFY SENIOR PLAN STAFF MEMBER 

Person Notified: 
(Name) 

Date/Time Notified: (Date/Time) 

Notified By: (Sign) 

ADDITIONAL ACTION/TEST COMMT: 

If any entry is made in Additional Action/Test Comments section, 

person making initial entry sign here 

(Sign/Date) --EXHIBI 

CA-SED. - 9 6 - 0 33 PAGEL/ OF 5 PAGE(,

ST-7-022- 9 5 0 - 0 , Rev. 4 
Page 1 of 5 

DATE i TE 1 
EJB/DJO/l9 

SCF Y, N 

~R~.HIf ELPHk ELECTRIC COMPA~NY 

D ATEWE IMRICKGENERATING STATION 

ot SURVEILLAINCE TEST 

T-7-022- 9 5 0-0 " FIE 5TUPPRESSION WATER SYSTEM (FSWS) SPRA • AND SPRTLR 

IIO-A •9 -K"O 

'est Freq.: 18 Month -OR- Initiating Events:1. Reason-f!S-q'gNyT 

'ech. Spec.: J.7.6.2.c.2 
4.7.6.2.c.3, 

2. MRF No.

I s

I,



ST-7-022-950-0, Rev. 4 
Page 2 of 5 

EJB/DJO/lg 

1.0 PURPOSE 

To verify by visual inspection integrity of dry pipe 
spray/sprinkler headers 
AND unobstructed spray patterns of each sprinkler nozzle's spray 
area.  

2.0 REERECE 

2.1 M-22, P&ID - Fire Protection 

2.2 LGS Fire Protection Evaluation Report 

2.3 M-49-123, PR-58, Sprinkler Drawing 

2.4 M-49-116, WP-75, Sprinkler Drawing 

2.5 NFPA 13A, Inspection, Testing, and Maintenance of Sprinkler 
Systems 

3.0 TEST EQUIPMENT 

None 

4.0 PRECAUTIONS & LIMITATIONS

4.1 IE a procedural step cannot be completed 
QR any other difficulty is encountered during this test, 
THEN make a comment in the Additional Action/Test Comments 
section.  

4.2 U a step denoted as a Tech. Spec. Requirement marked with an 
asterisk (*) cannot be successfully completed, 
THEN notify Shift Supervision immedialy.  

5.0 PREREQUISITES 

None

EXHBIT 

PAGE. OF.-i PAGE(S)

I I I I



ST-7-022-950-0, Rev. 4 
Page 3 of 5 EJB/DJO/Ig 

6.0 PEQCP2E 

NOTE: It is the responsibility of the person or persons performing 

this test to ensure a&U blanks are c e and conplSetly 

filled in.  

66.1 SHIFT NOTIFICATION 

6.1.1 Notify Control Room Operator of start 
'of inspection.  

Date/Time 

NOTE: Sprinkler drawings listed in Section 2.0 should be, used 
during sprinkler inspections.  

6.2 For each sprinkler system listed in Table 1, 
verify integrity of dry pipe spray/sprinkler 
header by visual inspection for: 

6.2.1 damaged/cracked piping 

6.2.2 missing sprinkler heads 

6.2.3 missing drain plugs 

6.2.4 leaks 

6.3 For each sprinkler system listed in Table 1, 
verify by visual inspection each sprinkler 
nozzle's spray pattern area is n= obstructed.  

7.0 RETU1RN TO NORMAL 

7.1 Inform CO test is complete.  

8.0 ACCEPTANCE CRITERIA 

8.1 See steps on Table 1 with asterisk(t ).  

EXHIBIT GS 
PAGE__POF_,__ PAGEIS)
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Page 4 of 5 

EJB/DJO/lg 

INITIALS

At test completion, ensure cover sheet is c and 
c filled in.  

If any entry is made in this section, sign/date cover sheet 
under Additional Action/Test Comments.

ADDITIONAL ACTION/TEST COMMENTS:

PAGE • LOF..._ PAGE(S

or

NOTE: 

NOTE:

I! i I



I

" Sprinkler 

WP-75 
(*) 

PR- 58

Descriptions 
.0 

Cable Spreading, 

Room, Rms 449 & 
450 
Wet Sprinkler 
System 
(O,S,& Y 

Valve 1155) 

Control Structure 
Fan Room, 
Room 619, 
Pre-action 
Sprinkler 
System 
(O,S,& Y 
Valve 1156)

Integrity 
Verified 
(6.2)

449-A8-254 

450-AB-254 I 

Stair #7-254 

619-AS-304 

Stair #~7-304

- (I

Spray Pattern Area 
Unobstructed

_(*)

•_(*)

EXHIBIT 1 
PAGE OF__ PAGE(S)

ST-7-022-950-0, Rev. 4 
Page 5 of 5 

EJB/DJO/lg 

INITIALS 

FSWS SPRAY AND SPRIMKLER VISUAL INSPECTION 

TABLE I (I of -1)



EXHIBIT 11 

information in this record was deleted 
in accordance with the Freedom of Information 
Act, exemptions r 6
FOIA- - "76 .

Case No. 1-96-033
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INTERVIEW REPORT 

day, January 23. 199 

Sup rt Services. cated n Station 

(LGS). Sanatoga, iennsylvania, was Interviewed by Kristin L. Monroe,.Special 
Agent, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC). Office of Investigations 
(01). Region I, King of Prussia, Pennsylvania. beginning at approxlmateiy.y.  
11:10 a.m. The interview took place at the PECO Security Office, LGS.  
was Interviewed regardlng- irregularity in jtion of a urveillance Otest 
that was conduced byA ýl n August 1995. W stated sustantially as 

• fol lows: Oct"

40 WaS born HO r s" -c ial 

enslania State Univest in 1983. and a B.S. i ea 
Engi rin ~ Widener Universe- tjw 

PE sin He has been the 
since De rw as the unofficial 
Manager from May or J until December 1995.

sS given the opportunity to review the s' 
CO security on August 20. 1996 (Attachtient -1) 

provide the statement to.PECO. and that it was a~rat

that he provided to 7C confirmed that he did

The Irregularity in the August 1995 sur vjjnce~ tha hdcoute 
was identified via an investigation of a member of 7Cm 
group. PECO had received an a1legation4,ha- had falsifi eda 
surveillance test in July 1995. As a result of ' t allegation. •18 months of 
surveillance tests were compared to 18 months of zone traces for the Fire 
Protection group.  

AGENT'S $O1E0 reviewed ST-7-022-952-0. wFire Hose Station Refuel 
Inspection." an -onfirmed that was the surveillance t~e that had been 
identified as having an irregularity (Attachment 2). iterated 7 
how he conducted the surveillance tedt in August 1995W sistestimony 
did not conflict with the testimony that he provided to PECO Security on 
August 20. 1996.  

Following his August 20. 1996, interview with PECO Security.amImknew that 
there had to be an explanation for the fact that the zone tr id not_.  
reflect him ii) the prote9ted Area when he did the surveilla.• 

to remember roblems that had he had encounteredwi 
LGS when they had dontle-tsurveillance 

test 71fat~e -htestbm~dte_..  
on a' nt to 'eh 
LGS. and as me~ to run ta aPrni rk 

- x nl s n ed o t h trth u g h t t h a ta t e e s 

'GS. had performed the sur 
ne show he was in the g•gfcted area on 

the weekend. id the zone test and confirmed that li had been in .

