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SYNOPSIS

This investigation was initiated on April 26, 2006, by the Nuclear7 ission (NRC),
Office of Investigations (Ol), Region IV (RIV), to determine if
employed by AmerenUE's Callaway Nuclear Plant (Callaway), was willfully inattentive 19 duty
and if Callaway management willfully failed to take appropriate corrective action regarding the
alleged inattentiveness.

Based on the evndence developed during the investigation, Ol:RIV determined the allegation
that db)mc. - — }employed by AmerenUE, Calloway, was willfully inattentive to
duty and Callaway managemeﬁt willfully failed to take appropriate corrective action regarding
the alleged inattentiveness was not substantiated.
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DETAILS OF INVESTIGATION

Applicable Regulations (2005 Editions)
10 CFR 26 Fitness For Duty Programs (2005 Edition) (Allegation Nos. 1, 2, 6, & 7)

10 CFR 50.5: Deliberate Misconduct (2005 Edition) (Allegation Nos. 1, 2,6, & 7)
10 CFR 55.53: Condition of Licenses (2005 Edition) (Allegation Nos. 1, 2, & 7)

Purpose of Investigation

This investigation was initiated on April 26, 2006, by the Nuclear Reaulatorv Commission (NRC),
Office of Investigations (Ol), Region IV (RIV), to determine iff>"*
employed by AmerenUE’s Callaway Nuclear Plant (Callaway), was willfully

inattentive to duty and if Callaway management willfully failed to take appropriate corrective
action regarding the alleged inattentiveness [Allegation No. RIV-2006-A-0033] (Exhibit 1).

Background

On April 13, 2006, Michael S. PECK. Senior Resident Inspector, RIV, NRC, assigned to
Callaway, receivegLinformation frog{®"* : Callaway,
regarding another%?‘”“ ' j}leeping while on shift and management's raiure 10 take
action on the violation. ‘

BY7)E

]advised he was approached

b}{7}c
mltmiaims in hina 2008 ranarding - !

: lre-mortecifb"”c |

fb)(7 5 - l

B)(N)e

‘ |Callaway, aisciosea meinuers wPoe cauius
unit operator crew reported®™* as sleepingccording toy" e
] =

the crew members were afraid of getting in trouble i ‘was caught sleeping.

e tated?’mc. ..___Indicated he intended on speaking witrl o
issue and "might” have to remav{’ﬂf__ﬂ‘from the reactor control room. |”
he did not think the issue was serious since the crew members did not raise the issued
management.

ut the
dded
rectly to

b)(7)c

n)ﬂggl ) " Joi7c
—’l- shift and out of the control room.

eported he spoke t. number of times over the summer of 2005 and

‘believed™"" Jsleeping issues had - . However, prior to an outage at
uavin September 2005, he spoke with ... Jland was told that a priority was to get
| revealedEbW Lontinued to
work in thé control room throughout the 2005 outage. h
NOT F%uatW OFFICE
ADIRECT F INVESTIGATIONS,; REGION IV
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ecalled he ?gended shift turnover regularly throuohout the outage with e

as his work shift followed[*"* shift. According tof™"" asthe
e [P ' ' lwould discuss the gf

be down on his chest, his eyes were shut."|
abou!eeping during turnover wit o

in the Contro room'. too."

gro

hift activities, and then "his head would

N L. [ -~ |stood watch with
crew and related the crew had developed the attitude tha bine - idid not mess
with them I ew] and they dld not check on what he was doing. :

Te

- 37 \ p)mc R .
sed the sleeping issue with: = - @ L ' l

b)(7)c~«««w

¢

~ .o o0 JCallaway, on several occasions and they d|d not do anythmg
about it. l“”"” e orted his concern to the Employee Concerns Program (ECP) in

January 2006 and®* as taken off shift on January 31, 2006, after an ECP.
mvestlgatlon L““‘—
b)(7)c
: advised that after he reported his concern to the ECP manager, he was subjected
T¢ groan aduarse action _He advised he received g7 ]
Coordination with NRC Staff
On April 26, 200: ~ DI\/ ABlanatinn Raview Rnard (ARR) rheruqemljfiwwm F leaations S
- _and dpfprmlnpdr
TR ST e he ARB requested OI:RIV conduct an
|nvest|gat|on |nto Ee Fallegations 0 leeping while on duty and
management's f2 1 the issue. '
b)}{7)c
Interview of Alleger (Exhibit 2)
On May 1, 2006, b)_(7?° ‘ ' Mas interviewed by OI:RIV in Columbia, Missouri.
b)(7)c
¢

According tdurin a conversatlon wit ometime in late June 2005,

he was asked several timés by What have you sleeping in the

¢ control room?” (Exhibit 2, p. 8).£°°______ Jadvised he told Ihe fiad not
_ as sleeping in the control room nor-made any personal observations of "~

. NOTFORP c LOSURE WIT PROVAL OF FIELD OFFICE
IRECTOR, O , NVESTIGATI REG
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b)}(7)c .

