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SYNOPSIS

In January 1987, the NRC received an allegation relating to the Davis-Besse
Nuclear Power Station (Davis-Besse), specifically that on December 31, 1986,

ERRRRNCm violated the Fitness for Duty Program by accessing the site
in an a]coho] 1mpa1red condition and proceded to become a distraction to the
reactor operators and others in the contr01 room that evening.

On January 29, 1987, the Region III (RIII) Administrator requested that

Toledo Edison Company (TEDCo) investigate the allegation and submit their

findings to the NRC. On February 19, 1987, TEDCo complied with that request

with_a wﬁ»u,en report assuring the NRC that their investigation had exonerated -7¢C
8 e of any violation of their Fitness for Duty Pregram and

conc]uded that he was, in fact, not a distraction to anyone in the contrel

room that evening. Based upon the licensee's report, the NRC closed the

Davis-Besse allegatfon.

q1Cc

InHJul 4267, the NRC received new information alleging that the Davis-Besse 1
ENRRne Qe vas not only alcohol-impaired while at the site on New Year's
, but that he also directed reacter operator activities while in the

control room.

On October 1, 1987, the NRC Office of Investigations (0I) initiated an
investigation relating to an alleged violation of the Davis-Besse Fitness
For Duty Program. Although the NRC rules and regulations do not encompass
fitness for duty, the NRC Commission authorized the {nvestigation under the
NRC Fitness for Duty Policy Statement and 1ts suthority to assure that any
individual who has access to a nuclear power facility does not compromise
public health and safety as a result of that individual's incompetence or
impaired judgement.

This investigation hag de ped evidence indicating that on New Year's Eve

1986, the Davis-Besse [l |did access the site after having consumed
a quantity of alcohol, which in his opinion, was of an insufficient quantity
to cause him to question his fitness for duty. That OI finding partially. .
corroborated the TEDCo internal investigation finding of the S *g;f;;;;f
fitness for duty. This 0OI investigation, however, developed &V dence. in
part, contrary to the TEDCo finding that while onsite New Year's Eve 1986, the
R SRR did exhibit behavior which was distracting and disruptive to the

controTifoam personne1bh‘Thjs_investigation did not, however, corroborate the

velo

Because of the disparity between the TEDCo £
and the 01 finding relating to theEiREsiS et distracting behavior in the
control room, OI investigated further to de ermine whether TEDCo management
willfully misrepresented the facts relevant to that aspect of their report

to the NRC.

estigation report to the HRC ol
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: ai]ed to;thoroug11y nvest gd’
'e dfétract ng be av1or in the control room. Thebdal.

---~-Ja——a-og

. e‘control room which confirmed the allegation that thejpth

i imay have been, for a period of time, a distraction. Rather
" . pterviewing any of the other

®ichose to conclude in his

eight eye witnesses, th£4}§;f"":
letter to the HRC that the allega

During the course of the fitness for duty investigation at Davis-Besse, the
i Jequested that 01 concurrently investigate an allegation
iy .;_,:e ,?_M';ﬁis-Besse Nuclear Quality Assurance

both stated to 01 under ozth they Werenot avare of the requirement to Rave JC
the upper tier Nuclear Group p dure revised prior to the 1mp1ementat10n q‘
the station procedure. Thedy SV — g

Pomm Ma 9 07 N17 n



ACCOUNTABILITY

The following portions of this Report of Investigation (Case No. 3-87-017)
will not be included in the material placed in the PDR. They consist of
pages 3 through 32.

Case No. 3-87-017 3
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DETAILS OF INVESTIGATION

Purpose of Investigation

On October 1, 1987, the NRC Commission voted unanimously to have the
NRC Office of Investigations (OI) investigate alleged violations of the
Davis-Besse Nuclear Power Station (Davis-Besse) Fitness for Duty program.,
The substance of the allegations were that the Davis-Besse [ElipEZREHaE e
accessed that facility while intoxicated and directed control room operator
activities; and that the 1icensee provided false and misleading information

to the NRC. During this investjoation, an additional allegation was
investigated relating to the UM OERIRS
Kuclear Quality Assurance (Q program."'

Background

In January 1987, the NRC received an allegatjon relating to Davis-Besse, 7
specifically that on December 31, 1986, the INRUNNENIIE violated the Fitness
for Duty Program by accessing the site in an alcohol-impaired condition and
proceded to become a distraction to the reactor operators and others in the
control room that evening..

On January 29, 1987, the Region 1II Administrator requested that the Toledo

Edison Company (TEDCo) investigate the allegation and submit their findings

to the NRC. On February 19, 1987, TEDCo complied with that request with a “lc
yritten report assuring the NRC that thefr investigation had exonerated the
U any violation of their Fitness for Duty Program and concluded
1at1he was, in fact, not a distraction to anyone in the control room that
evening.

TEDCo Management and Supervision Guide to the Drug and Alcohol Policy dated
January 1, 1986, states at paragraph 5, in part, "Alcoholic beverages shouild
not be consumed between the beginning and ending times of the regularly
scheduled work day, during other work assignments or immediately prior to
reporting for work."” The Davis-Besse Fitness for Duty Procedure NG-IS-0004
effective December 31, 1986, states at paragraph 5.11.1, in part, "A11 company
and contract personne] shall be responsible for being fit for duty." At
paragraph 6.6.2, titled "Emergency Call Out," that procedure states, in
part, "If the individual is not fit for duty, this shall be related to their
supervisor, The individual shall remain at home until suitable to return to
work" (Exhibits 1 and 2). Based upon the 1icensee's report, the NRC closed
the Davis-Besse allegation.

the NRC received new information alleging that the Davis-Besse )
it S vas not only alcohol-impaired while at the site on New Year's !
Eve 1986, but that he also directed reactor operator activities while in the
control room.

