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SYNOPSIS

This investigation was initiated by the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC), Office of 

Investigations (01), Region IT1 (RIIJ), on January 4, 2000, to determine if D.C. Cook (Cook) 

management deliberately failed to report incidents of a sleeping reactor operator, and if Cook 

management de ly rovide accurate information to the NRC concerning the 

reactor r in an NRC license application.  

01 has been unable to develop any evidence that Cook management deliberately failedtlo report 

incidents of a sleeiing reactor operator, or that Cook management deliberatel fal to-provide 

accurate information to the NRC concerning the reactor operator' n an NRC 

license application.
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DETAILS OF INVESTIGATION

Applicable Regulations 

10 CFR 50.5: Deliberate Misconduct (1999 Edition) 

10 CFR 50.9: Completeness and Accuracy of Information (1999 Edition) 

Purpose of Investigation 

This investigation was initiated by the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC- Office of 

Investigations (01), Region III (RIM), on January 4, 2000, to determine if D.C. CookbCook) 

management deliberately failed to report incidents of a sleeping reactor operator (RO), an _ 

Cook management deliberately failed to provide accurate information regarding an RO' 

0 " an NRC license application (Exhibit 1).  

Backgmund 

On Dec er 8999,ohn ADAMS R MOffice lation Coordinator, received a call from , 
_,__!L _ LI _ _ xpressed the following concern& 

' (Exhibit 2): . .. .. .• .. . .. . . . . . - ...... • • 

1. • Operations Management is covering up three occurrences o -7 4L 
b relieve •of o du oAle ey. seing in the control room. The dates in question 

2. On December 2, 1999, a memorandum was issued by the licensee addressing sleeping in 

the work place. It referred to sleeping events that have occurred, but failed to mention 

any of the recent control room sleeping events as examples (Exhibit 49).  

3. dthdat operations management did not enter the sleeping events [involving 
jnto their corrective actions program as required, or their plant operating 

-- rience dartase. He stated that a licensed operator sleeping on duty is a condition '7 C, 
adverse to quality, and as such, is req!-•e entered into the corrective action 

program via a condition report (CR). •dded that the shift supervisors were 

specifically told not to write CRs by operations management.  

4. stated that the plant mode at the time of all three licensed operator sleeping 

-"entsM 4ir ati-o-ir to be assigned to the unit. The operator relieved for C 

sleeping may have been the only operator on duty at the time.  

NOT FOR LIC DISCLOSURE HOUT APPROVAL OF 

FIELD OFFICE D R , OFFICE OF TIGATIONS, REGION III 
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5. dj stated that management's handling of sleeping while on duty is inconsis~tent 

een wo oups, i.e., he was fired for allegedly sleeping on duty, while 

as reassigned to work control duties.  

dvised ADAMS that he had raised these concerns with licensee management during his 

emp 0yment at Cook. d not object to release of his identity and did not object to the 

referral of his concerns to te icensee (Exhibit 2).  

concerns were the subject of an Allegation Review Board convened on January 4, 2000. , 

"saiesult, the case was referred to Ofor investigation (Exhibits 3 and 3A).  

Interview df Allegir (Exhibits 22 and 40) 

was interviewed by 01 on January 12, 2000. Prior to the interview he provided an , 

eight-page handwritten document outlining his concerns (Exhibit 40).  

O i• keeceived a telephone call from Bob BRANCH, RO, and 

Jerryif qiu'E ipment Operator, two members of his former shift. called 

him from the MUP office and ex ressed "srrise, dismay, and confusion" ove ng; 

They also provided details abouXo , he came to be taken off s .ssigned C..  
to a newly formed [oork Control Center (WCC). They provid ith 

dates and times tha ad been relieved from shift and als e names of his 

replacements. Althouh it was well rumored throughout the shifts tha 

fallen asleep several times while on duty in e control room, pi to this telehone ca 

was not "privy" to the specifics that lead t

stated, "'My fellow R.O.' seemed to have rs9 and knowledge of what occurred" (Ex ibit 22, 

-'pp. 27-28; and Exhibit 40).  

ex aignin the teim "first hand knowledge," said that BRANC was on the same 

he seemed to know all the details that he •h ad-not known 
xp 29).  (ExAmbM-22, p. 229). •" 

NOT FO R-I E LIC DISCLOSU, OFTHIE O UT APPROS, OF 
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In spite of the rumors tha had fallen asleep in the control room, said , 

that he never heard anybodlysay they ha seen him [asleep in the control room]. "at he had 

heard, via rumor, was thai" because he had trouble 

staying awake (Exhibit 22, p. 28).  