TIG

b)(7 )

USEO N INFORMATION
further stated t ‘| almost never see . Our

o hadn t heard an hlng from anybody on his crew because |
o7 xplained that{™"" Jalso said he had
been approached b ho reported the®- rew

_ ned becalis as hayina oroblems staying awake |n the oontroT room.
f‘i‘?’“ __ Jstated that when he quéstioned” " ]

(oine “replied if the reactor operators were really concemned 3

it
irectw

Ieeplnq issues, they would norted therr concerns abou
. ladvnse

m control room duties but woud tal o)
tated, “At that point . . . we ended our cnv
ndicated, although the reactor operators 0 crew did not wa
io disclose th |b|)'( 7i)ccientitiest o it was comimon knowledge th

rreactor operatbrs assigned tg Erew at that time [June 2005] were[”"*
B)7)c

in the control room.
schedules don't overlap atall .
don't work with them”

b){(7)c .

BY7)C

le

< Xo)(7)c
hirn"""
b)(7)c

b)(7}c

fr

rsatmn" (Ex
b)7)c

ibit 2, p. 14).

nt
b){7)c

e

rb

-
BY7)C

AGENT'S NOTE: advised

DI

’ speculated he was questioned abo ﬂ(
elleve e
in t even thoughl

maintained theooﬁraeﬁrﬁrﬁ]
ported their concern
advised?r

leged sleeping in the control

ad also reported the concern
assigned to his
land did not report
directly to the

as not
o held a position

oraTeattor operator to
foi(7)c however, because of the union’s

concerns were normally reparted to the union steward who in turn
forwarded the concerns to management (Exhibit 2, p. 9).

He ]stated “. .. the union
has a relationship with Ameren that goes back a long time. And a long- standmg way for them

to do business is if you have a concern, you take it to your shop steward; your shop steward
deals with management directly” (Exhibit 2, p. 15). Howeverm

but g

B)(7)e

consjdered a supervisor
as 22 lat Callaway.
report concerns directly to the

contract with Callaway|”""”*

‘ .
< eldaiedl

“Te

Iclarified that in
Callaway’s employee orientation training, all employees were insiructed to report concerns
about fitness for duty to their superwsoristated he did not recall if instructions for
reporting fitness for duty concerns were addressed during the reactor operators’ requalification
training (Exhibit 2, p. 139).
[acknowledged that during his discussions with _J]about

iapparent sleeping gn duty, they never provided any detai escriptions Of

avior on the part ow however, they stated the{ "M Jwere watching
in order to prompt him to walk afound the plant if he appeared t

be getting sleepy

BY(7IC

BY7Ic

P IC DISCLOSURE ROVAL OF FIELD OEFICE
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GE N Lo ) . fome ‘ BY(7)E ,
! Iadwsed that after his discussion wit lhe approachedm

the control room th‘jm%mm_vm&and_inm.rfd about the concerns reported by the reactor
» operators regardin tated®"™* i/vas “surpriseg” and “kin

%

B -

(@8

of shocked” that{™™ -~ [had told him{""* ~ fabout concerns related tof>™° '
because he|_ hadbgﬁpnﬂnrmﬂwﬁgzgumnmg&ce. oK advised
that during his conversation'wtﬂ _ aid The reactor operators
were concerned they would be relieved of duty if someone saw®"* nodding off” in the
control room.and requested he{”"" relate their concern taf"" i
- felated that specifically, the reactor operators on[>™* ~  Jcrew were

concerned fRat “. . . the resident inspector is goinﬁ)_(;gmunﬁnd seﬁ;%.sl&enioginhhis office
and we're all going to get fired” (Exhibit 2, p. 30).] : stated] - Jtold him
he had not personally witnessed any problems and he@‘zm |
only reported the reactor operators’ concern ta

{"W‘” I;ecalléd that 6 to 7 weeks after his initiagvg;)s)nlexsat' with regarding
BX7)e - i “ .

