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SYNOPSIS

In January 1987, the NRC received an allegation relating to the Davis-Besse " c
Nuclear Power Station (Davis-Besse), specifically that on December 31, 1986,
the 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 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 wr en report assuring the NRC that their investigation had exonerated -iC
th of any violation of their Fitness for Duty Program and
concluded that he was, in fact, not a distraction to anyone in the control
room that evening. Based upon the licensee's report, the NRC closed the
Davis-Besse allegation.

In Jul 87 the NRC received new information alleging that the Davis-Besse
was not only alcohol-impaired while at the site on New Year's 1c

Eve 198, but that he also directed reactor operator activities while in the
control room.

On October 1, 1987, the NRC Office of Investigations (01) 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 investigation under the
NRC Fitness for Duty Policy Statement and its authority 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 ha d veloped ev dence indicating that on New Year's Eve
1986, the Davis-Besse did access the site after having consumed
a quantity of alcohol, whic in his opinion, was of an Insufficient quantity
to cause him to question his fitness for duty. That OI find ar I , -n c
corroborated the TEDCo internal investigation finding of the /IC
fitness for duty. This OI investigation, however, developed evidence, in

t. contrar to the TEDCo finding that while onsite New Year's Eve 1986, the
did exhibit behavior which was distracting and disruptive to the

control room personnel This investigation did not, however, corroborate the
allegation that th directed reactor operator activities on the
evening in question.

Because of the disparity between the TEDCq tjgation report to the NRC
and the 01 finding relating to the .'distracting behavior in the
control room, 01 investigated furtir to eterm ne whether TEDCo management
willfully misrepresented the facts relevant to that aspect of their report
to the NRC.

Case No. 3-87-017 1



-AP oeed evd .~1 ndicatlnq that the Day s- s

~ ~ il II~jIe-d to thoro ~S ves g e
zaar ng e stracting avir in the control room. The

received a written statement from an eye witnesstoh
t.si n e control room which confirmed the allegation that the

may have been, for a period of time, a distraction. Rather ia

a emp Ing to corroboral riewing any of the other
eig t eye witnesses, - to conclude in his
letter to the NRC that tfe allgg~-a-sbetv and unsubstantiated.

During the course of the fitness for duty investigation at Davis-Besse, the
RIII Admi t uested that 01 concurrently investigate an allegation
that the i 1s-Besse Nuclear Quality Assurance
Program 1SYsafety related station procedure which
conflicted requireint of an upper tier Nuclear Group procedure.

h I i~atin developed evidence indicatin the Davis-Bessifht IWViI e_

both stated to 0! En-Ter oantn w r aware of the requi rement tofaVe
the upper tier Nuclear Group Egdure revised lor to the implementati
t procedure. The -

- which stated th e was unarothat requirmen. ContrarY D
q n ^^ _4p iltS_ _

I4. En
19Y
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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 (01) Investigate alleged violations of the
Davis-Besse Nuclear Power Station (Davis-Besse) Fitness for .ut.ro m.
The substance of the allegations were that the Davis-Besse
accessed that facility while intoxicated and directed control room operator
activities; and that the licensee provided false and misleading information
to the NRC. During this inv iatloi-n additional allegation was
investigated relating to the failure to comply with the
Nuclear Quality Assurance (Q progra.

Background

In January 1987, the NRC received an allegatio relati to Davis-Besse, 7C
specifically that on December 31, 1986, the violated the Fitness
for Duty Program by accessing the site in an alcoho -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 III 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
I t o~rt assuring the NRC that their investigation had exonerated the

f any violation of their Fitness for Duty Program and concluded
at he 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 should
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, "All company
and contract personnel 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 licensee's report, the NRC closed
the Davis-Besse allegation.

In JulY 198L the NRC received new information alleging that the Davis-Besse
was not only alcohol-impaired while at the site on New Year's

Eve 1986, u that he also directed reactor operator activities while in the
control room.

