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Preface

This subc"aory report is one of a series of reports prepared for the
Employee Concerns Special Program (ECSM) of the Tennessee Valley Authority
(TVA).  The ECSP and the organizatioa which carried out the program, the
Employee Ccncerns Task Group (ECT9M wr e established by TVA's Manager of
Nuclear Power to evaluate and report on those Office of Nucl ear Power (OWP)
employee coucerns filed before FPeu-y [, |9M. Concerns (iled after that
dsL' are handled by the ongoing OWKEmployee Concerns Program (ECP)).

The FC:? addressed over 5510 employee concerns. Each of the concerns was a
Loemil. written description of a circiotamlte or circumstances that an

enpl oyee thought was unsafe, unjust, inefficient, or inappropriate. The
mission of the Employee Concerns Special Programwas to thoroughly
investigate all issues presented in the concerns and to report the results
of those investigations ina formaccessible to CEP enpl oyees, the REC and
the general public. The results of these investigations are communicated
by four levels of ECSP reports: element. subcategory. category, and final.

R enent reports, the lowest reporting level, wll be published only for
those concerns directly affecting the restart of Sequoyah Nuclear Plant's
reactor unit 2. An element consists of one or more closely related
issues. An issue is a potential. problem identified by ECTG during the
eval uation process as having been raised inone or nore concerns. For
efficient handling, what appeared to be similar concerns were grouped into
elenents early inthe prosAm but issue definitions emerged from the

eval uaticn process itself. Consequently, sone elements did include only
one issue, but often the ECTG eval uation found nmore than one issue per
element.

Subcat egory reports su marize the evaluation of a nunber of el enents.
However, the subcategory report does more then collect element level
evaluations. The subcategory level overview of element findings leads to
an integration of information that cannot take place at the element |evel.
This integration of information reveals the silent to which problens
overlap nore than one elenent and will therefore require corrective action
for underlying causes not fully apparent at the elenent |evel.

To nake the subcategory reports easier to understand, three itens have been
placed at the fcont of each report: a preface, a glossary of the
term nol ogy unique to ECSP reports, and a l|ist of acronyns.

Additionally, at the end of each subcategory report will be a Subcategory
Surmeary Table that includes the concern numbers; identifies other
subcategories that share a concern; designates nuclear safety-related,
safety significant, or non-safety related concerns; designates generic
applicability; and briefly states each concern.

Either the Subcategory Sumary Table or another attachment or a combination
of the two will enable the reader to find the report section or sections in
which the issue raised by the concern is eval uated.
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The subcategories are themselves sunriezd in a series of eight category
reports. Each category report reviews the magor findings and collective
significance of the subcategory reports in one of the following ar€'s:

0 management and personnel relatfics
O industrial safety

O construction

O material control

0 operations

0 quality assurance/qualitj control
& wel di ng

0 engineering

A separate report on enployee concerns dealing with specific contentions of
intinidation, harassment, and wongdoing will be released by the TVA Ofice

of the Inspector Ceneral.

Just as the subcategory reports integrate the information collected at the
el enent level, the category reports integrate the information assenbled in
all the subcategory reports within the category, addressing particularly
the underlying causes of those problens that run across nore than one
subcat egory.

A final report will integrate and assess the information collected by all
of the lower level reports prepared for the ECSP, including the Inspector
CGeneral's report.

For nore detail on the methods by which ECYG enpl oyee concerns were

eval uated and reported, consult the Tennessee Valley Authority Enployee
Concerns Task Goup ProgramManual. The Manual spells out the programs
obj ectives, stope, organization, and responsibilities. It also specifies
the procedures that were followed in the investigation, reporting, and

cl oseout of the issues raised by enpl oyee concerns.
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ECSP GLOSSARY OF REPCERT URES

classification of evaluated issues the evaluation of an issue leads to one of
the followi ng determ nations:

Class A: Issue cannot be verified as factual

Class 8: Issue is factually accurate, but what is described is not a
problem (i.e.. not a condition requiring corrective action)

Cass C Issue isfactual and identifies a problem but corrective action
for the problemwae initiated before the evaluation of the issue
was undertaken

Class o0 Issue isfactual and presents a problem for which corrective
action has been. or isbeing, taken as a result of an evsaluation

Class E: A problem requiring corrective action, which was not identified
by an emploaee concern, but was reveal ed during the ECTG
eval uation of an issue raised by an enpl oyee concern.

collective sianificance an analysis which detjrmines the inportance and
consequences of the findings ina particular ECSP report by putting those
findings in the proper perspective.

concern (see "enployee concern")

corrective action steps taken to fix specific deficiencies or discrepancies
reveal ed by a negative finding and, when necessary, to correct causes in
order to prevent recurrence.

criterion (plural: «criteria) a basis for defining a perfornance, behavior, or
quality which OWP inposes on itself (see also "requirenent").

el ement or elenent reoort an optional |evel of ECSP report, below the
subcategory livel, that deals with one or nobre issues.

enmpl oyee concern a formal, witten description of a circunstance or
circunstances that an enployse thinks unsafe, unjust, inefficient or
i nappropriate; usually docunented on a K-formor a form equivalent to the
K-form
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eval ustor(s) the individual(s) assigned the responsibility to assess a specific
groupi ng or enpl oyee concerns.
rME. includes both statements of fact and the judgnents nade about those

facts during the eval uati on process; negative findings require carrective
action.

issue a potential problem as interpreted by the ECTG during the eval uation

process, raised inone or nore concerns.
K-rom (see employee concern*)

regui remmt a standard of performance, behavior, or quality on which an
eval uation judgment or decision may be based.

root cause the underlying reason for a problem
tTerms essential to the program but which require detailed definition have been

defined in the ECTG Procedure Manual (e.g.. generic, specific, nuclear
safety-related, unreviewed safety-significant question).
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Acronyms

Ai ndmi strative Instruction

Anerican Institute of Steel Construction
As Low As Reasonably Achievable

American Nucl eer Society

Anerican hatLonal Standards Institute
Anerican Society of Mechanical Engineers
American Society for Testing end Materials
Anerican Wl ding Soci ety

Browns Ferry Nucl ear Pl ant

Bel | ef onte Nucl ear Pl ant

Condition Adverse to Quality

Corrective Action Report

Corrective Action Tracking Document
Corporate Conmitment Tracking System

Cat egory Evaluation G oup Head

Code of Federal Regulations

Concerned | ndi vi dual

Certified Material Test Report
Certificate of Confornmance/ Conpliance
Desi gn Change Request

Divis:on of Nuclear Construction (see also

NU COX)
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OE3HR:
Di vision of Nuclear Engineering

Division of Nuclear Quality Assurance
Di vi sion of Nuclear Training

Departnent of Energy

Di vi sion Personnel O ficer

Di screpancy Report or Deviation Report
Engi neering Change Notice

Empl oyee Concerns Program

Empl oyee Concerns Program Site Repcesentative
Enpl oyee Concerns Special Program

Enpl oyee Concerns Task G oup

Equal Enpl oynent Opportunity Com ssion
Environmental Qualification

Energency Medical Response Team

Engi neering Design

Enpl oyee Response Team or Emergency Response Team
Field Change Request

Final Safety Analysis Report

Fi scal Tear

CGeneral Enpl oyee Training

Hazard Control Instruction

Heating. Ventilating, Air Conditioning
Installation Instruction

Institute of Nuclear Power Operations

I nspection Rejection Notice

v i2A9DB00
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Labor Rel ations Staff

Modi fications and Additions Instruction

mai nt enance I nstruction

Merit Systens Protection Board

Magnetic Particle Testing

Nonconf ormi ng Condition Report

Nondest ructive Examination

Nucl ear Performance Pl an

Non- pl ant Speciflc or Nuclear Procedu' es System
Nucl ear Quality Assurance Manual

Nucl ear Regul atory Conmi ssion

Nucl ear Services Branch

Nucl ear Safety Review Staff

Di vision of Nuclear Construction (obsolete abbreviation,
Nucl ear Wility Management and Resources Comittoe
Cccupational Safety and Health Administration (or Act)
O fice of Nuclear Power

O fice of Wrkers Conpensation Program

Personal History Record

Liquid Penetrant Testing

Qualiiy Assurance

Quality Assurance Procedures

Quality Control

Qualit', Control Instruction

90500
2

see DNC)
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Quality Control Procedure

Qual ity Technol ogy Conpaur

Reduction i nForce

Radi ographi ¢ Testing

Sequo. ah Nuclear Pl ant

Survtillance Instruction

Standard Operating Procedure

Seni or Revi ew Panel

Stone and Webster -ngineeringCorporation
Techni cal Assistance Staff

Trades and Labor

Tennessee Valley Authority

Tennessee Valley Trades and Labor Council
U trasonic Testing

Visual Testin:

Vatts Bat Enpl oyee Concern Special Program
Watts Bar Nucl ear Plant

Work Request or Work Rules

Wor kpl ans
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The eight issues in this subcategory, deal vith 21 employee concerns
about inadequate provisions for emergency egress from som areas i nunits
| sad 22 There aeno concerns in this subcategory that are nuclear
safety-related. A mass of earees is a continuous and unobstructed way
of exit travel from any point i na building or structure to a public

area. A mass of egress is comprised of three distinct parts: the way
or path of exit access, the exit itself, and way of exit discharge to the
out si de.

A review of the issues i nthis subcategory indicates the issues are
primarily concerned with two componer ts of emergency egress. Seven
issues are about providing two remote and unobstructed means of sgress.
The remaining issue is about the marking of exits and of the routes to
exits.