'In,July 1987

On October 1, 1987, NRC:0I initiated an 1nvestigat1on relating to an alleged
violation of the Dav1s-Besse Fitness For Duty Program. Although the NRC rules

MFoar~ MA 2 NT AT -



and regulations do not encompass fitness for duty, the NRC Commission
authorized the investigation under the NRC Fitness for Duty Policy Statement
and its authority to assure that any individual who has access te a nuclear
power facility does not compromise public health and safety as a result of
that individual's incompetence or impaired judgement.

Chronology
Allegation 1:

: soicEe s Allegedly Intoxicated Onsite and A11eged1y
) rected ofitrol Room Reactor Operator Activities

% Teactor start- -up to place
meeting,

s S They discussed what work
needed to be comp]e ed -efore SYart P colild proceed. At that time, the-
reactor was critical and holding under 20% power. The schedule, however,
predicted turbine generator synchronization at approximately 6:30 p.m,
(Exhibit 3; Exhibit 7, pp. 5-7).

I S
o * AL
o 3 ,-.

ESasnEtiatl ¢
a of wine

Between 5:30 and 6 00 p m.§
T >

with dinner (EXI 1-

At approximately 6:30 p. m. , lff?7%lffféiﬁ;ﬁ;l;?i:7 o advise that a problem YLA
had surfaced relating to the"calibration o e nuclear instrumentation (NI).
Apparently, the instrumentation and control technician had failed to complete

a procedure which 1v-1v d up d ting the com-uter Drogram w1th new data for the
oz e ; 4w~\*xh__ g

- . 1,u = iaby Sein
. 4‘ » .4.‘:: R L

Eibit ', pp. 8-10).

"‘EIG
”\h

lﬂ“CL
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start up sC eu'le had s'l'lpped severa'
I cal brat n d 1£1

’ﬂ" his way %o 51te to up ] S
anticipated about a two hour schedule delay.. YEpwralso advised that
Admiral Joseph WILLIAMS, Senior \Hcw Presid g;_ﬁ_—. had, ca'l ed and was

!“v

lc
oo d

.;u- ...,-r,- R
“Eerteived tha 1Ci s

,50 indication

Between'§
During
s1te and that he ]5‘

onversation. 9 -,.,wg-*n— A
was &lsc on Nis way there. @
A e b TR O

Ko ._,g.',.a,A-,-_.a‘-,

y atthe site :ere COMpe L&l

S DI o

X ..--»5 T

alked about fitness

al attitude perspective 7,
than a]coho] 1m AT having not more than two drinks
AT RN (Exhibit 35 EXhibit 4, pp. 9-10; Exhibit 6,

pp. 5-6, 9- 10, and 13-15; Exhibit 7, pp. 15 and 37).

] . ; / According A [
T o g AT L TN .";dﬂ IR, SR R g i 7 o) P

s Le appeared t, a very angry and hos
in 8 ]oud angry, obscene manner

' ' B0 K01
URAL p'v'
C"f‘ o

PR YA Sl P IR
i 5-- R
ot H I . w4

- .. - mon asw an b e B



therefore enyune in the contro] room was able to observe %,. ; behavior:

10N of the

0 eref ah "EXp Yii
e = "_fﬁ—m :

i

area, whic k. characterized as distracting to the operators, he and
moved to an o fice adjoining the control room, though sti]l
he coptrol 2 d nued their loud conversat1on f

A ter approe'livmmutes of discussion In the con% .l

audibly opeh

_explanation and kept as] 1ng for ., .
hat @WRE! inability to comprehend the =" :
 who Was known as & au?:k stud‘ﬁof“

e e e

may have'been pacttally reietedfto”aicchottconsumpttp
and 26-31; Exhibit 7, pp. 21-28; Exhibit 9). ’1At ,

Exuet, were of the

R re entering the
control romn. B behavior as 1

distracting, disruptive. u:-rofessional, and unacceptable ln'a'contro]

el -Tlv.
Y 1 3 P Bt -’---~
Lo 14-_,-4.1..‘_;_\ R&ECh: "‘ LI

‘1stated that he ‘d1d not direct. or attempt to direct, their
B o RSB R AP iR 1ch would have impacted
the start-up process. They were concerned about,“,ﬁu« gbility to react
and perform in a safe and technically competent manner on that occasion
(Exhibit 7, pp. 29-35; Exhibit 9; Exhibit 11; Exhibit 12; Exhibit 14;

Exhibit 15; Exhibit 16 Exhibit 17)
At mid

\

ns “using the examp elnf their performing
ould be_-erformed in {:ra1le1 as

peri ence RNIRCC TR NSRS D10
,':,;Jneparted the site early
Safter the turbine generator wéS“§y¥nchronized (Exhibit 4, pp.

30-33’. and 40-42; Exhibit 7, pp. 26 and 31-32).

Allegation 2: Allegedly Providing False Information to NRC

i

% conversed with WILLIAMS and Paul SMART, President 7
of TEDCo, relating his chronology of the events which occurred on December 31,

1986, ..0n por about that date, WILLIAMS su-(yutedhto SMART that an 1nvest1_

Case No. 3-87-017 14



e

M RT accepted that “Ta
HELEXhibit 3;
4-8).

= : ,:‘. e

7-

In early January, -;fz'-"f" P
incident. "

1ntothe disc ,-_ _with oles
converse with eSSt e

o
\
-~
LY

' 1150 provided a
ritten statement for{EEkesie) kdid not perceive
as unfit for duty. hat statement stated that} k% for a period of
me; may have been a distraction to the 5_} ol room i operators. Rather than
questioning others in the control room, discontinued his 1nvestigation
(Exhgb1§)7. pp. 39-42; Exhibit 7A; Exhi
Pp. O- .