On October 1, 1987, NRC:OI initiated an investigation relating to an alleged
violation of the Davis-Besse Fitness For Duty Program. Although the NRC rules

r- kn ir n n. ^. .



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 to 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: Allegedly Intoxicated Onsite and Allegedly
rected Cotol Room Reactor Operator Activities

On December 31, 1986, at appro .
_ . I- - I _ -- - - 1 _ _ _ ,

daTy'schedule, which
navis-Resss in the nni

flector start-up to place
the dav. Followina the meel

~ 0

K1i~

IR.9i, t
J'-J LLII'J &IL& b.^~Il IWI I l V U L.I I IELI It % 119 V.

r 1gr~.Es,.rgp~., --

At- approx1mateleyAflftAju E MIMNIi

i They discussed what work
neeffed to'be complefed'efore s art- co 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).

Betwthn 50nd6 .M .his.- ~sn- E iqol wiie`~

1 C

At approximately 6:30 p.m., o advise that a problem
had surfaced relating to the allbration of tEe nuclear instrumentation (NI).
Apparently, the instrumentation and control technician had failed to complete
a procedure which v lV d Mtng the co utey rograr with new data for the
NI calibration. <11

21
. _ _sc = u_ z . . , J J __. .__ | __ i _ _ . ! .. ,. .

i tXn1 DI -C _J;
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t 7, pp. 11-17; Exhibit 8, p. 7).

'it 6, pp. 4-5; Exhibit 8, pp. 7-14).

1
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-7 cf
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1
-I E - He bSel'_MTe4i had to go to the

te' oSMITH and a ed about fitness
r duty Teor& eparte r g more rom a in al attitude perspective
an alcohol 1w nt. SMITH recalled having not more than two drinks

(Exhibit 3; lilbit 4, pp. 9-10; Exhibit 6,
. 5-6, 9-10, and 13-15; Exibit 7, pp. 15 and 37).

Davis-Besse site. According i -

fffV91 MEN n d ,
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therefore, anyone in the control room was able to observe behavior.

Atr approximately five minutes of discussion in the con
area, whic characterized as distracting to the operators, he-and
moved to an office adjoining the control room, though sti 1a d bly ope o

Eexplan ed the situation several times to who
to. 2 surprise, wa s. comprehendin t ex lanatlon and kept asking for
a s i mpler eplanation. state hat inability to comprehend the D -

situation was uncharacter stic o who was known as a uick stud of
techn kcal matters. It was not until ater that ev ji that q op

omprehension pro en
may have been partially related to alcohol consumptio Exhibit 4, pp. 10
and 26-31; Exhibit 7, pp. 21-28; Exhibit 9).

were of the
opinionthat .had been consuming a coo shortlyber nering the
control room. Several of those individuals also defined behavior as
distracti 1~te jrfsion and unacceptable Ycontrol
seSUn.

±stated that he id n ot direct, or attempt to direct, their
1 ich would have impacted

hestart-up proc~ess. They were concerned abulg~ A bility 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).

Atmi

e s n ws tentative n their atf usnghe examp e of rhei penmnslrc n s, tsn heir performing
s ,e=-edures singularly when they could b_ performed in rallel asW

He also believed his ex r nc0
.,of confidence to the shift. eparted e siteear y on
'after the turbine generator w hchronized (Exhibit 4, pp. 1-1',
and 40-42; Exhibit 7, pp. 26 and 31-32).

Allegation 2: Allegedly Providing False Information to NRC

On January 2, 1987, conversed with WILLIAMS and Paul SMART, President 'S-t

of TEDCo, relating h s hronology of the events which occurred on December 31,
19 ..- .Pr about that date, WILLIAMS suWgted to SMART that an investigation
o fitness for duty be conducted :

IT I31L(0 7L

C 0 '111 , I
crj" 1!.;- i�-
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Ad 2>.-4 :i6tr:crx:xbio

RTaccepted that 7
sugges~~~tinaddrceExhibit 3;