BRANCH and SCOMA also told Dthe following: 

that no explanationfo4 reliefs were noted in the control room log or the 

computer log (Exhibit 22, p. 34; and Exhibit 40); 

* that Ron HARRAH, Assistant SlIft Manager, "C" Shift, upon raising a question as to the 

need for a CR, was told by TILLY and/or possibly Larry WEBER, Operations Manager, 
not to write a CR (Exhibit 22, pp. 35-36, 39-40; and Exhibit 40).  

Coordination with Regional Staff 

On January 12, 2000, 01 met with Bruce BARTLETT and Kevin COYNE, NRC Resident 

Inspectors at Cook. The scope of the investigation was explained to both and a request was made 

for control room logs, security gate logs, and various personnel records. These records were 

received by 01 shortly thereafter.  

! oordination with R onlCounsel 

The investigation was initiated with the concurrence of Bruce A. BERSON, Ril Counsel t.  

Allegation 1: Deliberate Failure to Report Incidents of a Sleeping RO 

Evidence 

Review of Documentation 

"Control Room Log Unit 1 lfhe log indicates that: the 

plant was in reacto . ---ode 5-a; three licensed operators were on d the control roo an 
•°•xhibit 5).  

NOT FOR PUBLIC DISCLOSURE WI-HKOUT APPRQVAL OF 
FIELD OFFICE DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF =GATI•ONS>1EGION IlI

Case No. 3-2000-001 9



Ic

-Testimony

In addressing the allegation that licensee management failed to properly report multiple 

occurrences of a licensed operator sleeping in the control room, 01 has interviewed the following 

individuals.  

Interview of SCOMA (Exhibit 37)

SCOMA was interviewed by 01 at his residence on February 16, 2000.

SCOMA then made a comparison between the way in whic

perhaps he would get the same treatment [from licensee management] as 
Exhibit 37, p. 18). •,

Klrecalls that he may have been working one of the nights thatas 
ved, but he did not recall which one (Exhibit 37, p. 5).

-(-

"IC

"-7c.

"- Agent's Note: Records indicate that SCOMA 
in the control room between 2358 and 0011.  
0012 (Exhibits 6 and 42).

urn July 23-24, 2000, and was 
ft the control room at

NOT FOR P IC DISCLOSURE WI .OUT APPROVAL OF 
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He recalls hearing, at the ti th relieved "for sleeping." Whe6i I (,.  
.specifically asked iwas sleeping, SCOMA responded,"I don't know" ' 

(Exhibit 37, pp. 5-7).  

SCOMA offered that [in the past] he has see nodding off... eyes -,e 

drifting closed ad down a little bit" nem. He approach 
and asked him,i ou still with us?' etting up and walking 

around. SCOMFted this around the time frame tha tarted getting relieved 

from duty in the cQntrol room (Exhibit 37, pp. 7-8).  

Nevertheless, SCOMA cannot say thaa eeping" in the control-wom. He 
was inattentive, but it was not deliberate nd -did not rise to the level where SCOMA-would 
report it to a supervisor. mad been "sleeping," SCOMA wouldIhave notified a 7 ( 

supervisor (Exhibit 37, pp. 1 -12 and 21-22).  

Interview of BRANCH (Exhibit 38) 

BRANCH was interviewed by 01 at Cook on February 17, 2000.  

A te case with SCOMA, BRANCH admits being involved in the one call 
d SCOMA from the MUP office. In the conversation wlie.toldd 

at he was sorry for what happened to him and then they spoke of, B H 
admits that he and SCOMA actually did a computerized control room log search and identified 
the dates th aad been relieved. Nevertheless, BRANCH said, "At that time, it 
was still rumor, what happened to him" [that he had been relieved for sleeping] (Exhibit 38, 
pp. 9-10).  