3 ;'._’..;-.‘_;_ K .' ,1...., o ‘h',‘-_' _‘.... ey '_';._"t,f A e R T »,. o ‘.‘.5_ Stated
that he did not see a need to 1nqu1re fur ther. o: personne1 the witneSsed
behavior to. make his d cision ord f1tnessw.,, mna]og‘lzed, 1
if thel IR TS R ---".-:::;'f&*=?"? R ORI the cleaning

lady wha colo the wa]l is?" nel, s'ion Was based on his .

A
(X3 H ,:. .

SEEE vas not a distraction. SSENENN
vere based on t 'Fe objective evidence avai ab'Ie. He believed that if someone
had evidence which contradicted his conclusion, that information would have
been brought to his attention. He did not, however, solicit additional
informatfon from any other eye witness (Exhibit 10, pp. 16-22).

\

iBigy'related to the N NRC, t i
0t surprised, since{mine o s s it Bpe s T o
couple of drinks, @so stated that it did not appear to h'lm

alcohol impaired. stated in response to a question about e
behavior in the confrol room, "well naturally it was distracting for &
of time...there obviously was a very difficult discussion going on, and it was
in the tone of voice that would attract the attention of most anyone"

(Exhibit 7, pp. 27-29).

thatat some p01 nt .A t1me that ev :

alcohol on% He wondered why §
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condition he was in and whether his
answered several questiops posed by §

Seiady Rt 2,&“-11, ..J“; s ?,g-‘a;‘;‘.ij“ ad
5 o e beg Qr. 2s 2adtsted and very o1 sruptive because. of his

Toud arguments with ¥k el He related that anytime fFOS% was
in the control room, the reictor operators were on edge; however, that
particular evening was unusually tence and disruptive (Exhibit 12).

MRS Sgitiee S GRS erieoet! that evening as angry, hostile, ’70’5
1nt1m1dat1ng. and his behavior as unpro essional and disruptive to the

control room environment. He related that lack of understanding

of the start-up delay was very uncharacteristic of his nopma).mental

quickness., W]ater detected the odor of alcohol on land at

that time concluded that his disruptive behavior and lack of

comprehension may have been related to alcohol consumption (Exhibit 9).

S T TR L e 74
related that DS _
@ Whendiue pteéd
im To shut up. he did not want to hear excuses. iAW
8 ess, irrational, and ready to fire someone therefore he
left the control room (Exh1bit 13).
N : Bonic - Mo S PR I AT TRRN T SHEEY .'.t-\-‘ 4
FOCHON ! |a s 'unnecessarﬂy d1srupt1ve He
remembered that for 2 period of time after,
I
; 3 EAriS .L.‘ s N ey 103, 55 10 “:;_:-'-, Sl "‘,"-‘-“"' A .: {,}j
as ver'y heate. sr'uptwe when argu1ng wi th -

P

3 (Exh1bit 15)

vpl'}"' Ty

tit Ve s....



i 4% suspected that(SENs 1c
had been drinking alcohol because of his speech and sical motion, ~d
although he did not detect the odor of alcchol on iy (Exhibit 17). '

Jpr JanuarQCQQ, 1987, . the NRCAT ded a letter to TEDCo asking them to
fnvestigate an allegation that Mg entered the Davis-Besse facility on

December 31, 1986, in violation of their Fitness For Duty Program, and that he
exhibited distracting behayior in the control rgom that evening. On
(February 19, 1987, SHELTON)responded to the NRCaith the following statement, 1¢
i c10sely, specifically concern1ngL§§;E;;ggf;wﬂsobr1ety

and general fitness Tor duty, both as he direc observed 1t and as others

might have perceived it. He was firm that{fiegm while visibly angered by
the events of the evening, discussed the technical issues with pertinent and

appear

logical comments or questions and whatever he had had to dri nQ
\ B! opined

oy &

to affect his judgement, comprehension or thought process. il
that for the first,ffw,mi"“t§§;that'¢¢¢ : .

expres sed ISR ERRN Ty T e
was loud to the ﬁoint that some operators m;g%t have
distracted, but he would not assian any sign

(Exhibits 18 and 19).

: }EEHELTON'S 1ett§£¥concluded, "the allegation that the jK

" shortly after drinking alcohol is substantiated. The a
behavior was a distraction is subjective and is not substantiated. Morgoyer,
the underlying 1ssue is one of fitness for duty and it 1s clear that|[{stenERs
vas in fact fully it for duty" (emphasis added) (Exhibit 19).

10

.On March 30, 1987, NRC closed their allegation file based upon the expectation
»lx:LJ:;i}w;;%g?{:;ngékf.-th:ilq NG (Exhibit 20).
A11eggtion 3: Alleged Fajlure to Comply With Nuclear Quality Assurance
rogram

On March 25, 1987, the Davis-Besse Technical Support Group began the required
periodic revision of Station Procedure AD 1805.00, Procedure Preparation and
Maintenance. That safety related procedure defines the process for the
preparation, review, and approval of all other station procedures. The
proposed revision 27 of AD 1B805.00 contained significant changes, particularly
one relating to the QA Director's responsibility and authority. Revision 27
proposed to remove the QA Director from the approval authority on all safety
related station procedures and replace that function with @ concurrence
authority on only those station procedures which were designated as requiring
QA review and concurrence. Revision 27 was circulated to Division and
Department Directors as required for their comments. ) _ A

~
3

A5E 10
Ut NG AD PERSONS
O0TE N T T OF
GO ROURCER)
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which stated that altering the QA Director's authority as revision 27
proposed, violated the upper tier Nuclear Group Procedure NG-AV-115,
Preparation and Control of Nuclear Group Division and Department Procedures.
QA, therefore, indicated that NG-AV-115 would require revision so that

AD 1805.00 revision 27 would not violate the QA program. The alternative was
not to alter the QA approval authority in vevision 27 (Exhibit 21; Exhibit 22;
Exﬁ:g}t 233 Exhibit 24, pp. 4-8; Exhibit 25, pp. 5-11; Exhibit 26, pp. 4-12;
Ex t 27).