In early January, nd WILLIAMS discussed the fitness for duty
incident. WILLIA a vied that he did rot consider unfit based solely
uon the Nr= 1 -:_

K2; ILL so stated that r duty not enter
into the disc that evni . next ste was to.
converse with-
to the control room eve t f December 1 1986. lso provided a
pt gttn statement for which indicated tha d not perceive

as unfit for duty. hat statement stated th for a period of
'tTme" may have been a distraction to the .n o room operators. Rather than
questioning others in the control room, ldiscontinued his investigation
(Exhibit 7, pp. 39-42; Exhibit 7A; Exhi it 8, pp. 15-18; Exhibit 10,
pp. 8-12).

basd as rs0o i, WILL 5'er t f fitness
r b i ! ~stated

,tgylJn d not see a need to inquire fuLOrEf, personnelj $ Se§sed

_Y_
tanalogized, .-
the cleaning

lady wh color the wall is?" :secon o usion was based on his
own pe c t o f how he would ave reacted t behavior in the control
room. tated that he personally ot ave been distracted,
theref re, was not a distraction. stated that his conclusions ;'
were based on The objective evidence avai able. 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
information from any other eye witness (Exhibit 10, pp. 16-22).

related to the that he did smell alcohol f l a h, but was
WITsurprised, since advised him that he was
couple of drinks. so stated that it did not appear to him
alcohol impaired. Wstated in response to a question about
behavior in the contro room, "well naturally it was distracting r eriod
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).

NRC:0I interviewed them1L.-. j 9  who witnessed 'behavior
on the evening in ques lObn and obtained thePs1lowing comme -

2stated '
that at some point in time that ev n he could detect the o f
alcohol on He wondered why in the

11Y DSot' (-. TC. 0
UD K, kD U-, TO

C ;. , B

+ntrF !,',i .t¢><;
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condition he was in and whether his u nt was affected.
answered several ques g. osed by - but primarily tr stay
awa him becau ensive. H h, !ht
the1

We iance gate (Exhibit 11).

* e r * ed and very dsruptive becau m h s
umentswthHe related tha anyte

in the control room, the reactor operators were on edge; however, that
particular evening was unusually tense and disruptive (Exhibit 12).

that evening as angry, hostile, "70
intimidating, and his behavior as unpro essq l1 nd disruptive to the
control room environment. He related that I lack of understanding
of the star -up delay was very uncharacterfi cof his no al ental
quickness. later detected the odor of alcohol on and at
that time colnc Mued that his disruptive behavior and lack of
comprehension may have been related to alcohol consumption (Exhibit 9).

r>gte d t at c s erved "{cemn cnte alg
Whe .attemp explain the start-up d y,

lim o shut up, hedid not want to hear excuses. _ asse sed
a ~ ess, irrational, and ready to fire someone, therefore, he

_. left the control room (Exhibit 13).

Het WVas unnecessarily d Is ru pt i ve uci ~j an ar'g#-6'2mAreny ~e.H
rermenbered that for a period of time f ~

e also detected the odor of alcohol o (Exhibit 14). ^' <-

53ffi~l a very uate , loud, and d sruptive when arguing wi ER

ehavior as disruptive, distractinganc ou
(Ex it 16).

~~ 1 j. -- 'I

DUld not have been in the control room because
elf control and showed irra

Do [., mA

- *; V' "l



-tib : . __v

ld not have to e ted
tha ehavior an would have ejected him. suspected that
had been drinking alcohol because of his speech and sical motion,
although he did not detect the odor of alcohol on (Exhibit 17).

tOn January 29, 1987,.the NRC f d d a letter to TEDCo asking them to
Investigate an allegation iat lw entered the Davis-Besse facflity on
December 31, 1986, in violation of their Fitness For Duty Program, and that he
xhlbited distracting behayior in the control rwom that evening. On
February 19, 1987, SHE _responded to the NJ M ith the Jollhw statement, c

closely, specifically concerning iety
and general fitness oduty, both as he d recyk.erve i an as others
might have perceived It. He was firm that w| while visibly angered by
the events of the evening, discussed the tehica issues with pertinent and
logical comments or questions and whatever he had had to dri appear
to affect his judgement, comprehens d u k gght process. opined
that for the first few minutes thatc as in th
expressed
was loud to the point that some operators m fht have be n omen rily
distracted, but e would not assign any significance to it' (emphasis added)
(Exhibits 18 and 19).