BRANCH was [originally] aware tha 4EI! had been relieved on one occasion, via 
rumor. During the middle of August 99, B was sent to "C" shift to replace 

en that his name does not appear on the shift lo for any of the d ays t'ha 
~��av s relieved, BRANCH stated that he was not in the control room on any of 

.ose daysant#at he does not have any firsthand knowledge of what happened to 
in. xhibit 38, pp. 5-8).  

In addition to the interviews of B CU and SCOMA, 01 has conducted interviews with 
individuals on shift wi the nights of the alleged incidents. The name of the 

individuals were:btai n t .control room logs corresponding to the dates that the alleger 
states tha as relieved for sleeping.  

NOIFR PUBLIC DISCLOSh WITHOUT APPR6AL OF 
FIELD OFFICM)DRCTR, OFFICE O TIGATIONS, GION III
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Control._ Room Log• Unit I -W ý xhibit 5) _•.  

The log indicates that the following personnel were on duty and that there were three licensed 

ROs assigned to the Unit 1 control room: 

Ned WOLLENSLEGEL Shift Supervisor, Units 1 and 2 

Ron HARRAH Assistant Shift Supervisor, Units 1 and 2 

Mark RIEGLE Unit Supervisor, Unit 1 

Scott BEHRENS RO, Unit I 

Agent'"sNot ~te control 

roo inwas not present ore e ecision to replaca made 

and was not interviewed.  

Inevew -0i* 1NbEhit 23) 

Ias interviewed by 01 at his residence on January 12, 2000.  

'This night shift I had hours to 

"Iburn, and I just asked if I could leave early. This wasn't anythinsignificant as far as I was tired, 

fatigued or anything. This was I had hours, as I recall, because like I said I only remember this 

one instance EWI}N here I was actually sent home because I did not feel and Ron did 

not feel that Was alert enzou't6 be there" (Exhibit 23, pp. 14-15)...

To the best of his recollection,,as relieved because he wantedto go home early. -.7 c 

He had worked days of overtime and he wanted to have time off (Exhibit 23, p. 16).  

Interview of WOLLENSLEGEL (Exhibit 29) 

WOLLENSLEGEL was interviewed by 01 at-Cook on March 14,2000.  

Ont b WWOLLENSLEGEL served in the capacity of "C" Shift Supervisor to fulfill 

quarterly proficiency require ents. Prior to a recent review of shift logs, pursuant to Cook's 

internal investittion WOLLENSLE.GEL said that he did not '7 
remember tha n C... Iie"d.r"Ti'iTgto piece the events togeth____er the 

NOT FOR PU C DISCLOSURE TOUT APPROVAL OF 
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fact, WO SLEGEL assumes that HARRAH, his assistant at the time, told him that 

wwas not feeling well and was relieved. Temporary shift manager or not, 

LLENSLEGEL believes that if there was a problem with somebody sleeping on duty, he 2 C 

would have been told. WOLLENSLEGEL added that he has no firsthand knowledge, nor had 

anybody told him thatas asleep or inattentive in the cqntrol room (Exhibit 29, 

pp. 8-1 5 ).  

Interviews of HARRAH (Exhibits 18, 28, and 39) 

HARRAH was interviewed by 01 at his residence and at Cook on February 2, 17, and M4arch 14, 

2000.  

With respect t KHARRAH states that he was not aware o i0j 7 
relief, claiming"at he has "no'recollection whatsoever ofA16 being relieved or for what -.  

reason." As the assistant shift supervisor, there are a lot of'--iU"ties that go on in the control 

room that he is unaware of (Exhibit 28, p. 7).  

Interview of RIEGLE (Exhibit 27) 

RIEGLE was interviewed by 01 at his residence on March 14, 2000.  

RIEGLEI unit supervisor on the evening ofi resigned from 
Cook on .July31,1999. *or to OI's telhoging his March 1t4 00, interview, he C (

had no knof the e ation thaiin ad been relieved for sleeping on shift 

the morning o 1 r the resulting 01 investigation (Exhibit 27, pp. 4-6).  

After having heard an-explanation in detail of the allegation made againso--. ...W 
RIEGLE stated that he has "no recollection of why he was relieved" (Exhibit 27, pp. 4-6).  

Interview of BEHRENS (Exhibit 2 1) 

BEHRENS was interviewed by 01 at his residence on February 2, 2000.  