Michael RODER, a Technical Support Engineer}miiiritistn danivis

preparation of revision 27, had known from the géption of

NG-AV-115 required revision prior to the implementation of the AD 1805.00
revision. He noted that fact on the Procedure Interface Worksheet (PIW)
attached to the revision package. RODER stated that was also aware of
the requirement, since §§¥& researched the Nuclear Group procedures as part of
his procedure development responsibility (Exhibit 28; Exhibit 29, pp. 4-8).

In mid-April 1987, Jack DILLICH, Technical Support Manager, recalled having
difficulty with_final resolution of the QA comments to AD 1805.00 revision 27. 7
He advised on several occasions that QA Director Loren RAMSETT had not
responded to the final draft of .revision 27. DILLICH asked the Station Review
Board (SRB) to address AD 1805.00 at their next meeting, where he felt a
resolution of the unresolved QA comments could be attained. SMITH, Assistant
Plant Manager and a permanent member of the SRB, advised DILLICH that the,
problem was above DILLICH's management level and that he (SMITH) andiiispuees
would have to find a way to deal with QA's reluctance to concur with
revision 27 (Exhibit 24, pp. 8-16).

On April 28, 1987, W™ asked RODER to change his entry on the PIW by deleting
the word "prior" and™inserting the word “"subsequent," thereby indicating that
" NG-AV-115 cou baﬁiﬁiiEEd after the implementation of AD 1805.00 revision 27

(emphasis added). % »eyplained that it was upper management's intention to
have revision 27 on the street and to revise the Nuclear Group procedure
later. RODER agreed to make the change, knowing that revision 27 was being
submitted to the SRB where he believed sgme,arrangement would be made to
implement the p]an” had described. P denied asking RODER to make any
change to the PIW (Exhibit 25A; Exhibit 28; Exhibit 29, pp. 13-16).

On April 28-29, 1987, the SRB met to address AD 1805.00 revision 27 and the
unresolved QA corments as required of all safety related procedure revisions.
The SRB was comprised of permanent members from various departments, including
a QA representative (Exhibit 30).

On May 8, 1987, the SRB met for the final time on AD 1805.00 revision 27 where
the remaining QA comments were resolved. The SRB recommended that NG-AV-115
be revised prior to the implementation of AU 1805.00 revision 27 and
documented that recommendation in the Procedure Development Form (PDF) comment
resolution section. The SRB Chairman, David BRIDEN, stated the SRB's

Case No. 3-87-017 18



that revision 27 would be delayed until NG-AV-115 could be revised. (& was
present at the SRB meetings and advised the SRB members that NG-AV-1I5 was
currently in the revision process. Although the SRB did recommend the
procedure for the Plant Manager's approval as evidenced by the Chairman's
signature on the PDF cover page, the SRB did not forward that procedure to the
Plaat Manager for his approval. According to BRIDEN, revision 27 was returned

recommendation on that comment was unanimous and that all members undersgood

t , who should have assured that NG-AV-115 was revised and then should
have resubmitted revision 27 to the SRB, or at a minimum, advised SRB that
MNG-AV-115 had been revised. Procedurally, revision 27 should then have gone
to QA for final review and approval prior to the Plant Manager's approval and
implementation (Exhibit 25, pp. 15-17; Exhibit 30; Exhibit 31; Exhibit 32,
PP. g %?) Exhibit 32A, pp. 6-10 and 21 Exhibit 33 pp. 7-12; Exhibit 34,

pp. 6-11j.

not signe-‘ ] iad hot officially concurred with the
proposed revision 27. The QA Director's signature was procedurally required
by NG-A¥-115. DILLICH stated that although he did review the PDF comments
with *present, his attention was not directed to the SRE's recommendation
to change NG-AV-115 prior to implementation of AD 1805.00 revision 27. He did
recall discussing the fact that training should precede the revision 27
implementation. DILLICH was uncomfortable about signing the procedure cover
sheet knowing that the QA Director's approval had not been received. He
Justified his action stating, "I thought we were in compliance. I also have a
procedure that says I'm supposed to get this thing revised once a year,

AD 1805. And 1t was well over the annual revision date. So yeah, I was stuck
between a rock and a hard spot and I made a conscious decision after two weeks
to sign 1t. Now I tried to go through SRB, I thought I had gone through SRB
1 thought they had agreed ‘yeah, we'll go ahead and approve this one.'"

stated that he did not recall the SRB recommendation thzt NG-AV-115 required
revision prior to e of AD 1805.00 revision 27E S g he therefore

did not advise 731;,“‘tfig;§’"’, of that recommendation. later stated to
the contrary, that he did recall the SRB recommendation regarding NG-AV-115
and agreed to delay the implepentation.of AD. 1805 revision 27. éé!ﬂ?denied

St TGO for their approval and stated

987, he had no further

that subsequent to the SRB meE 1né.on'@§:nsn

involvement with AD 1805 revision 27 until after 1t had been approved
(Exhibit 24A, pp. 8-25 and 30-50; Exhibit 25, pp. 16-19; Exhibit 25A;
Exhibit 35, pp. 8-12 and 20).