AZ HELTON's lette concluded, "the allegation that the was on site
shortly after :rinking alcohol is substantiated. Th le at on t at his
behavior was a distraction is subjective and is not substantiated. Mo r
the underlying issue is one of fitness for duty and it is clear that
was in fact fully fit for duty" (emphasis added) (Exhibit 19).

On March 987, NRC closed their allegation file based upon the expectation
that t h e f'N i, - (Exhibit 20).4

Allegation 3: Alleged Failure to Comply With Nuclear Quality Assurance
Program

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 1805.00 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 a 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. !QA submitted numerous
commen-ts.,i

gUI. was n1uL reuuveu,
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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 revision 27 (Exhibit 21; Exhibit 22;
Exhibit 23; Exhibit 24, pp. 4-8; Exhibit 25, pp. 5-11; Exhibit 26, pp. 4-12;
Exhibit 27).

Michael RODER, a Technical Support EngineerI n the
preparation of revision 27, had known from revision that
NG-AV-115 required revision prior to the implementation of the AD 1805.00
revision. He noted that fact on the Procedure Interf orksheet (PIW)
attached to the revislo ackage. 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 Ith inal resolution of the QA comments to AD 1805.00 revision 27. -
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 e
problem was above DILLICH's management level and that he (SMITH) an 7
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, asked RODER to change his entry on the PIW by deleting
the word "p lrio a inserting the word "subsequent,' thereby indicating that
NG-AY-115 could be «gj.sed after the implementation of AD 1805.00 revision 27
(emphasis added). AJ , explained 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 s arrangement would be made to
implement the plan had described. denied asking RODER to make any
change to the PIW (Exhibit 25A; Exhibit 8; Exhibit 29, pp. 13-16).

On April 28-29, 1987, the SRB met to address AD 1805.00 revision 27 and the
unresolved QA comments 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 AD 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



recommendation on that comment was unanimous and that all members understod
that revision 27 would be delayed until NG-AV-115 could be revised. W was
present at the SRB meetings and advised the SRB members that NG-AV- rhwas
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
Platt Manager for his approval. According to BRIDEN, revision 27 was returned
t , who should have assured that NG-AV-115 was revised and then should
haveresubmitted revision 27 to the SRB, or at a minimum, advised SRB that
fIG-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. 7-19; Exhibit 32A, pp. 6-10 and 21; Exhibit 33, pp. 7-12; Exhibit 34,
pp. 6-11).

On May 13revision 27 to DILLICH for his
signature At that time, the QA Director had
not signe ot officially concurred with the
proposed revision 27. The QA Director's signature was procedurally required
by NG!: --115. DILLICH stated that although he did review the PDF comments
with present, his attention was not directed to the SRB's recommendation
to cha G-AV-115 prior to implementation of AD 1805.00 revision 27. He did
recall discussing the fact that training should precede the revision 27
implem n atlon. 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 it 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 it. Now I tried to go through SRB, I thought I had gone through fB,...
I thought they had agreed 'yeah, we'll go ahead and approve this one.'" W*3
stated that he did not recall the SRB recommendation that NG-AV-115 required
revision prior p1 of AD 1805.00 revision 27 n he therefore
did not advise of that recommendation. later stated to
the contrary, t at he dfd recall the SRB recommendation re ardin N6G-AV-115
and agreed to delay the impl e tt .. f A 805 revision 7 ; denied
hand carrying revision 27 to * for their approve and stated
that subsequent to the SRB mee ing on a g 8,987, he had no further
involvement with AD 1805 revision 27 until after it 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).

n May 1987? cover

shee , no' flng he 3 Cn's signature and perceived that SRB had thereby
recommended approval. did not remember observing the absence of the QA
Director's signature on DE, but related that since revision 27 was
deleting the QA Director's appr Y.al from station procedures, he did not expect
QA concurrence beyond the SRB. l 2also 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
that AD 1805 00 revision 27 contained requirements that conflicted with
NG-AV-115.