After reviewing a copy of the control room log fo E S recalled that he 

was working the 6:00 p.m. to 6:00 a.m. shift on Umt RIEGle. After 

he reviewed an entry that he made in the log 4.  
weasaid that he had never made an end a log like that before. He recalle 

was relieved because he had a problem se. Althoug'fhe never 

sa asleep, BEHRENS recalled that__pp eared tiWd and was 

w ng around trying to stay awake. He also remembered making a suggestion to 

NOT FOR PUJBhG..IS CLOSURE OUT APPROVAL OF 
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r arelief and th agreed with him. The fu udecision ' , 

to re'o••wiuld have been made by RIEGLE.  

BEHRENS has since learned tha has been taken off shift and will not stand 

" • [ed Rumors are that the reason for these actions were 

ated "un aldifhess." Although there are rumors throughout the plant " 

regardin falling asleep while on duty, he knows of no individual who has first 

hand knowledge to support such a rumor.  

Control Room Log Unit 1 oxhibit 6) 7.  

The log indicates that the following personnel were on duty and that there were three-licensed 

ROs assigned to the Unit 1 control room: 

Jeff TILLY Shift Supervisor, Units 1 and 2 

Sam PARTIN Assistant Shift Supervisor, Units 1 and 2 

Ron HARRAH Unit Supervisor, Unit 1 
APPL.D RO Unit 1

Tnt�rview o�Exhibit 23);

_8 as his first day back to work 
fowing a vacation. At about 7:30 p.m. or 8:00 p.m., he" egan to feel tired and was already up , 

.. hd Walking around. AL roximately 10:30 p.m. or 11:00 p.m., HARRAH told him that he 

looked tired. ~ ep edthat he felt tired. HJARRAH toldlibm that it would 

probably be in their best interest if he was not there, s _ eft (EM bit 23, 
pp: 10-11).  

injaid that this was the first time that he had ever been sent home, or felt like he 

was sent home, because he was not fit for duty. Itphysical standbooht,eredh 

because he knew something was (physically] wrong..  
. "ibit 23, p. 12).  

When asked if he just did not remember falling asleepp d "No. I have 

never actually been physically asleep that I know of while in the control room," adding that no 

one has ever woken him up (Exhibit 23, pp. 17-18).  
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Interview of PARTIN (Exhibit 30) 

Sam PARTIN, Assistant Shift Supervisor, was interviewed by 0I at Cook on March 14,2000.  

PARTIN stated that his recollection of the events oas that HARRAH had made a 

determination thatel V as too tired to continue to stand watch, and that after 

consultation with TILLY, HARRAH relievedl~lhlxhibit 30, p. 7).  

PARTIN said that he may have had a conversation with Timothy APPLEMAN, RO, in which 

they discussed the fact thahould have come to ared to work all night 

inste -7biffiniigh.-• OU there as no mention o t"Jfalling asolp, there 1c, 

was conversation aboutjolaving a very difficult time staying attentive (Exhibit 30, 

p. 9).  

PARTIN went on to say that he is not a ofent wher was sleeping 

[on duty], nor has anyone told him thatv: has fallen asleep (Exhibit0, pp. 10-11).  

When asked what made the evening of l o memorable, he responded that it is not very 

often they send somebody home (Exhibit lp.  

Interviews of TILLY (Exhibits 35 and 36) 

TILLY Was interviewed by 01 at Cook on February 17 and March 14, 2000.  

As shift supervisor o TILLY said th a' to leave due to 

apparent sleepiness, not being fully alert, not -- or at least we felt that we should have him 

relieved betiase there was a potential for him not being able to carry out his duties." TILLY said 

that he became aware of the situation after a-discHARRAH, and he then had a 

discussion witiIE i He added that ccondition, sleqiness, was out 

of the ordinary for him (Exhibit 5, pp. 8-9).  

Other than the conversation with HARRAH enILLY stated that no one 

has ever expressed a concern to him abotr awake while he 

was working, nor has any other RO ever told him that he saweping 
(Exhibit 35, p. 15).  

When asked to comment on the December 1999 memorandum (Exhibit 49) from licensee 

management addressing incidents of individuals sleeping at the plant while on duty, TILLY 

believed that it pertained to incidents of contractors slee ijig ological areas at the plant and 

did not have anything to do with eithe The topic of the letter and 
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the timing of the letter would be in accordance with an event that occurred in December 1999, 

not during the summer or November (Exhibit 35, pp. 35-37).  