1 
CASENO. 1 - 96"0 3 3" PAGEL..O&PIGE(S)

a 
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the protected area on Saturday, August 19, 1995 (Attachment 3).

SI advised that he an 
surveillance test, and thal

rtion of the 
Bechtel, LGS.

.a Flutke, 
In response to questions from 01. saiU~h he mad6 a mistake..but he 
did not "blatantly not perform the test." mmdied faiiLiamedia fld 
AroSrLI document the date and-time that he had calleg

LGS, to begin the surveillance test. a so fail to 
"(• and properly document QyLthe surveillance test tbe.date that he 
and -mmammlhad done the test. r ltt.did not return to PECO Security and 

happened. because not know if he was "allowed. to. -Had 'dIain what haphd, cu e hdlid .nod 

41"ilknown that he couLdhave returned to PECO Security, he would-haVe.  
Instead, he relied Mp W to explain to PECO Security what had happened.

7C

The interview was concluded on or about 12:30 p.m.

V'
Reported y: 

KrtstLn 1. Monroe, Special Agint 

Office of Investigations 
Field Office. Region I

Attachments: 
1. A copy of Sm 0mtatement to PECO Security, dated August 20. 1996.  
2. A copy of S5T-7-022-952-0, Fi Lise Station Refuel Inspection.  
3. PECO Security zone trace for dated October 22. 1996.

r.

2C_

i I

I
4 ,.

a7��

1-96-033 2

EXHITL / 
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I make the following* voluntary stateMent to 

~~ and___________ _ "io. have Identifired 

themselves to me as investigators of the Security Division, PECO Eno'rgy Company.  

I was bornon In ___ ______anti 

currently reside with______________________ 

I was employed by PECO Enargy (or j )on____________ 

and currently work as 4  tZ'v' £1L 

My payroll number Is- 

~~O &,e .c- AX*. vj-7J 

AC I*A 

' ~-sd 7tA'A"" ~c~-~if 4'~~~ 

Ats~~- C4.-Z' ~ r'~o''s ~ '4.~r a4r i. A( 

A~c~4 VA £,Of O va ,s7 , ow rj- IVtt'r,7 

OlGe~~ AES
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ST-7-022-952-0, Rev. 6 
Page 1 of 15 
RJW/JTB: lJm

h t (, f R R 
PHILADELPHIA ELECTRIC COMPANYDATE/T I•E 

LIMERICK GENERATING STATION ACTC";P •3f CCF Y N 
SURVEILLANCE TEST RESUS3 U.. " 

ST-7-022-952-0 FIRE HOSE STATION REFUEL INSPECTW VE'iEDByr %K.  

Test Freq.: 18 Month -OR- Initiating Events: 1. Reason_________ 
Tech. Spec.:4.7.6.5.b 2. ARF No._ ___ 

TEST RESULTS: 

A. All Asterisked(*) Steps Completed SATISFACTORTLY.__.

'Performed By: 

Performed By:

Informed Test Complete: 
(CO or RO) 

Reviewed By: (Soor STA)

(Sign/Date

(Sign/Date)

(Sign/Datef 
(TiSne) 

(Sign/Date)

B. One or More Asterisked(*) 

Performed By: 

Informed of Test Results: 
(CO or RO) 

Shift Supervision: 

Corrective Action: 

Initiated By:

Steps Test Results UNSATISFACTORY.  

(Sign/Date)

(Sign/Date) 
(Time) 

(Sign/Date)

MRF No.: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

(Sign/Date) ___ _____

IMMEDIATELY NOTIFY SENIOR PLANT STAPF _MEMBR

Person Notified: 

Date/Time Notified:"

(Name)
4 .

Notified-By:

(Date/Time)

(Sign)

ADDITIONAL ACTION/TEST COWS-WS: 

If any entry is made in Additional Action/Test Comments 
person making initial entry sign here. N

I #

section,

(Sign/Date)

I ~~PAGE.2ie4 ._PAGE(S)

IdL~s(e5~

1 6

i
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ST-7-022-952-0, Rev. 6 
Page 2 of 15 

RJW/JTB: ljm 

1.0. PURPOSE 

To verify operability of fire hose stations by visual 
inspection of: 

a. hose station 

b. hose 

c. coupling gaskets 

d. nozzle/pistol grip 

2.0 REFERENCES 
2.1 N.F.P.A. 1962: Standard for the Care, Use, and Maintenance of 

Fire Hose Including Connections and Nozzles 

2.2 LGS Fire Protection Evaluation Report 

2.3 M-22, P&ID - Fire Protection 

3.0 TEST EOUIPMENT 

None 

4.0 PRECAUTIONS & LIMITATIONS 

4.1 IF a procedural step cannot be completed 
QO any other difficulty is encountered during this test, 
THEN make a comment in the Additional Action/Test Comments 
section.  

4.2 IF a step denoted as a Tech. Spec. Requirement marked with on 
asterisk (*).cannot be successfully completed, 
THEN notify Shift Supervision immediately.  

4.3 Do not remove any fire protection equipment from its designated 
locations without replacing it with equivalent equipment.  

EXHIBIT 
PAGE 4.__OF1, PAIGE(S)

Ii I I
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5.0 PREREQUISITES 

5.1 Obtain RWP (if required).  

6.0 PROCEDURE 

NOTE: It is the rasponsibility of the person or persons performing 
this test to ensure all blanks are co •tl and c1n.tgU 
filled in.

6.1 PREPARATION 

6.1.1 Verify all prerequisites are satisfied.

"IiAL 7c

6.2 SHIFT PERMISSION TO TEST

6.2.1 Obtain Shift Supervision's permission to 
start test.

date/time

6.2.2 Obtain Contiol.koomOperator's.  
permission to start test.  

6.3 FIRE HOSE STATION REFUEL INSPECTION

SO 6.3.1 Verify designated station is equipped 
with fi, hose 
"AND noz ze/ptetol grip.

a. Verify all components present 
AND free of damage.

/

Y

EXHIBIT I/ 
PAGE.___7OF. PAGE(S)

./

ST-7-022-952-0, Rev. 6 
Page 3 of 15 
RJW/JTB:ljm 

4.4 Signoff steps marked SO in left-hand margin of body of procedure 
require a signoff on Tables 1,2,3.

17 C1__

11 1 1



SO 6.3.2 Remove hose from reel 
M lay out flat.  

a. Verify by visual inspection hose is 
free of: 

- mildew 

- rot

- abrasions 

- cuts

SO 6.3.3 Examine all gaskets for:

presence 

fit 

deterioration 

a. Replace 'gaskets found to be missing 
OR damaged 
AND note in Additional Action/Test Comments Section.

SO 6.3.4 

a.  

b.  

C.  

6.3.5

Verify hose is racked properly: 

no kinks/twists.  

hose is tightly coupled to pipe.  

nozzle/pistol grip is tightly coupled to hose.  

Replace protective hose reel cover (if applicable).