Case No. 3-87-017 19
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- He related that document control
personnel were responsible for de e n 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
SRB meetings on AD 1805.00 that something irregular had occurred, s Le she
was unaware of NG-AY-115 having been revis d ZIMMERMAN questioned about
the AD 1805.00 approva L ..dwas advised . had called hmp Nwated

A&QWW&'=oQissue AD 180"5.O
ev sion 7. R athe 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 follow n
conversation with him. GARN stated, "I am going to go in and as if 17
he knows what he has done." ZIMMERMAN said, "oh, don't do that. e nows
what he did. I said, 'the fight is between him and Loren (RPA1SETT), and
that's not your problem.' I said, 'you'll get in big trouble if you do that.
You are Just new here, so just go back and process it like 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, its not right, but that's not our problem. There's
nothing you can do about it"' (Exhibit 33, pp. 12-23).

ZIMME N 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
the office saying "this isn't right." She also suspected the procedure was
pulled back because the SRB had r c erd.nd aetrain
implementation and she knew tha t n eidpor
denied having AD 1805.00 returne a him, but di reca 1 Karen PUF N, ocument
Control Supervisor, contacting him to ask whethe rCyision 27 should be
processed without the QA Director's signature. stated t h
surprised that revision 27 had been approved. and DILLICH
about the SRB recommendation to o t traini pd to revise NG-A V-11 prior
to revision 27 implementat advised that AD 1805.00 revision 27
was effective and directe l scontinue .s training effort because
training was unnecessary. la Ldered to immediately proceed with
efforts to get NG-AV-115 revsed. state while no official training
was ever c cted, one informal sess on took place with several QA personnel
present. denied cancelling AD 1805.00 revision 27 training, stating
that forma training did occur (Exhibit 4A, 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 th6 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 document
control were not sure of the effective date. He stated, "we believed that the
effective date was coin to be later because of the 115 (NG-AV-115) situation.
It stopped because had indicated to us the effective date was going
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to be later than it was. We stopped it and asked the question, 'hey, j.1 n ok
the 115 (NG-AV-115) situation, what is going on?' I don't know what
did, but I know that Diane LEVERING, Systems and Procedures Supervis r,
told that that effective date stands" (Exhibit 36, pp. 29-30).

On May 19, 1987, AD 1805.00 revision 27 was re-signed b , who speculated -.
that document control had improperly stamped the origina orma nly,"
therefore, a second cover sheet was required as a "Control Copy." If
recalled the second cover sheet was signed for a different reason. e 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 is this effective now, or is it effective subse u g o
training, or what, and it was severl 34y ; le we got to
decide, or I got back in to talk to and he said no, s
effective now, he just signed a new over sh et." Also on that date,
Carl ESH, QA Auditor, became aware of the fact that AD 1805.00 evision 27 had
been issued. He recalled that while in a training session, made a joke
of the fact that v n 27 had been approved with. A concurrence. ESH
was infuriated by attitude and the fact th had violated Nuclear
Group procedures. Te r efed his immediate supervisor and the QA Director,
RAMSETT, recommending an immediate stop work action. RAWSETT decided to take
a less drastic approach to the apparent quality program deficiency and
reinitiated comments to the new revision 27, citin he xisting conflict
between the NG-AV-115 and AD 1805.00 revision 27. f ignored QA's efforts
to have revision 27 rescinded (Exhibit 4A, pp. 29-3 Exhibit 25, P. 37;
Exhibit 26, pp. 15-16; Exhibit 35, pp. 13-19).