iy '\-s_p f_

s "-.."'rst;?i‘,i.ﬁ;':'l‘.‘f"f‘f;-. .~", . i
S N s #aie| He reviewed thie PDF couér
shee N no 1ng he RB ™ Chairn n 's signature and perceived that SRB had thereby
recommended approval.’ ‘,l*;; 4did not remember observing the absence of the QA
Director's signature on the PDF, but related that since revision 27 was

deleting the QA Director's approval from station procedures, he did not expect
QA concurrence heyond the SRB. %ﬁ%ggs also stated that he was unaware of the
SRB recommendation to delay the approval or implementation of AD 1805.00
revision 27 until NG-AV-115 was revised and that training should precede
implementation. He did know that NG-AV-115 was in the revision process and
;ha;vAg éBOS OOHrev1sion 27”conta1ned re-uirements that conf]icted}with

G 15, PRSI R D M T SN 2
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Sy SRR scaleiad He related that document control
personnel were responsible for aetenwr?ng whether a procedure required a
delayed implementation to satisfy the training requirements or some other SRB
recommended action (Exhibit 4, pp. 75-83; Exhibit 4A, pp. 6-25; Exhibit 25A;
Exhibit 35, pp. 8-12 and 20).

On May 14, 1987, the SRB Secretary, Carol ZIMMERMAN, found the approved

AD 1805.00 revision 27 on her desk. One of her responsibilities was to
process approved procedure revisions. She knew from her involvement in the
SRR meetings on AD 1805.00 that something 1rregular had occurred, since she
was unaware of NG-AV-115 having been revised, ZIMMERMAN questioned about
the AD 1805.00 approval_gpd was advised, Mhad ca]'led h1_m~u

;805.approved and asked | own.ﬁg“ i&, f?qit ok -

e YT i TSN b s SR TR ' -
' TIMMERMAR at the time was training Kevin GARN, Document Control

Clerk, on procedure processing. When GARN found out that an apparent

procedural deficiency had occurred, ZIMMERMAN recalled the followi{ng . .....-
conversation with him. GARN stated "I am going to go in and a54f*,§;,m.£:]if' [
he knows what he has done." ZIMMERMAN said, "oh, don't do that. 'F

what he did. I said, 'the fight is between him and Loren (RAMSETT), and

that's not your problem.' I said, 'you'll get in big trouble 1f you do that.

You are just new here, so just go back and process it 1ike I told you.' And

so he said, 'well, I don't like to, that's not right,' and I said, 'well, I

don't like to, either, 1ts not right, but that's not our problem. There's

nothing you can do about it'" (Exhibit 33, pp. 12-23).

ZIMMERMAN recalled that on May 14, 1987, document control gave AD 1805.00 back

to and she surmised that occurred because GARN was standing in front of

their office saying "this 1sn't right." She also suspected the procedure was
pulled back because the SRB had recommended a training period prior to....
implementation and she knew thatYAEeRESE IR 2 ST SRR T et o

denied having AD 1805.00 returned to him, but di-‘reca 1 Karen DUNN, Document
Control Supervisor, contacting him to ask whethe ision 27 shouid be

processed without the QA Director's signature. lystated that he as ond
surprised that revision 27 had been approved. He and DILLICH lNSETRRIRNNE:

o R "
to revision 27 implementatiop... advised that AD 1805.00 revision 27
was effective and directed K iscontinue his training effort because

training was unnecessary. ’gij.m: dered to immediately proceed with
efforts to get NG-AV-115 revised. state at while no official training
was ever céﬂéi cted, one informal session took place with several QA personnel

about the SRB recommendation to éoggijt ttaini d to revise NG- T

present. denied cancelling AD 1805.00 revisfon 27 training, stating
that formal~training did occur (Exhibit 4R, pp. 19-25; Exhibit 24A, pp. 38-42;
Exhibit 25, pp. 17-18, 37, and 44-47; Exhibit 25A; Exhibit 33, pp. 12-23).

Sidney GOLDSTEIN, Systems and Procedures Manager, explained that his
department was responsible for the revisions to all Nuclear Group procedures.
He was aware that NG-AV-115 was in the revision process to parallel the
revision to AD 1805.00 revision 27. He also understood that NG-AV-115 was to
be revised prior to AD 1805.00 revision 27. GOLDSTEIN related that AD 1805.00
revision 27 was halted on May 14, 1987, because his personnel in decument
control were not sure of the effective date. He stated, "we believed that the
effective date was_going to be later because of the 115 (NG-AV-115) situation.
It stopped becauseftuenmm P{;;had indicated to us the effective date was going

Case No. 3-87-017 20



to be later than 1t was. We stopped it and asked the question, 'hey,_gjyen
the 116 (NG-AV-115) situation, what is going on?' I don't know what i
did, but I know that Diane LEVERING, Systems and Procedures Supervisdr, W
told that that effective date stands” (Exhibit 36, pp. 29-30).

feress

On May 19, 1987, AD 1805.00 revision 27 was re- signed by ke
that document contro1 had improperly stamped the origina orma nly,"
therefore, a second cover sheet was required as a "Control Copy."

recalled the second cover sheet was signed for a different reason. He stated,
"I had requested some time for training prior to the procedure becoming
effective and so it was document control [that] held the procedure while we
were resolving {s this effective now, or is it effective subse- <

training, or what, and it was severgl days bef T
decide, or I got back in to talk to|ERESECNE
effective now, he just signed a new eet.” Also on that date,

Carl ESH, QA Auditor, became aware of the fact that AD 1805.00_revision 27 had
been 1ssued He recalled that while in a training session, ¥made a joke
of the fact that veyision 27 had been approved without 0A concurrence. ESH
was infuriated by lattitude and the fact thel@Eihad violated Nuclear
Group procedures. He briefed his immediate supervisor and the QA Director,
RAMSETT, recommending an {mmedizate stop work action. RAMSETT decided to take
a less drastic approach to the apparent quality program deficiency and
reinitiated comments to the new revision 27, citinj!iheiﬁxisting conflict

BEEE, who specu]ated “1c

between the NG-AV-115 and AD 1805.00 revision 27. ignored QA's efforts
to have revision 27 rescinded (Exhibit 4A, pp. 29-31; Exhibit 25, p. 37;
Exhibit 26, pp. 15-16; Exhibit 35, pp. 13- 19?