7.0 RETURN TO NORMAL 

7.1 Inform Shift Supervision 
AND Control Room Operator test is complete.

EXBIT• // 
PAGE -I'OFA- PAGE(S)

ST-7-022-952-0, Rev. 6 
Page 4 of 15 
RJW/JTB: ljm



I ST-7-022-952-0, Rev. 6 
Page 5 of is RLTW/JTB: lJ m, 

8.0 ACCEPTANCE CRITERIA 

8.1 All steps on Tables 1, 2, 3 marked with asterisk (*) are 
completed satisfactorily.

NOTE: 

NOTE:

At test completion, ensure cover sheet is correctly and 
completel filled in.  

If any entry is made in this section, sign/date cbver sheet 
under-Additional Action/Test Comments.

"V ADDITIONAL ACTION/TEST COMMENTS:

~~hiei OA4• A•,Z.• ,'..E• . I na/• aa -• -1k - .! - - *- -0 -t-- i QA _.L no --6 .10 '

S- 
-•. 1 a V--,"... • C-.  

" -,., g ' i,,,. •c~ P.CPL4• .7D FW0 14YO-0o rcETIr,u .-/#j

'X~Tpl q-;, 7e4!~E N4CiCX A*0F W%.1- -t7IZg S'E-C.

r. it

/ 

I

EX~rQ&Brr PAQE_7__F_•PAGE(S)
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RJW/JTB: Ijm 

FIRE HOSE STATION REFUEL INSPECTION 

TABLE I - Unit I 
Hose Property Hose Gaskets and Property 
Rock Equipped Inspected Couplings, OK Racked 
No, Descrip1tions LOcatons (6.3.1) (6.3.2) (6.3.3) (6.3.4) 

IHR- SW Corner Refuet 
r Fire Hose 

Stat 700-R15-352 M*) (*) M(C) 

IR-202 MU Corner Refuel 
Floor Fire Hose 
Station 700-R(I-352() () () 

1IR-203 North Side Spent 
Fuel Pool Fire 
Rose Station 700-R12- - .C) _ (C) (.) 

1HR-204 South Side of 
Cask 

Area Fire 
Rose Station 700-R16-352 _. C.1 _ __ (C) 

•i • SW Corner' 

ose e 613-R15-331 _ _ ) _________ 

1NR-207 SN CornerReacor 
Enctosure (ERS 
Fen Area) ire 
Nose Station 605-RI1-3_ _ ()C) (C) (C) 
Box (313-3) Near• 
N~ose Reet 1RR-207 

• e Station 601-111-313 M" . - 11 • 

m 

C0
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RJWJTB: I jm 

FIRE HOSE STATION REFIEL INSPECTION 

TABLE I - UNIT I 

"Hose Property Nose Gaskets and Property 
Rack Equipped In.pected Couplings, 0K Racked 

io. Deosrip tions Locations ,(6.3,1) (6.3.2) (6.3.31 6.3.  

lH 1 N St Corner Reactor 

Encloetwe (Coarri 

S0EncLosure (Arest 

S•~~Refuel, floor ./. • 

Repaist Fan)ire F 
f * S tation 605-R16-33 13) .) 

m 

~Box (313-T. _ " 

• ~~~100, of 1 112" /. ." 
• ,ho t @ 16 -3 13, 

1111•210 RE€ Corne --"e or " " 

~Enclosure (Neer 
0124 Load Cent'~). . " )" . ()•(*• 
Fire N~ot* station 602-R12'-313 .  

1NR-215 Wet Well Reactor 
Enclosure / • • (Corridor 506). ,. ,.,." ,, 

• . fire Wose statton 506-RIS-28 M M* * * * 

• Enclosure (corrIdor" . .  
506) Fire Wose 

1MR-217BConr r 

e t Sttio 500-R16Z-283 ... * * * 

11R-223 wost wait Reactor • •
Enclosure (Am 
JIM. R1vr CR" 

G) Repair) Fir* Hose MMStation 40A-1625 (' ('m ( 

--M :



4. 4

ST.7-022-952-0 Rev. 6 Page B of 15 
RJv/JTo:tjm

FIRE ROSE STATION REFUEL INSPECTION 

TABLE I UNIT 1

4

Rose 
"Rack 

1IR-224 

11R-225 

IIR-232 

1IM-233

M IIIR-234 

o INR-233 

0 

m

Pro• rly 
• equf Oed 

---- m U Ca4

Descrlotlons Locallor. LD.�.UJ

NU Corner Reactor 
Enclosur* (Near 
Ory.Il Equfpm 
Retch) fire Hose 
Station 

Box (253-2) Near 
Pose Reel 1NR-224 
100' of 1 1/2" hose 

$I Corner Reactor 
Enclosure (Near 
Drywel P"eraoW 
Lock) Fire Rosa 
Station 

oex (253-6) lear Rose 
Roet 1NR-225 
1000 of 1 1/2" hose 

Enst W•ll Reactor 
Enctosure (Neer 
Tip machines) 
Fire Nose Station 

Wast Vltl Reactor 
Enctosure (Near 
NPCI Equip. Notch) 
fire Rose Station 

NU Corner Reactor 
Enctosure (Near 
Suppression Pool 
Access Notch) Fire 
Rose Station 

East Vltl Reactor 
Enclosure (Near 
Equipment Airtock 
300) Fire Nose 
Station 

NE Corner Reactor 

Enclosure (Near 
iCC oet4-R-i) Fire Hoge Station

402-R11-253 

402-R16-253 

402-R16-253 C!)

pose 
Inspected 

.A V Ss

Gaskets ewd 
Couplings, OK 

A~ 2 %%

6� 

em

K
304-R15-217 

30.-R11-217

304-*12-217

I
Property Racked 

t&.3.&l
A ......

A • • A 8

40-I-5 iM.M

304-RI6-217 OAMMC

I IMM AMM 4,0411MM liftliL*)
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FIRE M0 STATION REFUEL INSPECTION 

TABLE 1 - UNIT I 

""$a Property Hose Gaskets and Property 
Rock Equipped Inspected Couplings, OK . Racked 
NO. Descriptions Locetlons (6.3.1) t6.3.2) (6.3.31 634 