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: On June 25, 1987, *4t 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 initiated a Potential Condition Adverse to Quality
P AQ) No. 87-0322, relatin that c rary to the requirements of NG-AV-115,

Ilthout resolving all comments submitted
by QA, or aning QA Director s concurrence on the PDF (Exhibits 35,

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 u rerpl~ed PCAQ to SHELTON. That document was '7C
never officially Issued because had agreed to work with QA on a mutual
disposition to the PCAQ (Exhibit 3S'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 ori I ly involved with tha
Qrarraining. r . stin

3~worke ith QA and after at least ye teratons o De QOt caus
statement,{
(Exhibit F.

t987, in response to QA's PCAQ C 1
That passage stated:
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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
an implementation subsequent to the correction of deficiencies identified
in MG-AV 115.

"The Plant Manager evaluated the recommendation and determined that
further delaying implementation 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).

itat nt of root cause implies that on May 13, 1987, when
they both knew of the SRB recommendation not to

ssue that crG-AV-115ontrary to their statements
to the NRC In sworn testimony. - "I think what was relayed
to me after the fact, not before t e fact, was a SRB had approved with the
proviso that NG-115 would be revised to make it come in agreement with
AD 1805. But it wasn't relayed to me that that had to be done a.. o~e the
procedure was issued. At no time did anybody tell me that." again
related, ."it's my understanding that the reason it got throug he SRB review
was that QA 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 rjiiation became
aware to me after the fact, when the PCAQ was generated." also stated
that he agreed with the statement of fact regarding the SR 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 specific SRB recommendation not to appyov or implement AD 1805..-.
revision 27 un. l1 the PCAQ was initiated.

was not contrary to the SRB recommendation w c spe d that
implementation be delayed until the NG-AV-115 revision occurred.
described procedure implementation as a sometimes lengthy process er 6nmed by
document control and not subject to his control (Exhibit 4, pp. 75-77
and 81-82; Exhibit 4A, pp. 31-49).

stated, "my recollection was that HG-115 would be revised and that, I
on't recall whether it was prior to the implementation...no, 1 don't remember

them saying that the ere oing to rev. (revision) rio oissuance." -

sta , "he krOW it needed to e 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 into effect."
liter testimon" indated that he did not disagree with the PCAQ

a ement that he and ere aware of the SRB recommendation to revise
NG- -115 prior to app ving AID 0 O revision 27 on May 13, 1987, however,

would not speculate about' understanding or interpretation of the
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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 results 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 IV, failure to
promptly identify and correct the deficiency (Exhibit 37).

On February 18, 1988, the unresolved disposition of PCAQ No. 87-0322 was
escalat d the Vice President Nuclear, SHELTON, who resolved the differences
between and QA (Exhibit 38).

On February 25, 1988, Davis-Besse licensing department initiated a rEpie to
the NRC inspection findings. They circulated the draft response to and
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 Information Management Department for administrative
processing. At the time, they were unaware that the revision to NG-AV-115 had
to be emnte lor to implement ngAD 1805 revision 27."1 On February 28,

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 3anuary 28, 1988, acknowledging
the alleged violation of their quality program by the issuance of AD 1805.00
revision 27 (Exhibits 40 and 41).

Willfulness/Intent

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

Exhibit 6, pp. 5-6 and 9-10

`Exhibit , pp. -6 and 9-10).

exhibited distracting and disruptive behavior in the control room on
b"ecmber 31, 1986 (Exhibit 7, pp. 21-28; Exhibit 9; Exhibit 12; Exhibit 13;
Exhibit 14; Exhibit 15; Exhibit 16; Exhibit 17).

Wjlldid 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 2: Allegedly Providing False Information to NRC

L.LAMS bL° had only s ok~en to _

x IbitnIt e

' 3-Y 'r who advised that may have been a distraction.
He* alsb received a wr en statement support ng that fact (Exhibit 7,
pp. 39-42; Exhibit 7A; Exhibit 10, pp. 8-12).