1.1 Providint Two Remote and Unobstructed Reans of Earess

A characterization of the issues over providing two renmote and
unobstructed mans of egress follows.

t-1.1 Unit 2 Pipe Chase

Nine concerns were recorded regarding enployee egress from
the Wetts Bar Nuclear Plant (W) unit 2 pipe chase during
emergency situations. The concerns arose when two of the
three possible exits fromthe pipe chase were |ocked for
security purposes and sufficient telephones were not provided
to report an emergency.

When the pipe chase ais constructed there was an exit at both
el evations 676 and 713. When unit 1 becane a controlled aree
these two pipe chase exits opened into the controlled area m
unit 1. So the two doors were |ocked. A temporary opening
was cut inthe pipe chase wall at elevation 713, but that
gave only one means of egrass for the enployees working in
the pipe chase.
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1.1.2 kergescy Egress from the Radiochemistry Laboratory

The issue deals vith the Radi ochem stry Laboratory at WU and
Seqseyeb (SON)  which has two e*its not remoet from each
otber, but |ocated toward one eand of the |aboratory. This
creates a perceived |ife saoety probl em for employees working
isthe lab. One employee was concerned that there was no
fire extinguisher in the UN titration roomwhich is one of
the three roons that nmake up the labs. The hadiochem stry
Laboratory at WON is in the Auxiliary Building (AD) at
elevation 713 and measures approximately 75 feet by 25 feet.
It is conprised of a counting room titration room as well
as the laboratory aea. The lab at SQK measures
approximately 78 feet by 26 feet and is comprised of the same
three room in a similar arrangenent.

rw concerns were recorded that specifically related to

emer gency egress problems in the WBO Radiochemistry
Laboratory. Subsequently, one concern was received relating
a firetrap in a specific but unidentified department at WBN
and a second relating the sam concern about SQU |aboratory.
Additional information was requested from Quality Technol ogy
Company (QTC) to identify the departments that were not
specified inthese two concerns. No information wes

provi ded. The paraneters conmon to both unclassical concerns
are (1) exits situated ina manner that could trap enployees,
(2) storage (and use) of chemicals that could explode, (3) an
.uni peci fiednmount of electrical equipment, and (4) the

exi stence of a sprintler systeminthe area. Interviews with
safety personnel at SQN and WLN indicated that the

Radi ochem stry Laboratory was the only area in both plants
that net all the four parameters. Therefore, these two
concerns were also included in this issue.
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Inadequate agress Through Airlock Door

The issue addresses & cocent that the airlock door located
at elevation (el) 713 unit | side. AS coul d mifunction and
net Open is 6mnerGency situaies. Th employee's concern
was that the 156 MAd A57 doors at el 713 at opposite ends of
the airloc* between the Service Building (Sl) and the AB
could fail to operate ia 4a emerSency situation. This would
create a life safety hazard by blocking a means of emergency
egrev from the area. The problm stem fram the A57 door
Seeding to be frequently adjust'e. soetimes blocking egress
sad access through the airlock.

oeed for Personnel Natch in Unit 1 Reactor Pressurizer
Bossinmg

The issue addresses concern that an additional personnel
hatch should be installed in the top of the reactor
pressurizer housing for onorgency egress of employees working
in the area. There is only one means of omergency egress
from the housing. That exit is the opening at the bottom of
the housing at .1 747 inthe |ower containment area.

Need for Emergency Exit inMn's Restroom

The issue consists of one concern gonerated through the VBN
enpl oyee suglestion progrnm  The suggestion was for another
fire exit fromthe men's rostroomand locker room at .1 729
in the S8. The restroom and |ocker room masures
approximately 85 feet by 100 feet. The area i sconprised of
a toilet area, washroom large |ocker room shower room and
two drying rooms.



1.2

20 SN

2.1

TVAmlCLP_IT%gQ'O REPOT MUMBER: 90500
EETISSONM UM 3

PAGE 5 OF 31

1.1.6 Inadequate Egress in the TirbLine Building (13 and Inta"e
Piping Station (IPS) at Brows Ferry Nuclear Plant (Bam)

The issue is comprised of two concerns about emergency egross
at BMN. One employee was concerned about two equipment doors
in the TS being chained and locked, blocking the mans of
egress from the area. The second is a concern about
emergency egress around a 3,000 gallon caustic tank in the
IPS, should the tank fail.

1.1.7 Emergency Egress Past Safety Relief Valve Discharge

The issue consists of a concern about epress from the val ve
room platforms because there is only one egress path past the
safety relief valve vent stacks while the plant is

operating. The egress frcmthe platformgrating requires
that an enpl oyee wal k past one or nore vent valve stacks
along the grating that is guarded with guardrails down one of
two fixed ladders to the valve roomfloor. During normal
plant operations the average tenperature inthe upper valve
room area woul d exceed 100"F. The stacks vent steamto the
outsi de atnosphere under abnormal situations such as a
reactor trip or inadvertent buil dup.

Marking Emergency Exits and Boute* to Exits

Two concerns deal with marking exits and routes to exits. One
concern suggested that exit routes should be clearly marked on the

floor. not only with wall and door signs. The other concern was
about pedestrian wal kways in WN, but the yal kway |ocation was not
clearly defined. Further investigation revealed that the enpl oyee's
concern was prinmarily about energency egress, particularly that the
exits and routes to exits fromthe plant are not adequately narked
so that new enployees could find their way out in energency

si tuations.

roi ues Raised

The issues raised are over always providing two renote means of
unl ocked egress fromwork areas.



2.2

2.3

SMAL v HPVE - NISBI: 90500

*vi sM B1t: 3
PAW 6 OF 31

These mMn  include the suit 2 pipe chase; UdK and QI

ladiochemlstry Lado tory; airlock, near the unit 1 side of the AS
unit | rector pressurizer housing; the men's room and locker room
a el 129 it the Sl; the safety relief valves north and south val ve
rooms, d a locked equipment airlock door in the TS and inadequate
egress woumd the caustic storage t wk in the IFS. A sepacte issue
is related to marting excts snd tke directions to eults.

tvaluation Process

The process used to evaluate each of the issues included initial

i nspections of the work area review ng previous reports and
investigations conducted on these employee concerns; reviewing design
and construction drawings; obtaining and analyzing all applicable
requirements, codes, snd standards; inspecting the areas to assess
compliance vith requirements; interviewing appropriate nansgers,
employees and safety professionals to assess management actions
related to the issues; interview ng enployees to deternine the level
of enpl oyee knowledge and awareness; and reinspecting to determne if
corrective actions were taken.

Findints Cited Atainst Reguirenents

The specific requirements that apply to each issue will je nore
thoroughly discussed in 3.2 of this report.

2.3.1 Providing Two Renote and Unobstructed Reans of Egress

2.3.1.1 Unit 2 Pipe Chase

The issue was valid when the concerns were
recorded. For a period of tinme enployees were
working i nthe congested pipe thase wth only one
maens of egress. There are no Qccupational Safety
and Health Adm nistration (OSHA) standards that
apply to emergency egress i nconstruction and repair
activities. The pipe chase did not. however, neet
th. requirenments of the Life Safety Code (LSC) that
do require two renote means of egress. Management
has taken action i nresponse to the concerns to
provide two mans of egress fromthe pipe chase.
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Emergency E'ress trom the ladiochmistry Laboratory

The issue o0 nSot valid. The laboratories at SQN and
MIl.o not have two exits that are remote from each
oither as required by OSIA snd LSC steandards.
Management has, however, implemeted both
engineering snd administrative controls that result
in equivalent protection to that provided by two
romote exits. A fire extinguisher is located in the
titration room.

Inadequate E"ress Through Airlock Door

The issue is not valid. The airlock door has to be
frequently adjusted. There is another nmans of
egress through the Radi ochomistry Laboratory around
the airlock. Employees are aware of this other
mans of egress because they have exited that way on
numerous occasions when work was being performed on
the airlock door. This is consistent with OSHA and
LSC requirenents that specify that where one exit
can be blocked, two means of egress must be provided.

Need for Personnel Hatch inUnit | Reactor
Pressurizer Housing

The isso' isnot valid. There isonly one neans of
emergency *gress from the pressurizer housing
through tht opening in the housing at el 747 in the
| ower containment area. Kanagenment has,. however,
taken actions so that when work is being perforned
inthe housing protection equivalent to tw renote
means of egress is provided. This is consistent
with OSHA requirements and the LSC equival ency
provi si on.

Need for Emergency Ezit in Ken's Restroom

The issue isvalid. Mnagenment has agreed with an
enpl oyee safety suggestion that another energency
exit is needed inthe men's room and locLer roomii
the SB at el 729. It has issued a Design Change
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Request (DCt) and a workplan to install another exit
door fron the locker room to the outside.

Inadequate Egress in the Turbine Building and Intake
Pumpiq Statiom at Browns Ferry Nicleer Pleat

The issue is not velid. The equi pnment doers are

| ocked. They are not, however, part of the
emergency egress path. There is a personnel door
marked as an energency exit adjacent to each of the
two equi pnet doors. The IPS issue is Also not
valid. There are two means of egress around the
caustic tank to the stairs |eading to the upper
level as required by OSIA standards and the LSC.
Additionally, there are two emrgency escape ladders
and hatches at opposite ends of the facility to the
upper level. This conplies with OSHA and the LSC
requirements.