111t Vest Wnel Reactor 
Enclosure (Near 

C 0134-ftR-') 
Fi setaon 200-RI-201 M_ ___ ., 

" • eox(201.-5 

~~~100, of 1 1/2" 23•5"201 ,_ 

ltif-242. EaM C all Reactor 
Enclosure (Nem 

RECtwPwm,) 
Fire 

Rose Station 207-R12-201 () (C) (*) ( ) 

1R-142 N! Cornerm Rx Enear Fore Station R*) ) 

M14SWE Corner Rx Encl.  
Fire station 119-R12-177 O w e~j ) Ad (*~) IR-252 SU Corner Rx Enct. '_---) 

Fire Station 111*Rll-IT- .).  

I R *- 2 0 d o. 
Oe,"

I ROM fir 
"f .'-Al

Wlait, Outside 4KV S witehgear & _ ., 
.. ttelry Roona __---__"__ 

Fire fose Sgtation 447*1r3-9 , "*)43

Box (239-13) Niea Nose 
Real I•R-251 
100' of 1 1/2" hese 447T3-239

CJ•
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FIRE NNE STATION REFUEL INSPECTION 

TABLE I - UNIT 1

s--b'--

Property Nose 
Equipped Inspected 

.A -R4. 0 v q
Mfl�U*UtIUTIS *V�.WL.UI tU.J. �5 .a�p.p.

Corridor 437, South 
Side of 4KV Switch
par A Battery Room 
Fire Rose Station 448-AS-239 

Box (239-18) Near Wme.  
Reet 1IW-124 
100' of 1 1/2" 
Hose "8-AB-23 

Firs Hoe. Station 
Outside 13K'V-qwg Rn 338-TT-217 

oltl, Corridor 164, 
Fire Startion, 164-AS-180 

Wltt Rear IC 
RFPT Lube Olf 
Reservoir Fire 
Rose Station 265-TT-200

I

k)

Gaskets end 
Couplings, OK 

0A T It

d-*

A. l

1.

I
Property 

Racked SILA&L%

•. ', \

Rose 
Rack 
n•o, 

1RR-124 

fIRR-116 

1HR-121 

IRR-120

G) 
m 

m

L)4;

if

4

0

40w*) 4@m-(
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FIRE MOSE STATION REFUEL INSPECTION 

TABLE 1 - UNIT 1

2!-2" -- , SE Corner Refuel 
ire gloes 

Sttion 

2MR-202 NIL Corner Refetl 
Floor Fire flose 

"" Station 

2HR-203 North Side Spent 
Fuel Poet Fire 
oess, Station 

Washdwmn Area 
Fire fose station 

21i-205 SE Corner Rx * 
End Fire flose 
Station 

2NN-207 SE Corner Rx Ent 
(REIS Fan Ares) 
Fire floe Station 

Box (313-16) Acroee 
From Rose Reel 
21IR-207 100' of 
I 1M hots 

2fR-208 RE Corner Rx Enct.  MyLaycw Ame 6M8 
Fire Roe Station 

' 21M-209 SW Corner RliR nct, 
(letr Refuel Floor 
Exh Farm) Fire 
Rlose station 

M21-210 xN Corner Ru Eft.  
M (Mver LC) Fir flose 

Station 

21IR-215 St Corner Rx Enct.  
(Corr. f8") Filf 

0 flose Station

642.RIS33

641-R18-313 

6384R14-313 f

641-RIT-313 

638-R13-313 

580-R18-283 A
:*)

m

(�)

L(*)

'I

' �* 

�

I

r"

-.Av 

Ae
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FIRE "m STATION REFUL INSPECTION 

TABLE 2 -UNIT 2

Gaskets an cowplings, OK 
AA v 1%

Property Racked 
rA_-1At

NO, Deveriotiofis Locations (6,.f6 -1 9-2D .2ad

2IIR-216 

"2MR-217 

21IR-218 

21R-223

"Now* 

m()I~*

*�fl* C*) J 3*)) 
C*)

�2.

(I

RE Corner Rx Encl.  
(Corr. 580) 
Fire Rose Station 580-R14-283 

v 

St Corn RX Enct.  
CSLC PUMP Area 574) 
Fire Hose Station 5?4*RIT-283 

NW Corne Rx Enct.  
Fire Nose Station 580-R13-283 

St Corm"t Rx Enl.  
(Area 475 Near CRO 
laint. Ru) Fhie "ose 
Station * 473-R1B-253 

Box (253-13) Near 
Hose Reel 2f11-223 
100' fe 1 1/2 Hose 475-RIS-253 

NE Corno Rx Enct.  
(Near Stair No. 6) 
Fire Wse* Station 475-R14-253 

vest Vall Rx Enc.  
(Near Unit I/Unit 2 
Air tack) Fire Hose 
Station 475-R13-253 

Vest VaIl Rx End.  
(oeer Stair No.2) 
Fire Hose Station 475-R13-253 

Box (Z53-9) Neer 
Hose Reelt 2RR-226 
100' of 1 1/2 Hose 475-R13-253 

So Corner RX Enct.  
(Neatr CIC Equip.  
HMtch) Fire Hose 
Station 370-RIB-217 

WE Coafer RX nmt.  
(Roar Supp. Pool 
Access Watch) Firn 
Hose Station 370-R14-217

iP-(,

cida
�C*� �" �

I
"nose 
D•.b

ProperLy Equipped 0ose Inspected

I 

r) (C)

.1
2"-224

2MR-225 

2M-226

I
211-232 

2MR-233 

.Aih

M

(16

.1.
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FIRE MOSE STATION REFUEL INSPECTION 

TABLE 2 - UNIT 2 

Property Nose Osi 
Equipped Inmected, Coy 

L~eaemlani S 311 (6.3.21 (6.M

ikets an 
ptlrvs, V.
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RJW/JTBdtJm

Property 
Racked 

1AL&

2.R-234 Vest malt RX Encl.  
(Near Airlock 366 
Fire Nose Station 370-RIT-217 

21YR-235 Nt Corner Rx EnoS.  
""o(Near Stair No. 2) 

Fire Nose Station 370-R13-21? 

2RR-240 St Corner Rx Enct.  
(Near Stair No. 5) 
Fire Nose Station 379-R18.-201 

Box (201-12) Across 
From Nose Reel 
2fil-240 100D.of 
1 1/2 Nose 2T9-RIS-201 

2RR-24 IN! Corner Rx Encl.  
(Near Stair No. 6 
Fire Nose station 274-R14-201 

"2NR-242 Vast Vail Rx EMIt.  
(Near REMC NX) 
Fire Note Station 284-R1?-201 

2M-243 N Wu Comer Rx Enol.  
(Near RECM Ptmns) 
Fire Nose Station 284-R13-201 

2MR-252 SI Corner Rx EnoS. 1TS-RI8-1TW 

2M-253 N! Comner Rx Encl.  
Fire nose Station 186-414-1T7 

2M-236 Nu Comer Rx Enct.  
Fire Nose Station 182-R13-177 

2N-116 
Fire 346-T9-21 

,.,, 2R50 Unit 2 Static 
Inverter Rm.  

_Fire statoo43-AS-254 

2 reeR-251 Wat o t i 
_'-swr-rattery Raw 
Fire NW~o setation 465-T3-239

'I
4qp) adik*)

3 JI

Nose 
Rack 
U-

M a la

n

M. '(*)
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FIRE NOM STATION REFUEL INSPECTION 

TABLE 2 - UNIT 2

Nose 
Ins cted 
0A v %

Gaskets and 
CouplIngs, OK 
0A T V%

Property 
Racked 
OA A

corr. 466 South Side 
of 4KV 8wgr a Battery 
Rms. Fire Kos 
station 

Watl Near 2A RFPT 
Lute Oft Reservoir 
Fire Rose Station 

Walt, Corp. 166 
Firo Rsoe ss oh 

yA.

LAA.**..�tO

.,� S.-, j 
277- T9.200 (U 
166-AS-leO

MM. , Awn.

I) CC) 

�)

6i .

.1

I
Piose 
Rack 
Nfl

Property 
Equipped 
0A 2 4.

2RR- 122 

2RR-t2O 

2flR- 121

m 

0 

m

. w

6
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FIRE "MS STATION REFUEL INSPECTION 

TABLE 3 - Coefwan 

Roe rpet 100 G e.~t aid Property 

RakEquipped Ins ted Couplings, OK Rackced 

No* De~~lexlto (324 atos 631)int) 6..) 

ne.  

mt~lc
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EXHIBIT 12

Information in this record was deleted 
in accordance with the Freedom of Information 
Act, exemptions '76
FOIA-

Exhibit 12Case No. 1-96-033

I I



INTERVIEW REPORT I .... _FL..

; 7located at imerim %==atir 
t oSanatoga. ennsy-va ia, was interviewed by Kristin L.. Honroe 

Special Agent.6U.S. Nucl RMear Regulatory Coiiwissiofl (NRC). Office of 
Investigations (01). Regon_ I ia. Pennsylvania.• beginning at 

approximately 12ifl. -The interiew took place at the PECO Security 

'Office. LGS. ý was interviewed n de an I- lo 

of a Surveil:ic Test conducted bgub 
Site Support Services , "GS, inAugu 

J• antially 'as follows: 

was bor~ 
s~ini JL a 

..- , 0 
s

.==•., , ,.. ,m, .- S e ep6ne nme 
cal degree from Pennsylvania v rsi 

a nedWilkes-Barr Colle~ge for three and a half *years. Iis 

currently studong n nformation Systems degree from tthe niversity of 

Phoenix "Online.. as been employe P oa mately 1987.  

Afterh ad bee interviewed by PECO Security in August 1996. and told 

that he had-not beeAL&T protected area on the date that he s 
Surveillance Test. jei~ i ed.to do his own investi atlon.0 said 

that there was Ono, y the t Woui gn a Surveillance Te' 