Interviews of HARRAH (Exhibits 18, 28. and 39)

m mE ..jaad been relieved of duty for falling asleep in the control room on 

and whether this kind of a relief hadd a nned in the past to individuals other 

MIHRRAH answered thata -Ulleved for sleeping in 
Sft '-AR ecause he looked v 

hI that he had just returned from vacation and did not get enough 

ing to work. HARRAH volunteered that, other than the instances involving 

ie was not aware of any other individual who was relieved for thes.eKa~asons

I C.

HARRAH's observations oM it the whole shift, and that byji, did not 

to be in the control room. After receiving a simile 

the control the room, HARRAH informel l 

by a spare RO from Unit 2. Although, 
the issue was not open for debate (Exhibit 39, pp.

0 ýhe would not make 
believe thas. alert enough 

r from APPLEMAN, the second RO in ,,C 
Wtat he was going to have him relieved 

Wrotested mildly, HARRAH told him that

HARRAH does not recall whether he informed TILLY before or after he made the relief. He 

said he did not ask for TILLY's permission. He said that he made the decision, "that's my 

control room" (Exhibit 39, p. 10).  

added that at no point while he (HARRAH) was on duty did he ever see 

sleeping, hor did any RO ever. come to him and tell him that he saw

M ossleeping (Exhibit 39, pp. 18-19; and Exhibit 28, p. 11).  

Interview of APPLEMAN (Exhibit 19) 

APPLEMAN was interviewed by 01 at his residence on February 2, 2000.  

He recalls were workin da.  
their first of four midnights. During -e first half of the eveming, he recalled thaw 

told him that he had just retu from three onsecutive weeks off, causing APPLEMAN to 

respond "Oh, we feel for you." 4 dded that he'did not get much sleep prior to his 

shift as he had just driven back from southern Indiana.  
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Between 10:00 p.m. and 12:00 midnight, APPLEMAN noticed th s-rted to do C 

the "shuffle," walking irclesaround his desk, purposely staying on his feet so he would not drift 

off. He said tha••sIVas "definitely very tired that night." 

At approximately 12:00 midnight 0went behind a anel to take readings.  

HARRAH approached APPLEMAN and inquired abouLs m condition.  
APPLEMAN told H that he.,knew there was an extra RO workifig in the Unit 2 control 

room and he felt tha th ould be relieved. Whe•eeturned from C,.  

taking the reading, he objected to being relieved by L le ýBbut HARRAH said that he did 

not want to be put in a "position." HARRAH told at if he felt all rijbt, he 

could work in the plant " " g recently received by plant equipment op~ptors.  

APPLEMAN heard týhe nt to TILLY and told him that he did i•oi think he 

should have been relieved and that he was going to go home if he was not going to be allowed to 

work in the control room.

Based on his previous working experie ces APPLEMAN said th 

not recall that fatigue had affecte tei thepast, and the incident oi• 

seemed to be out of the ordinary.

In trying to explain the rumors at the plant 
APPLEMAN believed that they came abot

Interview of BEHRENS (Exhibit 21) 

BEHRENS recalls that o4ewas working the nldnight shift on Unit 2 when 
BAKER, who was assigned to Unit 2, wlac unit 1. "7 

BEHRENS's reaction was "There he\ioes again,g meaning'in relieved from 

duty.
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Control Room Log Unit 1 I~xhibit 7)• '"l C, 

The log indicates that the following personnel were on duty, and that there were three licensed 

ROs assigned to the Unit 1 control room: 

Jeff TILLY Shift Supervisor, Units 1 and 2 
Charles ARCHEY Assistant Shift Supervisor, Units 1 and 2 
Greg HENNING Unit Supervisor, Unit 1 

|MOMNROEROUnit 

C7.  

Interviews - NW , l-• t 23 and 24) 

Although ll l-as no recollection why he was relieved 

believe it was because he was tired or that it pertained to a fitness for duity issue (Exhibit 23, 
p. 20,:and Exhibit 24, p. 5) 

Interviews of TILLY (Exhibits 35 and 36) 

Not remembering exactly what happened o. IL IY said that not 

even scheduled to be on duty in the control r =tha-Tiay. TILLY stat"at 
had been work rocedure project and was called to cover for an RO who arrived later in 

the morning. s s quent relief had nothing to do with a fitness for duty issue 
(Exhibit 35, pp. 10-11).  