INVESTIGATOR'S KOTE: On June 25, 1987, 4 made a formal concern to the
Davis-Besse Ombudsman relating the quality program deficiency with
AD 1805.00 revision 27.

On June 26, 1987, RAMSETT fnitiated a Potential Condition Adverse to Quality
(P AQ)»No._B? 0322l“re1at1 g that contrary to the requirements of HG-AV-115,

AT e -' W {thout resolving all comments submitted

<
I rectnr s concurrence on the PDF (Exhibits 35, ‘

r."

_yQA '-' Tning Q
pp. 17-22; Exhibit 37).

On August 6, 1987, after several letters between QA and Technical Support

failed to resolve the PCAQ disposition, RAMSETT wrote a Management Corrective
Action Report to escalate the unresolved PCAQ to SHELTON. That document was 7C
never officially issued becauseﬁﬂiwa;" ad agreed to work with QA on a mutual
disposition to the PCAQ (Exhibit 35, pp. 17-22).

In August 1987, %was directed to assist the operations department with the
closure of PCAQ regarding the approval of AD 1805 revision 27. Apparently,
DILLICH who was origipally 1nv01ved with tha PCAD had. be i
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"QA Director's approval was withheld pending resolution of comments
(which were forwarded to the SRB for resolution). The SRB thoroughly
reviewed the procedure and QA's comments, and recommended approval with

?n %gpAsmengation subsequent to the correction of deficiencies {dentified
n NG-AV 115,

"The Plant Manager evaluated the recommendation and determined that
further delaying impTementation was detrimental to station operations
since the deficiencies were administrative in nature and posed no safety
hazard or quality concern. This action was taken only after ensuring
that immediate action was being taken to correct the deficiencies in
NG-AV-115" (emphasis added) (Exhibit 37).

to me after the fact, not before;t leect; was" ’é {SPB had approved with the
proviso that NG-115 would be revised to make it come in agreement with
AD 1805. But 1t wasn't relayed to me that that had to be done e.oee the

procedure was issued. At no time did anybody tell me that.” again
related, "{t's my understanding that the reason it got through the SRB review
was that 0A individuals that had problems, and the plant individuals that had
problems, which were my representatives, agreed for a change to NG-115 to
support what this new revision was doing. The problem was that the procedure
got issued when they had stipulated at the SRB that NG-115 would have to be
changed before AD 1805 could be issued. That's the piece of information that
didn't come into my desk when I signed it. That piece of rmation became
aware to me after the fact, when the PCAQ was generated." &a]so stated
that he agreed with the statement of fact regarding the SRB recommendation
documented in the first paragraph of the root cause section, but reiterated
his position that the only SRB recommendation of which he was aware on May 13,
1987, was the Chairman's signature on the PDF. He therefore denied knowledge
of any 5pec1f1c SRB recommendation not to approve or, 1m-1ement‘AD‘1805Mn&z‘r _

1mp1ementation be delayed until the NG-AV-115 revision occurred. HNINEEE
described procedure implementation &s @ sometimes lengthy process performed by
document control and not subject to his control (Exhibit 4, pp. 75-77
and 81-82; Exhibit 4A, pp. 31-49).

1§§2§.stated, “my recollection was that HG-115 would be revised and that, I
don't recall whether it was prior to the implementation...no, 1 don't remember
them_saying that thev_nereh-otn;\to”rev.ﬂ(rev1sion) {ripﬁ&r3a1ssuance.“iﬁi§§E

stated, "he knEW it needed to be changed but to my knowledge. there Was no
reason for him to believe that there was any commitment made to change it
prior to 1805 becoming effective. I personally did not tell him that it
ed to be, NG-115 needed to be revised before he put it inte effect.”
slater testimony_indicated that he did not disagree with the PCAQ
atement that he andywwere aware of the SRB recommendation to revise
NG-AV-115 prior te approving AD 1805.00 revision 27 on May 13, 1987, however,
'would not speculate about'ME3EAR understanding or 1nterpretation of the

2oz -5

Case No. 3-87-017 22



factual statements in the PCAQ root cause section (Exhibit 25, pp. 17-18,
30-31, and 44-45; Exhibit 25A).

On January 28, 1988, NRC forwarded to TEDCo the resuits of the inspection
relating to the implementation of AD 1805.00 revision 27. That report
documented two violations of 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, specifically Criterion V,
in that Davis-Besse Nuclear QA Manual and NG-AV-115 require QA Director's
approval of safety related station procedures, and Criterion 1V, failure to
promptly identify and correct the deficiency (Exhibit 37).

On February 18, 1988, the unresolved disposition of PCAQ No. 87-0322 was s

escalated to_the Vice President Nuclear, SHELTON, who resolved the differences
between and QA (Exhibit 38). : :

On February 25, 1988, Davis-Besse 1icensing department initiated & res e to
the NRC inspection findings. They circulated the draft response to ﬁand
RAMSETT for their review and approval. That letter stated, in part,

May 13, 1987, responsible station personnel signed the procedure cover sheet
based on the understanding that the SRB had resolved QA comments and forwarded
the procedure to the Informetion Management Department for administrative
processing. At the time, they were unaware that the revision to NG-AV-115 had
to be dmnle mplementing AD 1805 revision 27." On February 28,

"<

mented prior to i
e —

On February 29, 1988, that PCAQ was closed following the revision to
NG-AV-115. Also on February 29, 1988, SHELTON forwarded a letter to NRC
responding to the NRC inspection findings of January 28, 1988, acknowledging
the alleged violation of their quality program by the issuance of AD 1805.00
revision 27 (Exhibits 40 and 41).