tha ng Oe the test. because.that was 

finish his investigatlor4I 
mLS and tm . PECO Secu y. termin t th 

En Win the Protecfd area on August 19, 1995 (Exhibit 1).  

discontinued his investigation.
I The interview concluded on or about 1:30 p.m.

-7c

Repot ted 

Kristin L. Monroe. Special Agent 
Office of Idvestigationsi 
Field Office. Region I

Attachment: I L 
1. .PECO Security zone

? ,

a t f

i 7"/ 

9

I,

C 

Case No. 1-96-033

EX__ O•_U P'L 
PAGELOFdf PAGE($)

I

I

111-7 C_
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PECO NUCLEAR 
Memorandum 

Location: Umnerick Generating Station 
Site Support Services Division 
It dustrial Risk Management, SMB2-3 

information in thi& record was deleted 

Date: August 14, 1996 * in accordance with the.E!eedoM of Information 
Act, exemptions 

To: [ile FOIA

From: 

,Subject:, Fire Protection Section Issues 

In late July, early August.1996, two members of the Fre Protection SetlonB 
aproaohed me about some team work and efficiency Issues. ..7C 

_indicated tha one of the Technical Assistants, 
was not puling hisweLg This resulted In, _avlng to over function to meet 
commitments. U the other'hand Indicatedti• he was the only high performer and 
that other members on the team were not treating him professionally.  

I had previously rnotedthat the Fire ection than 
proactive. As a result, I had directed_ -t focus.  
.dos on the Fire Protection Sectlqn, while asslgnn.  

9 = no.lateraI duties to work with the Safety professionals In IR Intent of this 
move was twofold: Improve fijprotection performance by managemerit coachirig and 

,to provide cross-training 1o 

I Interviewed several people 
"o get a better understanding of 

sues. adono on obtained I ved a.management Intervention 
on iny part was necessary. Therefore on August 7, 1996. I arranged for personal 

. Intervews with each of heyp members of the.tire protection team. Co u- the, 
meetings with me were (5 of 8. meetings) Rnd 
.Generalst (3 of 5 meetis.  

In eaqh of the intervlews,'WO asked open ended %puestions to obtain data add eValuate 
Issuvi within the group. I also specifically asked each member if they were.aware of any 
l4QA/ NRC/Fire Protectlon/S~ftyjsues. Each rpspondedtj they kneV_ none ( ee
n ' nep ).. towever, commeMS rnQ0mauenlpo=• . .  hkiicated that an-ST'(ST-7-022-951 -0); rformed 

1996 appeared to have been completed faster than normally done.  

/

I i II ;



August 14, 1996 
Page 2

Based upon this lfc. ,nation, I directed P to obtain the completed ST and 
to review It against SL door access reoo to verify that all required areas had beon 
properly accessed. 'completed his review on Monda Au ust 12, "1996, and 
beeped me with thb findings. The findings Indicated that. • was not recor :id 

* as having entered several areas necessary to complete the ST.  

Upon receiving thWs Information, I returned to LGS. from Chesterbrook at about 1800 and 
walked some of'thje§G fr -to confirm the findings. After.conflrmrng the 
findings, I n 
also directe 

1U llf NQA to get them Invoe this Issue.

On August 13, 1996dwas rviewed Of Crporate Security 
about this Issue. As of 160M8I'inte4w was cofnf ng.

4

4
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r.
A 

81

4 1

/

i-'

`76/

1 11



"PECO NUCLEAR 
* Memorandum 

Location: Umerick Generating Station 
Site Support Services Division 
SMB2-4 

Date: August 14, 1996 

To: File 

From:' 

-.Subject; Followup Memo On.Rre Protection Section Issues 

At approximately 1700 an April 18,. l 1ffi_ I ,lved a call from 
Security,.relative to his Interview wjlarelated that In the interviewin' 
confirmed that he had not gone to all the areas necessary to perform St-7,022-951-0, but 
had In fact signed the St as being complete. A Signed .statement'attesting to these 
facts was obtained fro " 

I Jolnedcf1andI.JW conUnui the discussion.at the PPC. From approximately 17J1i
2100, I discussed the event .withhU He Indicated that this was an-isolated evei:L.  
However, after furthcr questioning, he remembered that he may not have done the same 
ST correctly the previous time as wpll. also provide additional comments on work7 C 
performed by the Fro Protectionn -Otion, which requires followup. -Based on the 
Information received, I suspend1ed0ll tout pay, pending Invqg :on of the eve -t.  .-The suspension was based on the tristworthlness and reliability of !and to minimize 

" additional risk to the Ntation and personnel.

bn August 14, 1996, 1 tured Inf ormation fro d my notes from the Fire 
Protection team Inteofiow, foto a] s al son . met 
with Neal Perry, NRC esident to dilsus t event 
was In attendance. was.directedby- e. t.contact!o /C 
determine any reportatility requijrements. It was'.determlnecftiat this Ibssu w not 
reportable.  

dc: W. G. MacFarland 

nt to File
Oringinal to* Flie 

0nf r-'3ation in this record was deMeted 
in accordance with the Free ota of Information 

SAct, exe mptiosi.  

FOJAI O ._ • -' •," _. •.......•/
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Mem~orandum -

*Location:

Date: 

To: 

Subject

LU ner Gerterating Station 
Site Support ServWoes Dhdslon 
Ladustrla Pisk Management, SMB243 

August 21, 1IBM 

Hie
A *

I

'*Fire Protection nvegt~atlon

This menio documents end qxdates *efforts In. the ongoing investigation on 
test (S7) perfomance In the Fire Protection Section.

S WvOH~a1i oj

40 

1720.1I was notiwe z finS44QA.Ck that. he 
gad Identified some potential problems with an ST 7 
1ated thatlwas being Interviewed by S

At appra~dmately 1800s I dhredtd 
to repro anm at the Interview as requetedby 
the Moe Prpelisht end Dkectors. LOW thate of the kitev~w esifts, which Wkdcatd that

6,~ u 4I". Ov1 n* . -t AS-11. i.&.. . ..

Industrial Rlsk Management 
Olnoe Iwas In a Meeting with 
Imn=omd* me by telephione 

wprpiteu g*e f h

A 70M h morning on August 21% 19W61no I~ b 
collected. Review of the data kidicatedth t 

8 TeSTsgnoff forthe JW elevalr Mba res 
AotSecuriy Mngr 

ending WstlgatI&L

* a.

T

I

cO: ' .0 tid

:It

Inforihation in this record was deleted 
in accordance with the freedom of Informat 
Act, exaemptionls
FOIA*

ion

/
9

i
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September 13, 1996 

Mr. Jess H. Hinman 
Bechtel Environmental Safety and Health 
9801 Washington B. ulevard 
Gaithersburg, MD 20878 

Dear Mr. Hinman: 

"A recent investigatiUon into the performance of Fire Protection Surveillance Tests at.  
Umenck Ger thJStation bs revealed that a Bechtel employee on'contract with 
PECO.Ene to complete ST-7O-22952.0 as required by 
prooedure. pec4rically, Mrntitalled a task as complete, but had not spent a 
sufficient amount of tirme In a r1lar plant area to complete the.task required by the 
Surveillance Test.  

Mra ilure to conplete the. Surveillance Test as required constitutes a violation 7 C 