Emergency Egress Past Safety Relief Valve Discharge

The issue isnot valid. There isonly one path of
travel around the discharge of the safety relief
valves: a platform grating with tw fixed |adders
descending to the valve ruomfloor. This one path
woul d technically not conply with OSKA and the LSC
standards that require two renote neans of egress.
There are additional safeguards provi ded when work
isperforned in the area and the plant is operating
inthe formof access restrictions, prejob work

pl anning, and procedures for work. i n"conceal ed
spaces” such as the valve room Wen radiation is
detected inthe area, a Radiation Wrk Permit wll

be required before work can start. Interviews with
a craft foreman who performed work in the valve room
twice during "hot functional" indicates the prejob

wor k planning and "conceal ed space" procedures have
been implemented when work has been performed in the
valve room These additional safeguards provide
equivalent protection to what would be provided by
two renmote neans of egress around and down from the
grating.
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2.3.2 Mrking nbergency Exits &d  autes to Exits

There were two concerns about exits and routes to exits not
being adequately marked in both units. &be issue is valid.
There are areas i n the plant where exits and the routes to
exits are not adequately Mared. Such areas include the pipe
chase. the inside of reactor pressurizer housing, end t4.
annulus. Masagement has recognized these inadeo. uacies and
issued a DCR to provide exit markings that met the LSC
requirements. One concern suggested that exit routes should
be clearly marked on the floor. There is no requirement that
exit routes must be specifically narked on the floor.

2.4 Collective Sianificance of the Findints

2.4.1

Ranagement Effectiveness

When WBN and SQK were designed, management did not establish
and apply a requirement that energency egress and other
safety and health requirements be fully incorporated into
plant designs. The OSHA standards did not cone into
existence until 1970 with the Cccupational Safety and health
Act. The requirenents inthe LSC were recognized as the
basis for adequate emergency egress innost industries.

Engi neering design organizations have taken actions since
these plants were designed that significantly inproves the
consideration given to safety and health requirenents.

There are numerous areas inthe plant that do not technically
conply with OSHA or the LSC energency egress requirenents.

W N manageneat. i ninstances where inadequacies are

recogni zed, has taken action inthe form of both engineering

and adm nistrative controls to provide equivalent protection

for enployees working i nthese areas. This corrective action
I snot as effective as elimnating the hazard. However, for

hazards that can not be elimnated, such action reduces risk

for the enployees to the |owest possible |evel.
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In the design, construction, ad operation of the plant,
secuity ' somtimes bees give precedence over industrial
safety and health. This | s demoanstrated by .11 the emergency
e*it door$ that hare locking mechaniems snd by the key card
system that could obstruct emergency egress in violation of
0St and the L-C requirments prohibiting obstructions of

egr ess.

2.4.2 Employee Effectiveness

Employees are adequately anr e of the exits from the we" in
which t hey wor k.

2.4.3 Technical Adequacy

The design and construction organizations did not adequately
apply the [SC when the plant was being desi gned and
subsequently built.

VBN managenent, inthe design of the unit 2 pipe chase
controlled area, did not adequately apply the energency
egress requirements of the LSC for the enployees working in
the area

2.5 Causes of Findints

Wien UMW and SQN were designed. TVA design organizations did not
have a policy in place that required applicable safety and health
requi rements to be fully incorporated in designs. They have
establ i shed such a policy since WS and SQN were desi gned.

The investigations reveal ed that enployees do not understand the
emergency egress requirenments. They specifically do not understand
that the alternative safegusrds provided in areas with inadequate
egress result in "equivalent” protection as woul d be provided by
full conpliance with the requirements. These alternative safeguards
do not elinmnate the problem but do serve to reduce the hazard to
the enployees to the |owest possible |evel.
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There was toadequate commnication between the supervisors and
employees at WN wesn the concerns were recorded. The employees had
difficulty espressing their real concerns to their supervisors.
Supervisors. on the other hbad. bad difficulty recognlLting the
sincerity of their employees concerns, as well as in providing
feedback to the employee on what actions will or not be taken on
their concer's. This was the fundanmental reason the WN employee
concern programwas initiated.

2.6 Correctw e Actions T4kn sand lesults Achieved

flanagemnt has taken action to provide additional safeguards in the
form of engineering and adnministrative controls when an energency
egress problem is identified. The investigation of the unit 2 pipe
chase issue resulted i nWN management's taking specific actions to
provide two neans of e*grss for toe enployees when they are working
inthe aroe. These corrective actio:ns are discussed nmore fully in
paragraph 4.1.1 of this report.

3.0 EVALUATIOY PROCESS

Reports and studies conducted on the e*pl oyee concerns within this
subcategory during the previous concerns eval uation programwere conpiled
and reviewed and are incorporated within t.fis report.

The eval uation process was simlar for each issue and included the follow ng
steps.

3.1 Reviewof Desian and Construction Draw nts

The design and construction draw ngs were obtained and reviewed to
learn the physical layout of the wort areas involved inthe-issue
and the physical and functional relationship to the surrounding
areas. This activity was often acconpanied by a work area
observati on.

3.2 Analysis of Aovlicable Codes and Retuirenents

Al life safety requiremmts were obtained and reviewed to determ ne
the standards and codes that apply to these nergency egress

issues. Title 29. Code of Federal Regulations. Parts 1910 and 1926.
provi des the mi ni ma occupational safety and health requirements

with which TVA nust conply under Executive Order 12196 and Section 19
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of the Cccupational Safety and Realth Act of 1970. The National
Fire Protection Assoeftlion (3*PA) Code 101. the LSC contains
requirements for  ergentcy egress from buildings and structures al so
apply. The LSC wes in existence before 053* standards were
developed sad we used s the basis for emrgecy egress
deoteminatloss in w4t industries. The LSC emergency egress
requirmtseat are v thimilar and actually were the basis for 053*
standards when they were issued in 1971.

3.2.1 Providing To Remote gad Ulnobstructed Means of Kgress

Section 1910.36(b)(1) specifies that the design of exits and
ot her safeguards mest not result in occupants relying on one
single safeguard in an einrgency situation, and additional
saf eguards must be provided f" case any single safeguard is
ineffective. Section 1910.36t0)(8) specifies that every
building or structure, section or area of size, occupancy,
and arrangemnt that occui:ts may be endangered by blocking
any single mans of egress by fire or smoke, must have at
least two remote mans of egress arranged to minimize the
possibility that both could be bl ocked by fire or other
emergency situation.

The LSC has requirements for emergency egress simlar to
those of Part 1910. Article 2-1 specifies that the design of
e*its and other safeguards shall be such that, inan
energency situation, occupants will not have to depend on any
singl e safeguard, and additional safeguards must be proviced
incase any single safeguard is ineffective.

Article 2-4 requires that no |ock or fastening device shall
be installed to provent free escape fromthe inside of a
buil ding except in mental, penal, or corrective institutions.

Art;-le 2-8 specifies that every building or structure,
SOCL .aor area of size, occupancy, and arrangement that
occupants may be endangered by the bl ocking of any single
means of egress by fire or snoke, nust have at |east two
rnot e neans of egress arranged to mininmze the possibility
tnat both could be blocked by a fire or other energency
situation.
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Article 28-2.4 of the chapter, 'Industetial Occupmncies.*
includes pocer pleants, by definition. without differentiating
between fossil or suclear pleats. The chapter specifies that
so less thea tw exits shall be provided for every story or
section of a building or structure. |t provides one
exception, however, to the tm-exit requlrenents: heoe there
are roms with less Utmh25 person occupancy having a direct
exit to the street or open aree snd a total travel distance
to the exit fram any point less than 50 feet, a single exit
my be permitted.

Article 28-2.5.2 contains an exception fromthe requirement
that the exit be arranged to be reached by different paths.
by permitting a comon path of travel for the first 50 feet
from any point in the roam in a low hazard location such as
the radiochemistey laboratories.

Article 1-S.1 defines the concept of equivalency. The
article specifies that the LSC is not intended to prevent the
use of systenms, methods, or devices of equivalent or superior
quality, strength, fire resistance, effectiveness,
durability, or safety to those prescribed by the LSC.

An exception to Article 5-2.9.1 specifies that fixed fire
escape |l adders can be used as part of a required neans of
egress to provide a means of egress from towers and el evated
pl atforms around machinery or simlar spaces subject to
occupancy only by able-bodied adults, not more that 3 in
number.

Part 1910's emergency egress requirements apply to general
industrial work areas but do not apply to construction and
repair operations. The Safety and Health Regul ations for
Construction in29 CFR 1926 do not contain emergency egress
requi rements for construction activities.

Article 31-1.1 contains specific requirements that apply to
construction, repair. and inprovenent operations. It
specifies that adequate escape facilities shall be maintained
at all times inbuildings under construction for use by the
construction workers. Escape facilities shall consist of
doors. wal kways, stairs, renps. fire escapes, |adders, or
other approved neans or devices arranged i n accordance wth
the general principles of the LSC insofar as they can
reasonably be applied to buildings under construction.
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Harking Emergency Exits sad outes to Exits

Sectiot 119.36(b)(5) specifies that every exit shall be
clearly visible o, the route to remc it conspicuosly
indicated so that every occupant of every building or
structure will readily knew the directios of escape from any
point. Each path of escape. in its entirety, shall be so
urrasSe or marked that the way to a place of safety outside
is tamistakable. any doorway or peasageay not constituting
as exit or way to reach an exit, shall be arranged or muked
to minimite its confusion with an exit.

Section 1910.36(b)(6) specifies that adequate snd reliable
illumination shall be provided for all exit facilities in
every building or structure equipped for artificial

illum nation.

Section 1910.37(qg)(1) specifies that exits shall be marked by
a readily visible sign. Access to exits shall be marked by
readily visible signs inall cases where the exit or way to
reach it isnot imediately visible to the occupants.

Section 1910.37(q)(z) specifies that any door, passage, or
stairway which isneither an exit nor a way of exit access.
and which is so located to be mistaken for an exit. shall be
identified by a sign reading *got an Exito or sinilar

desi gnati on.