Wil1fulness/Intent

Allegation 1: Plant Manager Allegedly Intoxicated Onsfite and Allegedly
Directed Control Room Reactor Operator Activities

’A . B M ;.A";.;;‘rlg-‘(.“.".. e ...:'_' : N ’){:,-
s n - S (Exhibit 6, pp. 5-6 and 9-10).
wexhibited distracting and disruptive behavior in the control room on

ecem

ber 31, 1986 (Exhibit 7, pp. 21-28; Exhibit 9; Exhibit 12; Exhibit 13;
Exhibit 14; Exhibit 15; Exhibit 16; Exhibit 17).

------

did not direct or attempt ‘to direct control room reactor operator
activities (Exhibit 7, pp. 29-35; Exhibit 9; Exhibit 12; Exhibit 13;
Exhibit 14; Exhibit 15; Exhibit 16; Exhibit 17).
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Allegation zé Allegedly Providing False Information to NRC

ho had only sRoken to -
] m-fmt

S i Rttty 2 o
R IY SR
=R s K i o g

[T Fo ) _- j @may have been a distraction.
He alsc received a written statement supporting that fact (Exhibit 7,
pp. 39-42; Exhibit 7A; Exhibit 10, pp. 8-12). -

When interviewed by 01, KEEuECRalmRig
(Exhibit 7, pp. 27 and Z8).

percepffon of whatﬁconst:tuwedﬂh1etract‘n§'be avior. concluding that since he
would not have been distracted, the control room personnel were not distracted
(Exhibit 10, pp. 16-22).

Allegation 3: Alleged Failure to Comply with Nuclear Quality Assurance
Progt%i

G (ney of the conflict between NG-AV-115 and the proposed al

R, i

AD—1B05. 00 révision—27—(Exhibit-4A;—pp—6-T—and—35-36;—Exhibi t—£5;pps—12;

17-18, and 44-45).

W asked RODER. to change the PIW to indicate that NG-AV-115 cculd be revised
su sequen§ to the revisifon of AD 1805.00 revision 27 (Exhibit 28; Exhibit 29,
pp. 13-16

DILLICH advised ‘that QA was.reluctant to concur with the final draft of
AD 1805.00 revision 27, puttin ‘on notice that the QA Director had not
s1gned off on the PDF (Exhibit 24, pp. 6-16).

wites' was present at the SRB meeting where the recommendation was,
revise NG-AV-115 prior to implementing AD 1805.00 revision 27. §
responsibilify following the SRB was to verify that NG-AV 115

P
. pp. 15-17; Exhibit 30; Exhibit 31; Exhibit 32, pp. 7-19;
Exhibit 33, pp. 7- 12)

ect he QA lirector's approva1. since re 1sion 27
Lﬂ_'ffff":fg* deny knowledge of the SRB recommenda-
tion regarding NG-AV-115. WaMater contradicted his statement by relating
that he not only had knowledge of the SRB recommendation, but agreed to revise
HG-AV-115 before AD 1805.00 revision 27 (Exhibit 22; Exhibit 30; Exhibit 4,

pp. 75-83; Exhibit 4A, pp. 11-18; Exhibit 25, pp. 16-19; Exhibit 25A).

ZINHERMAN recelled &6 explatning that gl ca; _

-directed him to bring AD 1805.00 revision 27 (iRt T ,a;Jz{
denied band carrying AD 1805.00 revision 27 to and to P
(Exh1b1t 24A, pp. 16-22; Exhibit 25A; Exhibit 33, pp. 12-23).
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TILL Joked about AD 1805.00 revision 27 being issued without QA concurrence
(Exhibit 26, pp. 15- 16)

— g 3 . - ., L FE v 3
It "" s'n,v-;- TR O et s J.C‘ A 1gea) v
R T P R AT

SRB recomme da on
bt ~'.t«.‘:"-{“' v BRErY

€y WEre unaﬁé?e of the SRB recommendéiiongtbx}evise NG-AV-115

prior to fmplementing AD 1805.00 revision 27 (Exhibit 4, pp. 75-77 and 81-82;
Exgigit 4A) pp. 37-50; Exhibit 25, pp. 17-18, 30-31, and 44-45; Exhibit 25A;
Exhibit 37

ﬁjfiéﬁzaj.contrary'toﬁhiﬁsstatementi{ﬁ'the PCAQ}pthat’he“was.unawére“of~“;’
the SRB recommendation regarding the required revision to NG-AV-115 prior to
implementing AD 1805.00 revisfon 27 (Exhibit 4A pp. 56-60; -Exhibit 39).

Agent's Conclusions

PR Allegedly Intoxicated Onsite and Allegedly
Control Room Reactor Operator Activities

The TEDCo_Management-and—Superviston-Guide—to-Drud—eand—AtcoholPoticy states;—

in part, “Alcoholic beverages should not be copsumed,..immediately prior to
reporting for work.” Contrary to that policy, Fiiipildet | in fact, consume ¢
alcohol immediately prior to accessing the Dav s-Besse Tacility on

December 31, 1986.

The Davis-Besse Fitness for Duty Procedure states, in part, "All
company...personnel shall be responsible for being fit for duty." That
procedure leaves the determination of fitness to the individual, ﬁgi may have -

0

consumed & substance which would affect one's fitness for duty. 'did not
perceive himself as unfit, i.e., alcohol impaired, nor didAtEE g viduals who

interacted with him -,wthe evening nf December 31, 1986. 1as perceived
by the Davis-Besse [&;73;¢5214:~4?§5‘“v Emunfit for duty based upon his e | 5

behavior, which was"

HRC:0I has concluded that while on the evening of December 31, 1986, éﬁ%ﬂiﬂ
exhibited distracting and disruptive behavior in the Davis- Besse control room,
the allegation of his intoxication could not be substantiated.