of our ctual agreement and. is a violation of our Nuclear Plant Rules that could 
impact the safe operation of our nuclear generating facility.

I know you share our concern in this matter and trust that this informatiQn will enable 
you to take appropriate action with yur employee.  

Sincerely, 
S 

cc:" W.G.MacFauland I Pe 

information in this record was deteted 
in accordance with the Freom of Information 

S",r. A, G;, qxemptions " 

/7-. , "r '.4 
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Based on a review of PIMS. there were 119 Fire Protection Group Surveillance Tests identified as being 
performed between 111/95 and 8112/96. Of these. 48 were Fire Hydrant Inspections. Fire Brigade Drills, Fire.  
Pump & Back-up Fire Pump Operability tests and were not considered forreview. Of the remaining 71 tests.  
51 (71.8%) were selected for review based on equipment location and personnel access within the power 
block.  

This review was conducted by companng the surveillance test's signoffs and security card reader zone traces 
for test performers and associated IVORs to ensure that the individuals were actually in the equipment area 
for a reasonable amount of time required to perform the function.  

Satisfactory at the Result for each test means that the identified personnel were In the appropriate areas for a 
reasonable length of time to adequately perform the task.  

Date Performed 
Surveillance Test Trtle Comploted By 

ST-7-022-951-0 Rev. 10 Fire Hose Visual Inspection 1-27-95 
Result satisfactory 

ST-7-022-951-0 Rev. 10 Fire Hose Visual Inspection 2-28-95 
Result: satisfactory 

ST-7-022-951-0 Rev. 10 Fire Hose Visual Inspection 4-3-95 
Result* no evidence of entry to the refuel floor .  

ST-7.022-951-O Rev.10 Fire Hose Visual Inspection 5-8-95 
Result" satisfactory 

ST-7-022-951-0 Rev. 10 Fire Hose Visual Inspection 6-8-95 
Result no evidence of entry to A8-304 (Fan Room) 

& A8-254 (Cable Spread Room) 

ST-7-022-951-0 Rev 10 Fire Hose Visual Inspection 715-6195 .  

Result: satisfactory -...  

ST-7-022--951-0. Rev. 10 -... Fire Hose Visual Inspection W84195 J 
Result: satisfactory 

ST-7-022-951-0 Rev.10 Fire Hose Visual Inspection 9/5195 
Result- satisfactory 

ST-7-022-951-0 Rev. 10 F,[e Hose Visual Inspection 1016/95 ...... .  
Result: satisfactory 

ST-7-022-951-0 Rev 10 Fire Hose Visual Inspection 116195 .  
Resulti satisfactory__ : . .  

ST-7-022-951-0 Rev. 10 Fire Hose Visual Inspection 1215/95 - ' 

Result satisfactory 

ST-7-022-951-0 Rev. 10 Fire Hose Visual Inspection 1/3/96 

Rksult: satisfactory 
ST-7-022-951-0 Rev.10 Fire Hose Visual Inspection 2M1/96 

Result: satisfactory Information In this record was deleted "' 

in accordance with the Freedom of Information 
Act, exemptions -
rnhA. -r-7

r mar_ - cow & 1 64G=. - 09, a Q.J- 4
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*e .,i Date Peod Surveillance Test Title Completed 

ST-7-022-951-0 Rev. 10 Fire Hose Visual Inspection 311196 .
Result: satisfactory 

ST-7-022-951-0 Rev.10 Fire Hose Visual inspection 4/1/96 

Result. satisfactory 

ST-7,022-951-0 Rev. 10 Fire Hose Visual Inspection 4/30/96 
Result 1) no evidence of entry to A8-200/18o 

2) no evidence of entry into Unit 1 Rx. Encl.  
although, he accessed the refuel floor 

ST-7-022-951-0 Rev. 10 Fire Hose Visual Inspection 5/29/96 : Result: 1) completed refuel inspection in 2 rains. (8 hose stations) 
2) completed Unit I Rx. Encl. in 3 mins. (29 hose stations) 

ST-7-022-951-0 Rev. 10 Fite Hose Visual Inspection 6/27/96 
Result satisfactory 

ST-7-022-952-0 Rev.6 Fie Hose Station Refuel Inspection 8/23/95 Result individual was not in the area (A8-2011180) for a 
reasonable amount of time to perform a hose 
inspection 

ST-7-022-S3.-0 Rev.6 HQse Cart Visual Inspection 1/9/95 
Re"uit.- satisfactory 

ST-7-022-953-0 Rev.6 Hose Cart Visual inspection 2/9/95 
Result: satisfactory 

.ST-7-022-953-0 Rev.6 Hose Cart Visual Inspection 4/13/95 
Result: satisfactory 

ST-7-022-g53-0 Rev.6 Hose Cart VAsual inspection 5/16/95 
Result: satisfactory 

ST-7-022-953-0 Rev 6 Hose Cart Visual Inspection 7/20195 
Result: satisfactory 

ST-7-022-953-0 Rev.6 Hose Cart Visual Inspection 8/18/95• 
Result: satisfactory 

ST-7-022-953-0 Rev.6 Hose Can Visual Inspection 9/18/M5 
Result- satisfactory 

ST-7-022-953.0 Rev.6 Ho4e Cart Visual Inspection 4/16/96 
Result: satisfactory 

ST-7-022.953-0 Rev 6 Hose Cart Visual Inspection 5115/9
Result: satisfactory 

ST-7-022-353-0 Rev.4 Halon System Inventory 3/5/96 
Result: satisfactory

rmed 

Bylh
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Surveillance Test Title 

ST-7-022-353-0 Rev.4 Halon System Inventory 
Result: satisfactory 

a 

ST-7-022-353-1 Rev.4 Halon System Inventory 
Result: satisfactory (IVOR personnel initials are not 

identifiable) 

ST-7.022-353-1 Rev.3 Halon System Inventory 
Result: satisfactqry 

ST-7-022-353-1 Rev.3 Halon System Inventory 
Result satisfactory 

ST-7-022-353-2 Rev.4 HKlon System Inventory 
Result: satisfactory 

ST-7-022-353-2 Rev.4 Halon System Inventory 
Result: satisfactory 

ST-7-022-353-2 Rev.4 Halon System Inventory 
Result: satisfactory 

ST-7-022-353-2 Rev.4 Halon System Inventory 
Result: satisfactory 

ST-7-022-950-0 Rev.4 Fire Suppression Water System 
(FSWS) Spray and Sprinkler Visual 
Inspection 

Result: no evidence of access to rooms 449. 450, 619 
(cable spread room or fan room) 

ST-7-022-950-1 Rev.0 Fire SuppressiornWater System 
(FSWS) Spray and Sprinkler Visual 
Inspection 

Result- satisfactory 

ST-7-022-950-2 Rev. 1 Fire Suppression Water System 
(FSWS) Spray and Sprinkler Visual 
Inspection 

Result: satisfactory 

ST-7-022-921-1 Rev.3 Fire Damper Inspection 
Reslt/L" satisfactory

Performed 
By

I

7/31/95 .......-.  

3/2M96 

214196 

317/96 

.. .. . ... .  

7 #3 1 /9 5 .. . . . . .  

6128/95 

11/2195 

/26.1" '9.-..:.6

Date 
Compteted 

-7131/95 

"7115196 

3/5/96

7•-



Date
-qrePlnr pU W 1.00MVlIGICU My

ST-7-022-921-O Rev.4 - Fire Damper inspection 
Result: satisfactory

Performed

817/96

Work Process/limlemnentatiol]: 
* damper 017-001 on page 9. IVOR step was not signed off as being performed 
* duning walkdawn of FP~s .n A8-239: -identified incorrect room numbers listed on COL and no 

identification labeling on the FPO to ensure accurate identification (all are identified with black 
marker)

ST-7-022-921-2 Rev.O Fire Damper Inspection 
Result: satisfactory

ST-7-022-3230-2 Rev 4 

Result: 

$T-7..022-323-1 Rev.3 

Result: s

H-alon System Operability 
Verification 

atsfactory 

Halon Systemp Operability 
Verification 

ztisfactory

Work Processtimplemenbtaton
rp The same person signed off as the Test Performer and the Management Reviewer

ST-7022:-323-O Rev.

Result:

0

ST-7-022

5 Hplon System Operability 