Although TILLY admits that an inattentive RO does not meet the expectations for safe and 

effective operation of a plant, and the failure to write an adverse CR was an overight, he 7( 
believes that the rate action was taken in havin r elieved. At the time of 
his relie ad not missed any duties or had any errors (Exhibit 35, pp. 21-25).  

Interview of ARCHEY (Exhibit 26) 

ARCHEY was interviewed by 01 at Cook on March 14, 2000.  

ARCHEY, who was normally assigned to "A" shift, was working overtime for 

"C" shift in the capacity of assistant shift supervisor. He was working in the WCC, not the 7 C.  

control room (Exhibit 26, p. 5).  
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Although he has no recollection of the particular night, he later learned from HARRAH that 
aad been sent home twice "because he just wasn't attentive, like I say, he was IC 

groggy,he •Isaving trouble, you know, functioning in the control room, so he said, hey, we 

relieved him, sent him home" (Exhibit 26, p. 9).  

ARCHEY has never heard anyone say tha e 11 asleep in the control room "1C 
(Exhibit 26, p. 11).  

Interview of HENNING (Exhibit 31) 

HENNING was interviewed by 01 at Cook on March 14, 2000.  

HENNING, who was working w ras no recollection 

leading to the circumstances for• i bibit 31, p. 7-8). 7., 

Interview of MONROE (Exhibit 20) 

MONROE was interviewed by 01 at his residence on February 2, 2000.  

MONROE, who was on duty wi n the control room, recalled that 
ilad been relievelecause "he h trouble staying awake," not for having fallen 

a"s eep. asked if he had observe 7 C, 
MONROE replied that "he could s that he did, and I could not say that he didn't." He 
added that if he had see ýleeping while on duty he would say so. He has no 
reason or desire to lie, nor is he afraid o retribution from licensee management, believing that 
licensee management would support the truth.  

Internal Investigation Conducted by AEP (Exhibit 47) 

AEP's investigation into the allegation th as asleep in the control room was 
conducted by Perry D. ROBINSON, Esq., Hokins and S'uter. The investigative report, which is 

dated April 27, 2000, was received and reviewed b OL report concluded that, although a 

few individuals observers behavior occurred after 7 C" 
dafter he had been taken off 

control room duties. The licensee's investigation did not deve op any information that 
Ever fell asleep in the control room (Exhibit 47, p. 15) 
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01 has interviewed two of the individuals who witnessedalling asleep in the " 

WCC, Mike HARRINGTON and Uoy4d,6L. . Their interviews confirm that they had 

witness1 Their transcripts are part of this report 

(Exhibts 1K pp. 5-8;and Exhibit 44, pp. 7-8).  

" Agent's Analysis 

01 interviewed every RO -ad supervisor workin wi n the 3 days in question.  

Not one individual has said that he had see;nepg on duty in the control 

Althou the ROs working with n the 3 in question all say that 
a reieved bcause he was tired, dIate su.nrvisors-on 

u-ty state th as relieved for bein tired o nite of the 

seemingly. c6n"dctory infoom on received fro n • or, and 

supervisors, 01 has been unable to develop any evidence that _ asleep in the 

control room; therefore, the theory of a coverup by management by failing tq properly report the 

incidents is moot.  

Conclusion 

01 has been unable to develop any evidence th as relieved for sleeping in the 

control room, and therefore, the allegation of a rate failure to report such incidents is 

unsubstantiated.  

Allegation 2: Deliberate Failure to Provide Accurate Information Regarding an RO' SM 

4MD an NRC License Amendment 

Evidence 

Review of Documentation 
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Conclusion 

01 has been unable to develop any evidence that licensee manaemen ro i inaccurate 

information to thdNRC concemingA •ila w 
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SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION 

The following information is being provided for the NRC staff's review: 

AEP's Corrective Action Program, PMI-7030, describes an "Adverse Condition of Event" as 

"anything that if left uncorrected could adversely impact safety, quality, or operability, or which 

does not meet individual (your) expectations for the-safe and effective operation of D.C. Cook 

Nuclear Power Plant."

All were obligated torh investigation develop 
have initiated a CR despitt
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