Section 1910.37(q)(S) specifies that a sign reading "Esit,"
or simlar designation, with an arrow indicating the
direction, shall be placed in every |ocation where the
direction of travel to reach the nearest exit is not

i medi ately apparent.

Section 1910.37(q)(6) specifies that every exit si p shall be
suitably illumnated by reliable light source giving a value
of not less than S-foot candles on the illumnated surface.

Section 1910.37(1)(7) specifies that an internally
illumnated exit sign shall be provided inall occupancies
where reduction of normal illumnation is pernitted.
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Section 5-10 of the LSC contains requiv  ath for marking
exits simlar to those insection 1910.37 for Igenerl
industrial operations. Article 5-10.1 specifies that ezits
be mared by an approved si p readily visible from any
directioa of exit access. Access to exits al¢ reiretd in
Article S10.2 to be marked by readily visible sips were
the exit or way to reach it is not ienidiately visible to

cupants.  Article 10-4.1.1 specifies that sips readin
p'ciupta"nor hauiq a similar d&ngnation. with ar|1oarrow ?
imdicatiq the direction, shall be placed i nevery |ocation
where the direction of travel to reach the nearest exit is
set imnediately apparent.

3.3 Workplace Inslections

I nspections were conducted of each work areas involved inthe issues
to assess conpliance with applicable regulations and adequacy of
corrective actions taken on the problens.

3.4 Interviews

Interviews were conducted with WIN and Division of Nuclear
Construction (DOC) safety and tire protection personnel on each
issue to identify previous investigati4n wrkl and obtain their
assesment of the issues' validity. Interviews were conducted with
managers and supervisors i nWBN DEC, Public Safety Service (PSS).
and Division of Nuclear Engineering (ONE) ta determ ne Now the

invol ved work areas were designed and constructed; and to determ ne
what managenent actions bad been taken or planned on the issues.

Interviews were conducted with employees to assess their know edge
of emergency eaits and their location. The chairman of NFPA
Subcomi ttee on Enmergency Egress was interviewed to obtain an

interpretation of the application of the LSC requirenments to nuclear
plants and their activities.

FrrnDrnS

While the majority of the issues addressed within this subcategory report
relate to circunstances and conditions at one specific Ofice of Nuclear
Power (O P) site (WN), the life safety aspect of sonme of these issues
has universal inplications. For eznple, although the unit 2 Pipe Chase
issue isspecific to WBN, the circunmstances and conditions may apply at
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other oWsites. Therefere lit, satety cnsideratios are being

es--sl trregoh the develepmnt of OW Standards (hich are geseric
dmeats for al MIl) n themugo the dAwl lat of site procedures
(whichdea witham site's gpecific ci t ances).

ne findings nad cenclusions of this seategory report are nmet in
conflict with my findings @ad conclusions gmersted as a result of
previous invslgatians of the emploise cOsceus addressed by this
report.

4.1 Providing Two Remoet and Unobstructed earns of fare"

Seve | ssns compcised of ninetees concerns were over providing on
remote means of egress.

4.1.1 Unit 2 Pipe Chase

WN

The issue was valid when the concernswere recorded. Ther
were employees mortinug in the pipe chase with only one mass
of emergency egress at the time the concerns were recorded.
sasagement has takes actions in response to these concerns
that presently provide three meas of egress for the
employees workLing in the area. This determination was based
on the follow ng findings:

1. The pipe chase is an area |ocated between the unit 2
Reactor Building (13) a'd the Ar. It spans e€levations
676. 692, and 7141, roughly resembles a t'- pattern, and
runs for approuimately 250 feet. It contains the pipe
penetrations into containmet along with other
supportive equipment. The area is very congested with
the piping and equipment whi ch creates mmerous tripping
snd bmping hazards, as well as access and egress
problem. Thes problems are mde more difficult during
the construction operations by scaffolding and weldin~g
equipment.

Z. The pipe chase was designated and constructed with two
renote exits. This is consistent with the "two remote
mses of egress" requirements In Article 2-8 of the LSC.
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The pipe chase ws originally included in the security
pleM as part of the controlled area. This left the pipe
chase exits at els 676 and 713 opVe, but inside the
controlled area. Because the exits mere in the
coatrolled area, access to the pipe chase for material
and personmel could only be achieved by first going
through the security access portal. This resulted in
femwr mmber of personnel being allomwd in the pipe
chase, therefore, slowing wort in the area. Although
access to the pipe chase through the security portal
used up valuable worktime. the arrangement and number of
exits were Consistent with the intent of UFPA
requirements.

Dle requested that the pipe chase be removed from the
controlled area so the access could be improved. After
several discussions mong WIN DEIC, DUE. and PSS on
access, security, and safety considerations, the pipe
chase was removed from the controlled area. The two
exits at els 676 and 713 were locked since they exited
to controlled areas under the security plan. A
tenporary opening was cut inthe pipe chase wall at

el 713 for access to the pipe chase by DEC personnel.
This allowed DEC personnel uncontrolled accesL to the
wort area in the pipe chase, but resulted inonly one
means of unl ocked emergency egress fromthe pipe chase.
This occurred inJanuary 1985.

The concerns stated the nunber of workers in the pipe
chase ransed from 15-60, at any one tinme. There are
numerous are" inthe pipe chase where travel distance
to the opening at el 713 would exceed 50 feet, and the
travel distance would be obstructed by piping and

equi pmunt. The LSC exclusion inArticle 28-2.4.1 from
the two-exit requirenents, where there are less than 25
persons and less than 50 feet travel distance to an
exit, would not apply to the pipe chase.

The two |ocked exits and the provision of only one

unl ocked emergency exit at *1 713 does not neet |FPA
requi rements which require two renote exits that provide
free and unobstructed egress fromall parts of the
building or structure at all times when it is occupied.
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These coaditions euisted until DC agreed to provide

sme oltioaa safeguards in an October 17, 1965
enmrnlldum in response to an investigation of employee
concerns. The --rg-a - was from Guenter Vadewitz to

L. C. Ellis sad was titled " M atsBar Nuclear Plant

Eployee Concerns Pertaining To Unit 2 Pipe Chase*

( MVNSC24 651018 007). Those safeguards included
providing a fire watch when employees are worting in the
area. improving ventilation and emergency lighting.
sealing all areas penetrating the pipe chase walls,
removing transient fire loads and compressed gas
cylinders. and providing telephones near the exits to
contact the BEwnrgency Response Team (EMI) to open the
locked doors in emergency situations. The two exits at
els 676 and 713 remained locked which did not meet MFPA
two-exit requiremnent.

The concerns were recorded from June to Decenmber 1985.
Therefore, there were enployees worting in the pipe
chase from January to Cctober 17, 1985. with two of the
three exits locked and no additional safeguards provided.

After several discussions among OP. DEIC, DNE, and a$h
representatives, WBM managenment specified ina
February/ 26, 1986 nenorandumthat the two exits at

els 676 and 713 woul d remain |ocked for security
purposes, but a PSS Oficer would be posted at each of
the exists with a key to provide inmediate energency
egress when enployees are working inthe area The
memorandum was from W. T. Coattle to John Hutton and was
titled "Watts Bar Nfuclear Plant (UBE) - Life Safety In
Unit 2 Pipe Chase" (KIRIS LO01 860227). The temporary
opening at el 692 -eMained open for DEC personnel and
material areas. This provided three mans of umergency
egress from the pipe chase.

Cbservations of the pipe chase indicate that corrective
actions agreed to on February 25, 1986. are being

carried out by WBE PSS, and DEC. Tel ephones have been
provi ded near all three exits.
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10. Wben both units begin operating. the egress problem in
the pipe chase will no longer exist since the entire
ar ea \8‘ [l be a controlled area and the exits ¢ril be
opened.

Emer gency Egress From Radi ochemi stry Laboratory

The emergency egress issue in SON and US Radiochemistry
Laboratory was not valid since equivalent protection in the
form of both engineering and administrative controls has been
provided to ensure that employees do not have to rely on any
single safeguard for emergency egress. The determination was
based on the following findings:

1. Review of the design and construction drawings of both
laboratories demonstrate they are similar in size and
physical conposition. The most significant difference
between the two laboratories is that both ezits from QI
pl ant discharge through airlocks whereas only one of the
exits from the WB laboratory discharge through an
airl ock.

2. The Radiochemistry Laboratory at WB and SQX were not
designed and constructed instrict conpliance with the
Section 1910.36(b)(8) since the two nmeans of egress are
not renote from each other. The process for considering
safety in the design of UB and SQX will be discussed in
Subcat egory Report 90700.

3. An official of WPA provided an interpretation ina
tel ephone interview that. when it is inpossible to
provide the two renote means of egress, additional
safeguards can be used to provide equival ent protection
for workers in the area. Som specific mans of
providing additional safeguards mentioned by the
of ficial included reducing the fireload in the area and
installing automatic sprinkler systens. Both safeguards
have been provided in the |aboratory.
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VWr kpl ace observations. interviews wi trh managers.

M fire protection sad safety professionals. QN safety
professLonals sad the m laboratory shirt supervisor.
as Wall as doemmted investigation reports. indicate
that equivalent protection has bees provided for the lab
employees. Additional safeguards provided to minimiZe
the possibility of fire blocking the egress include
installation of fire extinguishers, firumli

seperations. removal of a fimoble material storage
cabimet from the laboratory. sod addition of having a
sprinkler system. These additional safeguards are
consistent with the intent of 1910.36(b): occupants of
the laboratory do not have to rely on any single
safeguard. The safeguardsalso provide equivalent
protection in accordance with the LSC.

Workplace observations indicated a fire extinguisher was
located in the titration room of the W lab.