Verification

V71/96
-- a'..-

fork Process/IrnDmIenntation: 
The same person signed off as the 'rest Performer and the raaemn 

'-250-0 Rev 3 FSWS Flow Test W121295 -

* 0 d. ~ iaaiij

RT-7-022-730-2 Rev.3 BOP FSWS AirlWater Nozzle 
Flow Test 

Result: satisfactory 

ST-7-022-730-0 Rev.3 FSWS AirN/ater Nozzle Flow Test 
Resuli: satisactory

2116/95

Work Process/lmplementation: 
Suggest performin'g a step by step review and verification of the above three tests 
ensure accuracy (i.e.. panel/Valvetroom, numbers and locations) and adequacy.

7

218/5 

1/29/95 

V71796

.76
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Date 
Title Completed!1ll 3Pll•r[; l€ *

Performed 
By

ST.7-022-922-2 Rev 4

Result: 

ST-7-022-922-0 Rev.  

Result:

S

Fire Rated Penetration Test Sample 
Visual Inspection 

atisfactory

5 Fire Rated Penetration Test Sample 
Visual Inspection 

satisfactpry

2/2/95

-7L,
2/27196

General %ork processfimplerentation note: 

Based on the ST reviews and zone trace comparisons, the majority of IVOR's required were performed by 

personnel entenng and exiting an area/room at the same time as the performer. This raises a question on the 

integrity of the true independence of the IVOR performance. An Independent Verification (IV) is verification by 

a second qualified individual operating independently after the activity to verify that a specific condition exists.  

(See the Operations Manual Chapter OM-C-1 1.1 for IV guidelines and methods or reference A-C-33).  
Reinforcement of Managementexpectations on performance of IVORs should be communicated to aRl Fire 

Protection Group personnel to ensure conformance or pursue appropriateness of revising tests to Double 
Venfications (DV).  

Rev.4 (9/9196)

-1cx
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Evaluation & Review of the following concerns was performed by.  

• LOD - Assessor c.  

PBAPS - Fire Protectionl • l / 

Concern #1 - Fire System Impairments (FSI) are in the reviewed stage not taken to 
complete. Also were they property compensated? 

Review Results.- 23 of the 89 Fire System Impairments (FSIs) identified in March 1996 
by IRM personnel were reviewed to determine if the required compensatory actions were 
taken. The FSIs found In the "REVW1D status can be placed into one of the following 
three categories: 1) Preventive maintenance activities deactivated and not performed 2) 
More than one work ordor activity required the same component removed from service at 
the same time and the duplicate FS] was not used 3) FSI implemented by Site 
Management and not taken to "INPROG" status.  

The preventive maintenance activities that are in the ODEACT" status are activities that 
have been removed from the PM program. The work descnbed in these work orders have 
not been performed and no impairment of a fire system was made.  

In several cases multiple activities of the same work order would impair the same fire 
protection feature. A review of the completion remarks for the work order and a review of 
other FSIs created under that work order showed that shift management had reviewed the 
release of the fire protection feature and compensatory measures were in place. In olf 
cases reviewed, a properly filled out FS! in the "COMPLr status could be found in PIMS.  

A report of FSIs in the "REVW4 status was obtained from maintenance planning. The 
report contained the shift supervison PIMS sign-offs when performed. A review of the 
report identified 22 FSLs in the "REVWD" status in which at least the shift supervision sign 
off was completed. Some of these FSts had an initial locations completed indicating that 
the impairment had occurred and the system was returned to service without placing the 
FSI in the proper status. When the FSI is left in the "REVWD" status shift supervision 
"would not review the impairment when determining compensatory actions for new 
impairments. Since this could lead to the improper compensatory actions being 
prescribed, the Mianager-IRM generated PEP 10006009 to capture the issue.  

The current FSI program provides the individual completing the work order activity with a 
message to close the FSI and requires that the enter key be pressed a second time. AG
CG-12.1 provid"e direction to the implementing organization to status the FS! as complete 
when the fire protection feature is returned to an operablq statut. The Issue of timnely FSI 
closure has been.identiied as a watch area in the Industrial Risk Management group self 
assessment.  

Conclusion - Fire System Impaiwments (FSI) were identified to be in the reviewed stage 
and not taken to complete. In our opinion this condition has no safety sinficance.  
Computer programming enhancements should be made to assure FSIs are taken to the 
INPROG status prior to being worked and to assure FSIs are dosed out when jobs are 
completed. Based upon PIMs review FSIs were identified to have been properly 
compensated.

. - .- =,.==Z rý,ýQ . C;60.1 C:4=
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Concern 2 - Not all sections of fire rated assemblies were being inspected such as 
carpeted areas or areas blocked by installed plant equipment.  

Review Results - The TRM surveillance requirements section 4.7.7.1 (a) states that the 
exposed surfaces of each fire rated assembly shall be verified operable by performing a 
visual inspection; once per 24 months. ST-7-022-920-O is utilized to perform the visual 
inspection of thefire rated assemblies as required by the TRM. On August 22. 1996 IRM 
individuals familiar with the performance of the inspection were asked to describe their 
visual inspection ltechnique. The test is performed by inspecting the visible sections of the 
fire rated assem~ily from the floor using flashlights and binoculars. Any permanent plant 
equipmenL including carpeting, in the way of inspecting that section of the bamer are not 
removed for the. inspection. Fire protection personnel from two plants in region I were 
contacted to discuss how they handle similar inspections. The LGS method of performing 
the inspection is consistent with other plants and is deemed to provide assurance that the 
barrier is intact.  

The May 16. 1996 performance of ST-7-022-920-1 was performed for structural walls but 
section 6.2.3 inspection of fire rated raceways was not performed. The reason for not 
performing this section was that thermo-lag fire barriers were declared inoperable and 
compensatory actions were in place. The performance of this procedure should have 
been listed as a jartial per A-3. "Temporary changes to approved procedures and partial 
procedure use". The use of this process ensures that only partial credit is given for the 
performed sectiorn of the procedures and the appropriate partial work order generated to 