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

but rather interjected his own
perception of what Enst tu ed Istract ng 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
Program

knew of the conflict between NG-AV-115 and the proposed 11
--IY055- 0 ev4s4 on-27-(Ex-hb-it--4A--pp.-6-7-and-35-3&6,--Exhtbit-25 -pp.---12,
17-18, and 44-45).

t ?asked RODER to change the PIW to indicate that NG-AV-115 could be revised
susequent to the revision of AD 1805.00 revision 27 (Exhibit 28; Exhibit 29,
pp. 13-16).

DILLICH advised that QA w Sgluctant to concur with the final draft of
AD 1805.00 revis on 27, puttinr *-on notice that the QA Director had not
signed off on the PDF (Exhibit 24, pp. 6-16).

qpwas present at the SRB meeting where the recommendation w ade$Q&
revise NG-AV-115 prior to implementing AD 1805.00 revision 27.
responsibility followlng the SRB was to ve that NG-AV-115 had been revid
a F he SRB of that fact, rf

failed to follow the established process for procedure revision
iExhibit pp. 15-17; Exhibit 30; Exhibit 31; Exhibit 32, pp. 7-19;

Exhibit 33, pp. 7-12).

arguing that he dido not exathe QA irector's approval, since re Isbn 27
removed that authority. deny knowledge of the SRB recommenda-
tion regarding NG-AV-115. later contradicted his statement by relating
that he not only had knowle ge of the SRB recommendation, but agreed to revise
I1G-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).

ZIMMER1MAN recalledo oexplaining that called him on Ma 13 19
.directed him to bring AD 1805.00 revision 27 a

dente nd carrying AD 1805.00 revision 27 to fl.LICR an to
1(Exhibit 24A, pp. 16-22; Exhibit 25A; Exhibit 33, pp. -23).
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TILL Joked about
(Exhibit 26, pp.

AD 1805.00 revision 27 being issued without QA concurrence
15-16).

-sr. n etr knowl the

did not constitute- imple'm~entat _n_
p ve erotci. ttement onljfer c jme ton as th

n May 13, 1987. stated to R
er o~t yV~ r wareof the SRB recommendationto Revise NG-AV-115

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

"'JLig liv
'tnihich"taed, contrary to his statement in the PCAQ, that he was unaware of -

the SRB recommendation regarding the required revision to NG-AV-115 prior to
implementing AD 1805.00 revision 27 (Exhibit 4A, pp. 56-60; Exhibit 39).

Agent's Conclusions

Allegation 1: Allegedly Intoxicated Onsite and Allegedly
M-rec e ontrol Room Reactor Operator Activities

Th.eJTEDCo-Managemen-t-and-Su-perv-s-on-Gu4de-to-Drug--and l-cohotl-Potcy-s-ttet
in part, 'Alcoholic beverages should not be co S u i.. mmediately prior to
reporting for work." Contrary to that policy, in fact. consume i L
alcohol immediately prior to accessing the Davy-Besse acility 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, may have
consumed a substance which would affect one's fitness for duty. did not
perceive himself as unfit, i.e., alcohol impaired, nor didt la aduals who
interacted with him nthe evenip "pecember 31, 1986. ias perceived
by the Davis-Besse | |unfit for duty base pon his %/-
behavior, which was drl i6 iT uptive.

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

NRC:0I has also concluded that did not direct or attempt to direct
control room reactor operator acIMv ties on the evening of December 31, 1986.

Allegation 2: Allegedly Providing False Information to NRC

HRC:0I has concluded that illfully concealed material information
from the NRC.i 0 P N -Al the matter further.e| nd withheld that fact
from the NRC . to leave the
impression that a EN

is
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Allegation 3: Alleged Failure to Comply With Nuclear Quality Assurance
Program

On September 2, 1987 f the
deficiency id te tha Nb 1805.00
revision 27. knew that NG-AV-115
prohibited implemen a on of AD 1805. 0rev1s on Pisono a1 4eviion of the
Nuclear Group procedures as recommended by the SRB.oth
stated to NRC under oath that they had no prior knowle ge'Of he b
recommendation made by the SRB or from any other source.