Inadequate Egress Through Airlock Door

WIN

The-issue is not valid since either of the AS6 and A57 doors'
malfunctioning would not block the only means of egress from
the area. There is another means of egress around the
airlock. area shoul d the doors be blocked. This determination
i s based on the follow ng findings:

1.

-&,or £56 is an al armed equipment door on the SB side of
tie airlock with a personnel door built in it allow ng
personnel to pass through it without opening the larger
equipment door. Door £57 at the opposite end at the
airlock is a much heavier door on the AB side of the
airlock. The frequent adjustments of this door led to
the concern.

Interviews with WIN safety personnel and employees
indicate the A57 doors were frequently being repaired
during cthe period when the concern was recorded. These
doors were installed approximately one year ago. This
was primarily due to the doors being opened in excess of
400 times per day, athough they were designed to be
opened 20-50 times per day.
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3. If either the *56 or AS7 doers ame inoperable for say
eases0. a secondary moms of energency egress around the
air lock cam be achieed throug the adjacent doors to
the M cbhm stry Laboratory.

4. Intervine with employees uri nag the area, as uoll as
am employee Cexsetative a the helth sad safety
committee. indicate the employees know sd understand
the Rediocbemistry Labontory is msother mess of
emer gency egress around the airlock. This knowledge is
due to employees having had to go through the laboratory
so often in the past Wm A57 was inoperable or being
repaired.

S. Interviiw indicate that when the plant begins
operating, the openings of the A57 doors should dimnish
resulting in fewer adjustnents.

6. While the investigation did not reveal any valid
emar gescl egress problens in the airlock, it did reveal
some serious maintenance pro!'Lems with the AS7 doors.
WO and the door's manufacturer have conpleted a study
to determine specific actions that can be taken to

resolve these problems. There were several other
concerns recorded on the reliability of the airlock

doors. The concerns will be investigated and a report
i ssued by the OperLtions group.

4.1.4 Seed for Personnel Hatch in Unit 1 Reactor Pressurizer

Housing

The issue is not valid. There is not a second renpte neans
of emergency egress through the top of the pressurizer
housing. Additional safeguards. however, are inplenented
when enpl oyees work in the housing. These safeguards provide
equi val ent protection to that provided by adding a
"personnel * hatch inthe top of the housing. This
deteruination is based on the follow ng findings.
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The reactor pressurizer housing contains the pressurizer
and its associated eqaimet. Une pressurizer maintains
the pressure in the reactor cool ant systemt and linits
transjiet pressure as the plant load decreases or
Increases.

There is an equipment hatch in the top Of the
pressurizer hoassis that is opened during some
operations to lower equipment such as |adders and air
nmovers into the beusing. The opening i s not considered
Sameas of energency egress.

The only nenms of emergency egress from the housing is
through the opening at the bottomof the housing at el
747 in the lower contai ment area. Providing only one
exit does not met the 1910.36(b)(8) requirenent.s for
two remote mans of egress.

Additional safeguards are provided when employees are
performng such activities as adjusting valves inthe
housing. Those safeguards include working in the area
under the *buddy systenmt, provision of telephones for
energency conmani cation. |adder clinbing devices, and
other safeguards that would control potential hazards of
the work.

Additional safeguards are included in the workplans for
nmore involved activities inthe area such as outage
work, inaccordance with paragraph |V of KCL-GI. Watts
Bar Nuclear Pl nt Hazard Control Plan. These additional
safeguards can include opening the hatch on the top of
the housing to lower air movement equipment into the
housing to reduce heat, stationing a safety observer on
top of the housing, manning the polar crane for
emergency removal of any injured employee, and posting a
fire watch when the fire load is increased in the area.
These additional safeguards met the requirement of
1910. 36(b) (1) where energency egress will not depend
solely on any single safeguard and conplies with the
"equi val ency" provision of Article 1-5.1 of the LSC
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Iged for Eeargency EXxit in Men's Restroom
m

The issue is valid. The suggestion identified an emergency
egress problem that should be corrected. Tuo remote neans of
agress from the restroom and locker room are not provided as
required by Section 1910. 36(b)(6).

The Mu Ladestrial Safety staff evaluated the suggestion.
dtermined the area did not met the egress requirements. and
eo- mended the addLtional exit door be installed. The
hazard is not. however. significant enough that alternative
saf eguards mat be provided in the area on an interim basis.
Management has agreed with the suggestion for a second egress
and has issued a DCR 611 to install a door in the |ocker room
wall discharging to the outside. Wrkplan 16017-01 has been
developed to specify how the work should be performed.

Inadequate Egress in the Turbine Building and Intake Pumping

Station at Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant Locations
B,

The issue isnot valid. The equipnent airlock doors in the
TB were locked with chains and |ocks, but they are not

energency exit doors. This deternmination is based on the
followi ng findings:

1. There are two sets of equiprment doors inthe Turbine
Building that had chains and locks on the handl es.

2. The equipnent doors were |ocked while nodifications were
being made to them. These doors are not energency
exits, but are used for moving equipment from the RB to
the TB.

3. Wthin fifteen feet of each set of equipnent doors is a
personnel door that is marked for and used as an
energency exit door.

4. Apparently, the concerned individual thought the
equi pment doors were bl ocked enmergency exits, but they
are not.
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The coacern about emergency egress around the canstic storage
tank in the INS is not valid. There are two remote nans of
egres from the area. ound the tank. This determination is
based on the followtngtindings:

1. The 3.000 gallon caustic storage tank is surrounded by a
dike that is approximately six-inches high. This would
contain any small leaks of caustic, short of a mgor
rupture of the tank. providing time in which the
enpl oyes can exit the area.

2. There are two routes of emergency egress around the tank
to the stairway going up to the upper level. In
addition, there are fixed ladders going up to two

ener gency escape hatches at opposite ends of the
facility.

3. Egress around the caustic storage tank i s consistent
with the 1910 and the LSC requirements for two remote
mans of energency egress.

Emergency Egress Past Safety Relief Valve Discharge

us

The issue isnot valid. There isonly one neans of egress
around the safety relief valve discharge vents. O her
procedures, however, are instituted when enpl oyees work in
the area that provide equival ent protection to that provided
by two neans of egress. This determnination is based on the
follow ng findings:

1. There isonly one path around one or nore of the vent
valve stacks on the platformgratings in the valve roons.

2. Energency egress fromthe work platformto the valve
room floor is achieved by traveling down one of two
fixed |adders to the valve roomfloor. This use of
| adders is consistent with the exception to Article
5-2.9.1 of the LSC which allows fixed fire escape
| adders to be used as a neans of egress from el evated
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platforms around mechinery or sinilar spaces occupied by
no more than tOree ale-bodied adults. The are fewer
than three employees Involved in msat operations on the
platform There is a protective railing around the
elevated platform.

The two |adders on one end of the platformdo not neet
the 1910.36(b)(8) requirements for two renpte mans of
egress because they are not renote fromeach other.
There ae other safeguards applied, however, that
approach equival ent protection by reducing esposure to
the lowest possible Ievel for enployees working in the
area. Those safeguards include the use of the Radiation
Wor k Permit system to control and nonitor employees
working in the area when there isradiation present. 1In
accordance with paragraph 1V of SCI-G, Watts Bar

Nucl ear Pl ant Mazard Control Plan, work in the valve
room must be preplanned and carried out as specified in
the job safety precautions inthe workplan. These
procedures are reviewed by the WBN Industrial Safety and
Fire Protection staff before the workplan is approved.

The valve roomis an area covered by HC -G32. "Wrking
i n Conceal ed Areas," which requires that specific
actions be taken when workers are inthe area. These
actions include the use of the "buddy system"

supervi sory preplanning to identify and control hazards,
provisions for periodic conmmunication contacts with

enpl oyees inthe area, and establishnent of a specific
time when the work should be conpl et ed.

An interviewwi th a general maintenance foreman who has
twice performed work in the valve roomduring "hot
functional s" substantiated that the work was planned and
carried out as planned. Sone precautions nentioned were
a specific procedure specifying the number of enployees
and length of tinme inthe area;, radio contacts with the
enpl oyees every 20 minutes; replacing work groups at
specific tinme periods with another group; placing an
engi neer or engineering aide inarea wth enployees;
providing ice chest with cool water nearby; and
arranging with PSS for pronmpt emergency response if
necessary.
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4.2 Marking EMeriency Exits and Routes to Exits

This one issue was conprised of two concerns about marking emgency
exits and routes to exits. One of the concerns specifically

suggested that exit routes be narked on the floor. not with signs.

The issue isvalid. The investigation revealed that ii some wres

of the plant. exits and exit routes are not adequately marked.
Before these concerns were recorded, managenent had begun taking
action that will result in exits being adequately marked in both
units of Wa. This determination is based on the follow ng findings:

1. There are no requirenents specifying that exit routes be marked
on the floor. Mrking exits on the floor would be difficult in
areas where grating is used.

2. rnspections indicate that the more conpleted areas of the plant
such as the unit | controlled areas, waste treatnment facility
and the UPS have nmarked exits that conply with OSHA
requirements. The inspections reveal that areas inunit 2
still wunder construction have exits that are not narked as well
as inthe unit 1 controlled areas.

3. Inspections indicate there are some areas in the plant such as
the pipe chase, annulus, or the pressurizer housing where the
access to exits, the direction of exits, or the actual exits
are not adequately marked according to sections 1910.36(b)(5)
and 37(q)(9S).

4. rnterviews indicate nmanagement was aware of the esit marking
deficiencies for some time. WBK managenent issued DCI 330 with
A planned start date of Cctober 1, 1985. The purpose of the
DCl was to design and procure esit signs and energency lighting
inboth units | and 2 in accordance with 1910 and the LSC
requirements. This process is presently underway.