NRC:01 has also concluded that@iﬂdid not direct or attempt to direct
control room reactor operator activities on the evening of December 31, 1986.

R4

Allegation 2: Allegedly Providing False Information to NRC

1o

pursue the matter further.
Eifand withheld that fact
anner. to leave the
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Allegation 3: Alleged Failure to Comply With Nuclear Quality Assurance

Program
On September 2, 1987, EEASEIEAE LSBT the
deficiency 1de ntj ie ed, Q‘;fnPCJ%"H,'ik';J: th 1m- nientatioh of AD 1805,00
revision 27, sk oitaiis, '$§4 JE T fﬁ I iiknew that NG-AV-115

eibhihy

NRC:01 has concluded tha-¢§;ﬁ;3f23§;;;3i4v101ated 10 CFR 50, Appendix B,
Criterion V, and the Davis-Besse nuclear QA program by knowing1y and willf
ng AD 1805 00 revision 27 without first revising NG-AV-115. UG,

 qurees

Ny
L5555 150 knowingly and willfully made false statements to the NRC 1n¢sworn

On February 28, 1988, fﬁ aﬁzconcurred in a letter to the NRC in response to
the inspectiop findings relating to AD 1805.00 revision 27. That letter
related that was unaware of the SRB recommendation that NG-AV-115

red revision prior to the implementation of AD 1805.00 revision 27.

_ﬁ5i#'flmiagreement with the factual content of that letter constitutes a
wil1fuTl material false statement to the NRC.
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SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION

The following employees were interviewed by NRC:0I during this investigation.
These Reports of Interview were not used as part of this Report of
Investigation.

Loren RAMSETT (Exhibit 42)
Jennifer SCOTT-WASLIK (Exhibit 43)
Linda ENGLAND (Exhibit 44)
John MOYERS (Exhibit 45)
James BUCK (Exhibit 46)
Gary GRIMES (Exhibit 47)
Frances PITZEN (Exhibit 48)
Neil AMMONS (Exhibit 49)
Bruce BILGER (Exhibit 50
Arthur LEWIS (Exhibit 51
Lynn RICHTER (Exhibit 52
Ronald VARLEY (Exhibit 53)
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LIST OF EXHIBITS

Exhibit
No. Description
1 TEDCo Management and Supervision Guide to the Drug and Alcohol
Policy dated January 1, 1986.
Z Davis-Besse Fitness for Duty Procedure NG-I15-0004 effective
January 2, 1987.
3 Peport_ofrlntervjew_wit
]
5
_6 Testimony of Stephen SMITH dated February 3, 1988
A. Report of Interview with Stephen SMITH dated March 2
&and 8, 1988.
7
8
9
10
11
12 Report of Intervigﬁpgjth
13 ,‘of Interyjew\w1t&; i

by - _'i_._:A_:&l‘

! SC._L‘JE 16
N FERIUHS
NI OF
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Exhibit

No. Descripticn

14

15

16

17

18 NRC Tletter to TEDCo dated January‘29 1987.

19 TEDCo letter to NRC dated February 19, 1987.

20 NRC closure of Davis-Besse Fitness for Duty Allegation dated
March 30, 1987.

21 Station Procedure AD 1805.00 revision 26 dated April 7, 1986.

22 Sta;1on Procedure AD 1805.00 revision 27 dated May 13 and 19,
1987.

23 ?ggéear Group Procedure NG-AV-115 revision 1 dated October 31,

24 Testimony of Jack C. DILLICH dated March 3, 1988.
A. Testimony of Jack DILLICH dated April 14, 1988.

25 R ———

26

27.

28 Pm ED 7591, page 4 of 57 to PDF.

29 Testimony of Michael J. RODER dated March 10, 1988.

iSELOSE TO
.!-kD F'“‘ NS
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Exhibit

No.

30
31
32

Description
Minutes of the SRB dated April 28-29 and May 8, 1987.

PDF ED 7635 dated March 25, 1987, with QA comments.
Testimony of David BRIDEN dated March 3, 19E€8.

A. Testimony of David BRIDEN dated April 15, 1988.
Testimony of Carol ZIMMERMAN dated March 9, 1988.
Testimony of Charles DAFT dated March 4, 1988.
Testimony of Loren RAMSETT dated March 10, 1988.
Testimony of Sidnéy P. GOLDSTEIN dated March 10, 1988,
NRC Inspection Report No. 50-346/88004(DRP}.

PCAQ No. 87-0322 dated June 26, 1987.

42
43

44

45
46
47
48

49
50
51

Davis=Besse Form ED 7159-3 NRC Letters - Review and Approval
Report No. 1-782.

TEDCo letter to NRC dated February 29, 1988.

Nuclear Group Procedure NG-IM-115 revision O dated February 6,
1988.

Report of Interview with Loren RAMSETT dated January 13, 1988.

Report of Interview with Jénnifer SCOTT-WASLIK dated October 26
and November 19, 1987.

Report of Interview with Linda ENGLAND dated October 26 and
November 11, 1987,

Report of Interview with John MOYERS dated December 10, 1987.
Report of Interview with James BUCK dated December 10, 1987.
Report of Interview with Gary GRIMES dated November 11, 1987.

Report of Interview with Frances PITZEN dated November 18,
1987.

Report of Interview with Neil AMMONS dated December 9, 1987.
Report of Interview with Bruce BILGER dated December 9, 1987.
Peport of Interview with Arthur LEWIS dated October 20, 1987.
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Exhibit

No. Description
52 Report of Interview with Lynn RICHTER dated October 28, 1987.
53 Report of Interview with Ronald VARLEY dated February 17, 1988.
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