track the completion of the procedure.  

Conclusion - Fire rated assemblies that are not 0exposed" are not required to be 
inspected.  

Concern #3- ST'-7-022-730-1 (FSWS AiriWater Nozzle Flow Test) if performed as 
written it will dump the system.  

Review Results. - ST-7-022-730-1 has been written to satisfy the surveillance 
requirements of TRM 4.7.6.2 (d) to perform an air flow test which would verify that each 
sprinkler header system or open spray nozzle is unobstructed. There were two types of 
systems tested by. ST-7-022-730-1 preaction systems which incorporate the use of closed 
spnnkler heads ard the integrity of the piping is supervised using air pressure. the air is 
supplied from the !plant air system through a regulator. When testing this type of system 
the highilow air pressure alarm is tested for both the high and low alarm points. The high 
pressure alarm is:obtained by raising the system air pressure to a nominal 80 psig and 
verifying the alarm on the local release control panel. Low air pressure is then verified by 
opening the inspectors test valve to bleed off air pressure to the low alarm point while 
verifying airflow through the sprinkler header. This type inspection would verify that a flow 
path existed from the preaction valve to the inspectors test connection.  

The other type of system tested are deluge water spray systems that incorporate the use 
of open spray nozzles. Two types of deluge valves are used in the design of the systems at LGS. Smaller systems used small hydraulically operated deluge valves that use fire 
system pressure to maintain the valve in the closed position. When testing these systems 
:he outer block valves for the systems are closed and the alarm pressure switch is isolated 
from these systems. These actions would prevent the system from performing its design 
function There are no plant impact statements in the test to warn shift supervision of the
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change in status of the system or ensure that compensatory actions are maintained. The 
Manager - IRM has initiated 1006033 to investigate plant impact of fire system tests.  

Airflow is established for deluge system by routing air from a plant air hose outlet to the 
system drain or ball check valve. Once airflow is established airflow can be verified at the 
nozzles. The test prescribes three methods that can be used to check for airflow. Each of 
these methods require the tester to physically access the spray nozzles. Through 
discussions with IRM personnel it was determined that a pinwheel on a stick was used in 
determining airflow. which was not specifically described in the procedure. The use of a 
pinwheel would be equivalent to the three methods listed in the procedure.  

While performing the walkdown of the test identifying all of the sprinkler heads without 
knowing the total number of heads installed in the area or the use of a design print was 
extremely difficult. To ensure accurate performance of the test specific guidance on 
identifying the heads should be given to the performer.  

The description df alarms received on local panels and control room panels did not provide 
coordinate locations that would provide verification that the proper alarm window or panel 
light has activated. In the case of alarms on release control panel it could not be 
determined which light the test performer would expect to light during the test. A-C-1 
APP.2 EXH. 11 should be referenced for describing information in surveiUance tests.  

Conclusion - ST-7-022-730-1 (FSWS AirmWater Nozzle Flow Test) if performed as written 
will not dump the: system. Plant impact statements should be included in the test to warn 
shift supervision of the change in status of the system and ensure that compensatoty 
actions are maintained.  

Concern #4 - Penetration seal surveillance test references incorrect drawings.  

Review Results - Reviewed ST-7-022-922-2 rev. 5 attachment #1 "Penetraton Inspection 
Data Sheet" requires a listing of penetration seal detail drawing numbers. Based upon 
review of the ST completed 2127/96. seal area drawings were referenced instead of seal 
detail drawing numbers. The surveillance test contains inspection criteria to verify thati 
damage has not occurred to the penetraton seal. Concern was noted that if the seal 
installation detail is not reviewed by the test performer critical design parameters may be 
missing from the installation. The seal inspection test should ensure that degradation to 
the penetration seals have not occurred and that the visible seal parameters meet the 
tested configuration.  

Conclusion - The penetration seal inspection procedure was performed as written In 
February 1996. In our opinion the test performed meets the intent of the Technical 
Requirement Manual (TRM). The test did not provide dear direction to use Instalation 
design details The test does provide acceptance criteria that will identify physical damage 
to the penetration. seals. We believe the test can be improved by ensuring that the test 
performer completely understands the visual parameters that are important to ensure the 
seal is bounded by a fire test. While addressing this issue SECY 96-146 should be 
referenced.  

Concern #5 - Emergency Lighting - A procedure was not developed to direct lights toward 
emergency equipment.
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Review Results - RT-6-108-300-2 rev.3. RT-6-022-108-300-0 rev. 4 and RT-6-108-300-1 rev.4 (Safe Shutdown Eight (8) Hour Self-Contained Battery Pack Operation Verification) all require the performer to verify that emergency lighting is directed towards required equipment for safe shutdown- and access pathways. A walkdown was performed using RT-6-108-300- 2 which was last performed by operations on July 30. 1996. During the walkdown the imazng of 24 emergency lighting units were evaluated. All lights were observed to be aimed in the area of the equipment identified in the procedure. When trying to assess the lighting in stairtowers and some general area lighting the test did not provide enough direction to accurately determine the proper aiming. This issue was discussed with IRM personnel who were aware of the need to better identify the appendix R lighting and produced an AT AITL type AMR A01034738 written In June of this year requesting engineenng to identify the require safe shutdown lighting. The response to the A/R indicates that a revision to the test procedures and possibly plant drawings will be required.  

Conclusion - In our opinion, procedural guidance is in place to require verification that emergency lighting is directed towards appendix R safe shutdown pathways and equipment.  
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