S. VBN enpl oyees are periodically infornmed of emergency procedures
through the Ceneral Enployee Training (GET) Program as well as
through safety meetings, and an orientation program conduct ed
by each supervisor. As part of this orientation supervisors

i nform new enpl oyees of the location of exits fromthe areas
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the employees will be working. Interviews with randomy
selected employees ad their representative on the Heath and
Safety COnvitte. iSdicat* the employees know their way out of
their work areas in energency situations. now WON employees
wor ki ng in areas wher there could be potential hazards are
acconpani ed by ore experienced employees under the "buddy
system”" until they ae familiar with their work areas and their
emer gency egress routes.

6. OWC employees are informed of emergency procedures through
special meetings on the topic. safety meetings, and safety
bulletins. For the last two years, DEC supervisors have been
required to provide an orientation to new employees on plant
requi renents including energency procedures. Since unit 2 has
been nearing completion over the last two years, there have
been few now employees. Interviews with randomly selected DEC
employees indicate they know their way out of their work areas
in emergency situations.

7. Interviews and observations indicate WSE was designed and
constructed w thout adequate marking of exits or the routes to
exits. The process by which safety, including emergency agress
requirements was considered i n the design and construction of
UBi will be discussed nore thoroughly in Subcategory Report
90700.

5.0 CoUt'CIVE SI | FI CANCE

5.1

5.2

Ral at enent Effectiveness

Numerous areas within the plants do not have two renpbte egress routes
or are so congested that energency egress wouid be difficult.
Management has been effective in identifying these areas and

correcting the condition either by installing a second egress route.
or by instituting admnistrative and/or engineering controls.

Managenent has placed plant security over life safety incertain
circunstances such as the unit 2 Pipe Chase issue. This action
j epordi zed enpl oyees working within this |ocked area.

Envl ovee Effectiveness
Enpl oyees are aware of where energency exits are, and are adequately

instructed in energency procedures as they related to energency
egr ses.
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5.3 Technical Adequacy

Design and construction organi zations did not establish a policy
that emergency egress be adequately provided in the original
designs for W and SQN. The 0S11 standards were not in effect

at that tine, but the LSC was reconiezed as the basis for emrgency
egress considerations in most industries.

Only one issue contained negative findings that were not resolved through
the normal existing systems. Al other issues have been resolved through
normal systems or were not valid because management is providing

equi val ent protection in the form of engineering and or administrative
controls. Several of the issues came about because emergency egress
problems were designed into the plant. Design organitations are taking
action to inprove the consideration given to safety and health
requirements in design. The past and present considerations givec tc
safety and health requirements are more fully discussed in Subcategory
Report 90700.

6.1 Unit 2 Pipe Chase
US"

Energency egress from the pipe chase was not adequately considered
when VBN deci ded to renove the pipe chase from the controlled area
providing only one mans of egress for the enployees. In this
instance, conpliance with security requirenents resulted in
nonconpliance with the LSC egress requirments. Ranagenent has
taken action inresponse to the concerns to provide two neans of
egress from the pipe chase when enpl oyees are working in the area.

6.2 rnadoguate Know edze of weriency Etress Reauirements

WBN

The investigations indicated that several issues, i.e., the

radi ochem stry |aboratories at WM and SQN, egress through the
airlock door. egress fromunit 1 reactor pressurizer housing, egress
past the safety relief valve discharge, and the marking enrgency
exits were caused by the concerned enpl oyees not adequately
understanding the energency egress requirenments. They.
specifically, did not LKow or understand that other additional
safeguards inthe formof engineering and admi nistrative controls
may be provided for equivalent protection as the two renote neans of
egress.
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6.3 | Readesat. Commnication

Twenty of the 21 concerns in this subcategory indicated that the
employee had notified his supervisor of his concern, yet the
concerns were still extracted by QTC in various employee

interviews. This indicates the employees ware dissatisfied with the
actions takes by their supervisors or the feedback provided. There
are several possibilities that could have contributed to this.

The employee (1) notified his supervisor of his concern and was
unhappy with the response. (2) did not adequately commnicate the
importance of his concern to the supervisor so it could be
investigated, (3)told QIC he notified his supervisor because it was
the 'right answer." or (4) my have not trusted managemnt enough
to express his concern beyond his supervisor for further resolution.

If the employee did notify his supervisor, the supervisor (1) may
have not recognized the inportance of the concern to the enployee
and was hesitant to investigate it. (2) my have not had the

know edge or skills to investigate the concern and provide effective
feedback to the enployee, (3) may have investigated the concern and
initiated action but did not provide feedback to the enployee, or
(4) may have not taken the time to investigate the concern and

provi de feedback. Any conbination of -iese possibilities and the
fact that so many forms indicated the supervisors had been notified
demonstrate there was inadequate comeunication between supervisors
and enpl oyees at WBN when the concerns were recorded by QIC. The
WIN enpl oyee concern progrmwas initially devel oped because of this
coi muni cation probl em

7.0 CORRECTI VE ACTI ONS

This section of the report discusses corrective actions initiated as a
direct result of these evaluations. No imediate corrective actions or
stop work oraers were initiated as a direct result of the subcategory
eval uations. No outstanding corrective actions exists as a result of

any prior investigation of the enployee concerns addressed by this report.

| ssues relating to the SS r' s restroom and to the marking of energency
exits were determned to be valid, but were being corrected through
existing systems. Mnagenment was aware that energency egress from .
Radi ochem stry Laboratory, the unit 1 reactor pressurizer housing, and
the safety relief valves did not technically conply with OSHA nor the LSC
requirements and was applying engineering and admnistrative controls to
provide equival ent protection for the enployees working ineach area.
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7.1 Cgestiwe Actions Isitiated As Diect Result of Evaluations

The issue about the unlt 2 ﬁipe chase was the omly issue determined
to ham negative findings that WaS sot corrected throu existing
system The Corrective actiems coe. as a direct result of

isvestigation of these €oacein . Te corrective actioms ree
discussed in paragraph 4.1.1 of this reoVrt.

The followng is a listing of problems identified i nCorrective
Action Tracking Documest (SATXDghd their corrective action
plans.

a.  Problem Description:
Employees do not clearly understand the requirements for
emrgency egress from vo:k locations, nor do they understand
that safeguards in the formof engineering and/or administrative

control's can he provided which offer equivalent protection as
that provided by two remote exits.

Corrective Action Plan

CATD 90500-1 - M )The "Hazard Line" (a dic safety bulletin

initiated by the VBN radustrial S and sent to each
foreman/supervisor) will be sod ea sectignf on
emergency egress reviaee  etd/or

englneerln% CgAMzros,&s aparea a

Radiocy3he a0 plp a pr wr4d other
coft f6~4,,~ktftcealed plant gMefisor wll be
direce8 'j.d—scuss.teso hul, aee 1 rnext regularly
scheduled safet-y  kg.—fJatlladustrial Safety Staff will
di scuss, egress cequir ast a schedul ed plant wide meting

before January kj1J.'In addition, an emergency exit sign has
been placeit-asChe interior entrance to the Radiaocheistry Lab.

b. Problem Description

There i sinadequate comunication between supervisors and
enpl oyees at IBN. This results i nenployees inadequately
comuni cating concerns to their supervisors and their
supervisors providing inadequate feedback to enployees on
actions tsken or not taken.

Proposed Corrective Action Plan:

I nadequate conuni cation between |ine managenent and enpl oyees
concerning industrial safety issues are addressed by Corrective
Action Tracking Documents (CATDs) within the [lanagement of Safety
Subcat egory (Report 90100) of the Industrial Safety Category as
follows:
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CATD 90100-1. 5. 9 end 13 establish a Central Safety Comittee
(CC) comprised of line meaagement. =~ CAM 90100-2. 6, 10 and 14
establish various line mnagement subcommittees to the CSC. CATD
90100-3. 7. i end 15 establish a safety audit progrm. One of
the priaciple pupose of the CSC will be to commicate and to
improve the enforcement of the industrial safety progrm by all
line managers to the employees.

8.0 LJST OF EVALU TOfS

A. C. White was the evaluator of these issues.

90 A -ACVENTS

Attachment A - Subcategory SUmary Table



EFERENCE ECPSI 31 J- ECPSI 3XC TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORI TY PAGE . 1
« EQUENCY REQUEST OFFI CE_OF NUCLEAR PONER RUN TIME - 16,5514
"P- 1SSS  RIH EMPLOYEE CONCERN PROGRA" SYSTEM ( ECPS) RUN DATE - 03.28/87
_ EMPLOYEE CONCERN | NFOR!I | ATION_BY EATEGORY/ SUBCATEGORY
i EGORY2 SF | NDUSTRI AL SAFETY SUNCAI EGORY, 905 LI FE SAFETY
S REPORT APPL
H SAF RELATED REF. SECTI ON
sU R PLT FIND CLASS H STOR CAL  CONCERN CAT - SF
ONCERN NUMBER  CAT CAT D LOC BF O SQ HB EPORT RGN CONLERN DESCRI PTI ON SUI CAT - 905
li-8,-019-00201 SF 905 NBFN 1 NSRS DURING THE EXIT INTLRVIEH THE C EXP  1.1.6, 2.3.1.
2 RESSED HI'S GONCERN REGARDING THE tOC 351 416
3 ATIOI OF THE CAUSTIC STORAGE TANK AT <-4+ &4
THE | NTAKE PUPIIING STATI ON._  THERE
IS NOT A REASONABLE ESCAPE ROUTE | N
THE fVENT THE CAUSTIC TANK FAILS.
?24-96-032-00101  SF 905 NBFN | Y N N N 11 SRS DURING THE EXIT INTERVIEW THE O EX 1.1.6 23,1,
2 NO NA NA NA PRESSED A PERSONNEL SAFETY CONCERN R 351" ;15
3 A NA NA NA EGARDING EMERGENCY EXIT FROM THE TUR >4+ “ &
BELIE BU LDING  THE EQUI PVMENT Al RLOC
K EXIT DOORS HAVE CHAI'NS AND LOCKS 0
N THE HANI DLES.
75:.328-00201  SF 90S NNaN | N N Y Y qQrc C 1S CONCERNED THAT FIRE SAFETY IN  1.1.2, 2.3.1.
1501 2 NA NA NO NO THE RADI OCHEM LAB |S JEOPARDIZED BY 3. 2.1 4.1.2
3NANAL1 B HAVI NG THE EUTRAIICE AND FXI TS ADJIACE > <& ™+