NRC:0I has concluded tha .violated 10 CFR 50, Appendix B,
Criterion V. and the Davis-Besse nuclear QA program by knowingly a I ly
I ng AD 1805.00 revision 27 without first revising NG-AV-115. LW lk

lso knowingly and willfully made false statements to the NRC in swon
testimony relating to their knowledge of that violation.

On February 28, 1988, concurred'in a letter to the NRC in response to
the 1nspectignjj.td1ngs r ating to AD 1805.00 revision 27. That letter
related that was unaware of the SRB recommendation that NG-AV-115
Je ~.d revision prior to the implementation of AD 1805.00 revision 27.

agreement with the factual content of that letter constitutes a
will u material false statement to the NRC.
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SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION

The following employees were interviewed
These Reports of Interview were not used
Investigation.

by NRC:OI during this investigation.
as part of this Report of

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)
Nell 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

I TEDCo Management and Supervision Guide to the Drug and Alcohol
Policy dated January 1, 1986.

2 Davis-Besse Fitness for Duty Procedure NG-IS-0004 effective
January 2, 1987.

3 Report of Interview Wi

4 Testimony odted January 19, 1988.

A. Testimony o ated April 15, 1988.

5 ~Da is-B e Computerized Card History of

.6 Testimony of Stephen SMITH dated February a1,98a

A. Report of Interview with Stephen SMITH dated March 2
and 8, 1988.

7 Testimony of dated December 8, 1987.

A. Undated Statement of

8 Testimony of Joseph WILLIAMS dated January 26, 1988.

9 Report of Interview wit ated October 20, 1987

10 Testimony of

A. Testimony o

11 Re t f rie with

12 ort of Interview wit

13 e oInterview wi
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Exhibit
No. Description

14 Report of Interview withA_

15 Reportioie

16 rview

17 R

18 NRC letter 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 Station Procedure AD 1805.00 revision 27 dated May 13 and 19,
1987.

23 Nuclear Group Procedure NG-AV-115 revision 1 dated October 31,
1986.

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

A. Testimony of Jack DILLICH dated April 14, 1988.

25 Testimony oTT

A. of Interview wths

26 Testimony of Carl ESH dated March 9, 1988.

27o of Interview with

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

29 Testimony of Michael J. RODER dated March 10, 1988.
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Exhibit
No. Description

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

31 PDF ED 7635 dated March 25, 1987, with QA comments.

32 Testimony of David BRIDEN dated March 3, 1988.

A. Testimony of David BRIDEN dated April 15, 1988.

33 Testimony of Carol ZIMMERMAN dated March 9, 1988.

34 Testimony of Charles DAFT dated Mlarch 4, 1988.

35 Testimony of Loren RAMSETT dated March 10, 1988.

36 Testimony of Sidney P. GOLDSTEIN dated March 10, 1988.

37 NRC Inspection Report No. 50-346/88004(DRP).

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

-- 39 - -Dayrts-Besse Form EEF~i59-3 NRC Letters - Review and Approval
Report No. 1-782.

40 TEDCo letter to NRC dated February 29, 1988.

41 Nuclear Group Procedure NG-IM-115 revision 0 dated February 6,
1988.

42

43

44

45

46

47

48

49

50

51

Report of Interview with

Report of Interview with
and November 19, 1987.

Report of Interview with
November 11, 1987..

Report of Interview with

Report of Interview with

Report of Interview with

Report of Interview with
1987.

Report of Interview with

Report of Interview with

Report of Interview with

Loren RAMSETT dated January 13, 1988.

Jennifer SCOTT-WIASLIK dated October 26

Linda ENGLAND dated October 26 and

John MOYERS dated December 10, 1987.

James BUCK dated December 10, 1987.

Gary GRIMES dated November 11, 1987.

Frances PITZEN dated November 18,

Neil AMMONS dated December 9, 1987.

Bruce BILGER dated December 9, 1987.

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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