CONCERNS ARE GKOQUPED BY FIRST 3 DIG@ TS OF SUBCATEGORY NUMBER

[iT AND PERFCRM NIG FLUSH | ESTS IN THE
TRI TRATI ON  ROOM HI TH 910 FI RE EXTI NQ
U SHER. NAUCLEAR PUHER CONCERN.
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-EOQUENCY - REQUEST OFFI CE OF NUCLEAR PONER RUN TI M - 1615 141
P - 1SSS - RN EMPLOYEE CONCERN_PROGRAM SYSTEM ( ECPS RUN DATE - WLWA87/
ENPLOYEE CONCERN |t FORVATI ON BY CATEGORY!' SUBCATEGORY
i EGORYa SF | NDUSTRI AL SAFETY SUBCATEGORY; 905 LI FE SAFETY
S | REPORT APPL
H 2 SAF RELATED REF. SECTI.ON
SUR R PLT 3 FIND CLASS H STORI CAL  CONCERN CAT - SF
+ONCERN M NDER CAT LAT D LCC SF &L SQ NS REPORT ORI G N CONCERN DESCRI PTI ON SUl CAT - 905
% - 85-832-00201 SF 905 HUMH 3 Qrc UNIT ? Pl PE CHASE HAS | NSUFFI Cl ENT P 2.3. 1.
750138 < ROVI Si ONS FOR COM U UNICATIO | SHOULD H 411
ELP Of REQUI RED |NSIDE THE P| PE CHAS - L
E. AP HAS PLACED AT THE EXIT 0 6.1, 7.1
F THE PIPE CHASE, BUT THI'S, BY |TSEL
F. IS INSUFFI CI ENT. ADDI TI OL1ALLY T"
TH S AREA CO NSTRUCTI ON DEPT. CONC
ERLL, HAS NO FURTHER | NFORAMTI ON.
110 F(J_LO UP REQUI RED.
| 1850086- 00151  SF 905 No" I N NH Y qQrc PERSONNEL SAFETY HAZARD - CONGESTED 1,1.1, 2.3.1.
2 NA NA NA NO AREA PIPE CHASE 12, AUX. 1L)O EL 71 3’54 41
3 NA NA NA C 3, WIT 2, H\SP. = DOOR BLOCKED OFF A 244 _ “*4
g DI FFI CULT TO GET MATERIAL INTO AR 6.1, 7.1
| -85-177-00201 o o955 NN I N N N Y qQre TELEPHONES ARE NOT AVAI LABLE IN PIPE  1.1.1, 2).1]
T30216 2 NA HA NA NO CHAS! "FOR PERSOIINEL SAFETY USE. O  3.2.1, 4.1.1,
3 NA NA NA C FEELS THAT LACK OF TELEPHONES HOUD 7 7 4

PREVENT QUI CK RESPON SE TO AN EMERGE
[1CY SITUATION. | NOADDI TIO AL | 1FORM
ATION COULD SE PROVI DED BY O . CaLs

CONCERNS ARE GROUPED BY FIRST 3 DIG@ TS OF SUBCATEGORY NUMBER
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"EQUENCY - REQUEST OFFI CE OF NUCLEAR POHER RUN TIME |f1SO 1
‘P - 1SSS - RHN EMPLOYEE COl #4RN PROGFAM SYSTEM ( ECPS) RUN DATE - 01.28/
EMPLOYEE CONCERN | NFORI MATI ON BY CATEGORY/ SUBCATEGORY
:EGORYs SF | NDUSTRI AL SAFETY SUDCATEGORYi 905 LI FL SAFETY
S | REPORT APPL
N 2 SAF RELATED REF. SECTI ON
Sb R PLT 3 FIND CLASS HI STORI CAL  CONI CERN UCAI . &
*ONCERNWUM ER  CAT CAT D LCC IF DL SQ H REPORT ORIG N CONCERN DESCRI PTI ON : - 90s
| -85--319-00401  sr 905  NWON | PLANT EMERGENCY EXI T' ASSEM LY ROUTES 1.2, 2.3.29
150011 2 SHOULD BE CLEARLY HARKED ON FLOOR 322 42
3 NOT ONLY H TH SI GNS :
I -35-319-90601 SF 905 NN"N I N N NY THERE |S NEED FOR A PERSONNEL HATCH 1.1.4, 2,31
T50254 2 NA NA NA NO IN_THE UPPER HATCH OF REACTOR PRESSU  3'5°)" ;774
3 NA NA NA | Rl ZER HOUSINGs ALSO NEEDED IS A PLA 2.4, 4
TFORH AROUND THI S HATCH. THE PRESEN
| SYSTEM REQUI RES CARPENTERS, ELECTR
| CIAtS, AND SO LERVAKERS. ADDI NG A
DE PRESSURI ZER HOUSI NG TO EXIT IF HE
CESSARY. NUCLEAR POAER CONCERN.  UN
IT 1.  NO ADDI TI ONAL | NFORVATI ON AVA
:EIISADLE IN FILE. 10 FOLLOW UP REQUI R
- a- 56- 300010! SF 905 N it N NY QTC PI PE CHASE 713' ELEV. 12 REACTOR HAS 1.1.1, 2.3.1
TSaa | 2 HA NA NA NO A SERI QUS PERSONNEL SAFETY HAZARD D 351 411
3 NA NAIA C UE TO A CONGESTED CONFI | | ED AREA H'ER L e
E 30-40 PEOPLE ARE WORKING AROUND EX 6.1, 7.1

PLOSI VE MATERI ALS NELDLING AlID DO NG
ELECTRI CAL | NSTAI LATION "I TH NO HAY
R~ THI'S CONCERN HAS BEEf! ADDRESSED
NUMEROQUS TI MES AT SAFETY MEETI NGS AN
lC\)l NO CORRECTI VE ACTI ON HAS SEEIl TAKE

CONCERNS ARE GROUPED BY FIRST 3 DIG@ TS OF SUBCATEGORY NUMDER.
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COKNGY . REQUES OFF OF 'NUCLEAR POAER RUN TIME - 1650914
| NeSS -RE ENPLOYEEE('\%IQ%EEJ |NF0RRM|§T|PO|\| BYMC,i'I\'(Eég'\R{lI FeATEGORY RUN DATE - 91/28V87
QGRY, SF I NDUSTRI AL SAFETY SUNCAI EGORYi 905 LI FE SAFETY
| REPORT APPL
2 SAF RELATED REF. SECTI ON
Sub PLT 3 FIND CLASS H STORI CAL  CONCERN CAT - SF
I NCERN NUMRER  CAT  CAT | OC IF DL SQ HN REPORT ORIG N CONCERN DESCRI PTI ON SUSCAT - 98S
-1S-462-61011 g gos WN | N N N Y qrc SERI OUS SAFETY CONDI TION EXISTS PIPE  1.1.1, 2.3.1.
TS0020 2 NA NA NA NO CHASE 02 REACTOR _ 20-60 PEOPLE NOR 351 411
3 NA NA NA C KITIG IN A CONGESTED AREA HI TH ONE WA S 44 14
Y OUT. REPORTED TO SAFETY NUMEROUS 61, 7.1
TIMES. NO CORRECTI VE ACTI ON TAKEN
-S5-f83-00101 SF 905 NoN I N N N Y QTC PIPE_CHASE ELEVATON -i3 AUX BLDO (U 1.1, 2. 3.1.
150. 35 2 NA NA NA NO HT 2) HAS A SINGLE PERSON ACCESSIEG 351 111
3 NA NA NA C RESS.” FIRE, SMOKE, TOXIC FUVES. ETC < 4.1, 411,
COULD | NCAPACI TATE HORKERS (AT TIME 6.1, 7.1
S AS MANY AS 15-20) IN THI S AREA.
-& S-S29-0016S SE  90S NWN I N N Y Y I N-8S- S28- OO QTC THE TUO DOORS IN THE CdEM LAD ARE VE 1.1.2, 2.3.1,
TS1646 2 NA NA NO NO RY CLOSZ TOGETHER AND COULD ALMST A 321 412
3NA NA || E CONSIDERED AS ONE.  IF A FIRE "oy 2 4¢+H  *+ &

LD OCCUR IN THE DOOR AREA, ANYONE IN
SIDE COULD RE TRAPPED.

CONCERNS ARE GROUPED DY FIRST 3 DIG TS OF SUBCATEGCORY NUVMBER.
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OFFI CE_ OF NUCLEAR POHER
EMPLOYEE CONCERN PROCRA" SYSTEM ( ECPS)

| EQUEENCY - JREQUEST
*PQU 1 SSS -~ R

EMPLOYEE CONCERN | NFORVMATI ON BY CATEGORY/ SUBCATEGORY

I'EGORYa SF | NDUSTRI AL SAFETY SUBCATEGORYa 90S LI FE SAFETY
S REPORT APPL
N SAF RELATED
SUB R PLT FI ND CLASS HI STORI CAL CONCERN
- ONCERN NUMBER CAT CAT D LOC [f 1L SQII REPORT ORIG N

| 183PRp-S0101 SF 905 N NON % I N-85-696-001  QTC
3
* -as-B07-g01ml SF 905 N NDH I N N Y QTC
150071 2 HA NA NA NO
3 NA NA NA

* 185p861-00101  SF 905 N HBN IN-85-961-001  OTC

£5%
£5=
252
wZ<

CONCERNS ARE GROUPED BY FIRST 3 DIG@ TS OF SUBCATEGORY NUMBER

CONCERN DESCRI PTI ON

UNIT 32, PIPE CHASE ON ELEVATI ON 715
., _CURRENTLY REQUI RES ENTRANCE/ ACCES
S THROUGH A SMVALL _OPENI NG _APPROXI| MAT
ELY 12 H DE.  THE RESTRICTION IS DU
E TO SCAFFOLDI NG AND PI PE CONSTRUCTI
CSII'DE THE ONLY OTHER POSSIBLE EXIT IS

Pl PE CHASE 92 HAS ONLY OINE ACCESS
ELEV. 692 - AUX. BU LDING THROUGH T
O ELEV. 757. I NCASE OF Fl RE/ I NJURY
TO Ai EMPLOYEE |IT HOULD BE EXTREMELY

DI FFI CULT TO EVACUATE. THE ACCESS
AT ELEV. 713, |S CONTROLLED NY SECUR
O CONTACT SECURITY | NCASE OF Al EMER
CGENCY. TH' S ACCESS SHOULD HAVE A PE
RHANENT GUARD AT ALL TIMES. NO ADDI
TIO NAL | NFORVATI ONd - AVAI LABLE.

PERSONNEL ACCESS TO CERTAI N | NSTRUME
NTATI O' 1S U ISAFE _DURI NG PLANT OPERA
TIAIS.  THE ONLY EXIT FROM GRATI NG P
LATFORM | S PAST DI SCHARGE OF SAFETY

RELI EF VALVES (BOTH UNITS) NORTH AVID
SOUTH VALVE 1S, 729" AND 737' EL
EXI STS TO PREVELtT HORKING IN TH S A
REA HH LE PLANT |S OPERATING NO FU
RTHER DETAI LS AVAI LABLE.

PAGE -
RUN TIM - 16 1
RUN DATE - 01/28/87

REE. SECTI ON
CAT - SF
SUl CAT - 905

3%

6.1,

oW
N =

=

W =
N 2

H_b!\)

Z1t

P w
N

N
P w



EBENCE
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| NUCLEAR Pd | RUN TIME - 16VWN | *
| Ss5 -~ “Rmt EI\/PLOYEE OOlNCERN | ROGRAH SYSTEM ;ECPS) RUN DATE - te|2V8.7
EMPLOYEE CONCERN | NFORMATI ON BY CATEGCORY/ SUBCATEGORY
POSTI SF | NDUSTRI AL SAFETY SUBCATEGCORYo 905 LI FE SAFETY
S 1 REPORT APPL
H 2 SAF RELATED REF. SECTI ON
SuUB R PLT 3 FLND CLASS H STORI CAL CONCERN CAT - SF
NCERN NUVBER  CAT CAT 0 LCC BF aL SQ HN REPORT ORIG N CONCERN DESCRI PTI ON SUI CAT - 90S
-86- 685- 0691 SF 905 N Hw 1 Qrc THERE ARE NO CLEARLY DEFI NED PEDESTR 1.2, 2.3.2,
r SOL26 2 IAl4 HALKHAYS INSIDE NHAIP. O HAS NIO 3,22 4.2
3 ADDI TI OHAL | NFORII ATION.  CONSTRUCTI
ON CONCERN, UNITS | & 2.
- 867 099- so] 1] SF 90S K No I N N N Y I N- 86- 089- 001 QTC G IS FEARFUL THE AIR LOCK DOOR LOCA  1.1.3, 2.3.1.
r ! 2 NA NA NA NO TED AT EL. 713" UNIT | SIDE, AUX ILD 321 41.3
3 NA NA 14A | 0. COULD HALFUNCTI ON AND COULD HOT | B e
E O PEED IN CASE OF AN EMERGENCY. C
I HAS 40 FURTHER | NFORMATI ON. NUCLE
AR POHER CONCERN
-96-279- M161 SF  90S NNBN I N N N Y QTC C IS CONCERNED ABOUT A PI PE CHASE | 1.1.1, 2.3.1.
riso's 2 NA NA NA NO N UNT 2 ELEVATION 692° THAT HAS OAL 321 41.1
3 NANANAC Y ONE ENdTRY/EXIT. THE UPPER ENTRY/ E ’ T
XIT TS BLOCKED BY A VENCE. C IS cO 6.1, 7.1
NCERI ED THAT THERF IS O LY ONE TELEP
HIiE AT THE ONE ENTRY/EXIT AND IF TH
PE CHASE HORKERS COULD BE TRAPPED.
Cl HAS NO ADDI TIO NAL INFO._ CONSTRUC
-&JIGI\%EBEPT CONCERN4.  NO FOLLOW UP RE

CONCERNS ARE GROUPED BY FIRST 3 DIA@ TS OF SUBCATEGORY NUMBER



EFERENCE
| EQUENCY
P - |5SS

| EGCORYX SF

: O CERN Nul SER

% 1s§55812- 00541

02

- M 86- 0u6- 00101
1S0265

02

'11-0199 01

CAT

SF

SF

SF

SF

SF

| NDUSTRI AL SAFETY

sub
CAT

90s

906

20S

996

90S

ECPS13] J- ECPSI S1C
REQUEST

S HBN

S No"

N N o

TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORI TY
OFFI CE OF NUCLEAR POHER
EMPLOYEE CONCERN PROGRAM SYSTEM

PAGE
; ECPS

EMPLOYEE CONCERN | NFORMATI ON_ BY CATEGORY/ SUBCATEGORY

SUBCATEGORY& 905

REPORT APPL
SAF RELATED
FI ND CLASS
IF IL SQ 45

WN R N

WNER W

££=
£5°
$e=
O%'<

21 CONCERNS FOR CATEGORY SF SUSCATEGORY 90S

LI FE SAFETY

HI STORI CAL
REPORI

CONCERNS ARE GROUPED BY FIRST 3 DIG@ TS OF SUBCATEGORY NUM BER

CONCERN
ORIGN

QTC

qQrc

CECP

CONCERN DESCRI PTI ON

Cl CONCERI | ED THAT A SPECI FI C DEPARTH
ENT (KIDUI) IS A FIRE TRAP. THE EX
TS ARE SI TUATED SUCH. THAT IF AN E'9
LOSI ON OCCURRED DUE TO THE STORAGE O
F CHEM CALS. THL PECPLE HOULD_ BE TRA
PPED. ALSO, DUE TO THE AIIQUIT OF EL
ERE IS A HGH RISK OF ELECTROCUTI ON
IF THE SPRI NKLER SYSTEM HAS ACTI VATE
0. NUCLEAR POHWR CONCERN.  ARONYMOU
S CONCERN.

C |S CONCERNED THAT A SPECI FI C DEPA
RI MENT ( KNOH IS A FIRE TRAP. THE
EXITS A SI TUATED SUCH, THAT |F AN
EXPLOSI ON OCCURRED DUE TO THE STORAG
E OF CHEM CALS, THE PEOPLE HOULD BE
TRAPPED. ALSO. DUE TO THE AHOUNT OF
THERE IS A H GH RISK OF Et ECTROCUTI O
N IF THE SPRI NKLER SYSTEM 4AS ACTI VA
TED. N UCLEAR PCHER CONCERN. Al NONYM
OUS CONCERN.

HE NEED ANOTHER FIRE EXIT FROM HENS
RESTROOM AND LOCKER ROO' ELEV. 729

RUN TI ME - 16. 090
RUN DATE - Sl/%%

. 7.
| 141
[ 87i

REE. SECTION
CAT SF

SUIMCAT - 9gs
1.1.2, 2.3.1.
3.2.1, 4.1.2
1.1.2, 2.3.1.
3.2.1, 4.1.2
1.1.5, 2.3.1
1.2.1
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Emp CORRECTIVE

Action Trackint Docunent

(CAM)
Imediate Corrective Action Required: ( Yes i No
Stop VWwor lecomend'e: a yes )( No
CAID No.-  12500-e- 4. | NI ZTATt | ONA 61+0220" 6
RESPONSI BLE ORGANI ZATI ON: WP ONP
PROBLEM DESCRI PTION: O Ql. t i ar

Enl oyes do not admatey-do tednduat additieona

in ti-& rom e eOrtneerint and administrative controls can be
provided in areas that do not coin | with egress reuirements.
These reguirements do not eLiminate te hWads, but do serve to
mninmize the ezxosure to the _owloveee to the lowest oessible

| evel.
D AT:ACHVENTS
PREPARED BY:  NAME DAZE:
CONCURRENCE:  CE+O DAT: )
APPROVAL: ECTG PROGRAM NOR- mzw::y
COURE : CTIVE ACTION
10.  PROPOSED CORRECTIVE
See attached.
| Kk
CAA |
11,  PROPICSED BY: DIRECTOR Mi:. miz, / vv DATE:
12, CONCURRE* CE: CEG H: :
SEP; Bﬂ E B _
| CTG PROGURAM 1. & DATE: .

VERI FI CATI ON AND CLOSEQUT

13.  Approved corrective actions have been verified As satisfactorily
i npl enent ed.

S| GNATURE TITLE DATE