Y

talked t

lleaed sleeping in the control room, h sked” -~ lifhehad _
i;;_g_’:____, - yecalled®" ' esponged e had talked witf®™<
and that had been going throu “ riod” but anpeared to have
“straightened things out” (Exhibit 2, p. 26:‘.).}“’”7’c advise¢””"  Jfurther commented
that he had considered relieving”"* from the control room in May [2005] because of his
crew's poor performance during requalifications and because he believedt®™ |
contributing factor to the crew’s poor performance.tate also told him
the instructors for reactor requalifications reported that every tiffie they meet with the crew for a
group discussion during requalifications”™ ;‘ would sit down and two minutes later,
he'd be asleep” (Exhibit 2, p. 27).{"’(”c 2 ktatéd P

conducted their annual requalification training in May and fai
annual simulator examinations, but passed on third examination.|
never s i I've been at Callaway, for an entire crew to fai

b)(7) . . . p)(7)e
p.24).0"" emembered the requalification instructors fo
Mav 2008 wergd®("° ' |

irst. and second
. |stated, “I've
xam” (Exhibit 2,

{b)(7)c

'ih
bl\ 7

advised that in August 2005, he forwarded an email td” |

¢

requestin 9.3 reassiann ent of work hours after the refueling outage from the night shift to the”/
day shift. {explained he had been working the night shift fofLﬁexLezaLyeags and it
would be &asier o Ais*home life” to work day shift at this point in time.{"" - __stated that
when he met wit”*  [ko discuss his request for reassignment to day shift"™ |
deniedb_)%i)‘cx_ze;ijgnd told him, “There’s just no way | can do that . . . My top priori s to be
togett - - putof the control room . .. | need everybody that I've got to support the
refueling outage.®*There’s just no way | can get him off shift now . . . But as soon as the

refueling (sic) over, I'm going to do something about it” (Exhibit 2, pp. 44-46).

NOT FOR PUBLIC\QISCLOSURE-WITHOU 7 ROV. IELD CE
‘ DIRECTOR, OF INVESTIGATIONS, REGION IV
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ime. in September 2005 during the refuelipg outage, he had an
-; rew members by the name of""* |

hecame agitated when he informed him that he had talked wnthf""”c ]
"""~ Jwags having problems staying awake in.the contral room.
d"™_ Jlresponded he had watched®™” ]
’ P - fwas “getting comfortable,” hg™'
up and.take a walk around.the plant (Exhibit 2, pp. 37-38).
askec%”” till had problems staying awakeé in the contro
said, “T'don't give him a chahce to fall asleep” (Exhibit 2, p. 39).
that, in general, when individuals were specifically questioned abou
duty, their response was, “Well, he really wasn't asleep. He was ~ -~

nodding off” (Exhibit 2, p. 39).
M dvised he was never assigned in the control oom at the same time as
B Thowever, the first time he personally observed[”™  [bxhibiting behavior

"associated with sleeping on duty was sometime Iate Setemer or early October 2005 during a
shift tumover briefing (Exhibit 2, pp. 41, 47-48).( xplained that at various times

over a 2-month period he conducted shift turnover briefin ?b;s”when rehevmg or assuming shift

>

UL ~[sleeping on

natientive or he was

duties fro While working the refueling outage. ndicated the shift
urnover briefings were heId in a conference room located across the hall from the control room.
oIre tated that on between 5 to 15 occasions, during the shift turnover. meetings,
“after[V completed his briefing to the staff, “. . . within a minute most days . .
30 seconds . .. his eyes are shut, his head’'s down, and he’ll pop his head up every once in
a while, then his head’s back down . . . there were ttmes when that went on for 20 or
30 seconds . . . a couple of times | thought he wa ing to fall out of his ¢} . | would

consider itto be sleeping” (Exh|b|t2 pp. 50-53)

i{o) (7’

perscmnel present during the shift meetings when h o

sleep
were """

ferrie : et I

urther advisedPI7e [also

orked witt""" | [IdUring the summer [2005

5T : ) imed that during
: - D)7 ﬁ(: CTAImoSTTiowwg oy at the

outage control center while he| as on duty (Exhibit 2, p. §7).

'stated he had a conversation wntf{l e ‘ o _
Callaway, in August or September 2005 wheret@"’”’c ftold him that on one

it Ehe saw""" .. head was bobbing and his.

NOT FO IC DISCLOSURE HOUT APPROVAL OF FIELD OFFICE
DIRECTQR, OFEICE OF INV IGATIONS
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eyes ettina heavy . . . he looked like he was really struggling . . .” (Exhibit 2, pp. 146-
147) ~Ispeculated anyone who may have witnessed®” __asleep on-duty
“1e would- o report it or acknowledge they were a witness because everyone was
aware that at Pilgrim [Pilgrim Nuclear Pow jon] the reactor operators and the supervisor
were terminated for a similar issue. {"" " ‘stated, “The guy that slept was fired . . . the
reactor operators were fired becausethey didn't reportiit . . . | think everybody understands
that . .".” (Exhibit 2, pp. 150-151).
b)(7)0 b)(7)c
: - i ctober 20035, he contacted|
()14 T- D | . . L
[‘, o ___"|Callaway, on several occagjons to eort his
observatlons oo Tdurin the shi turnover briefings; however N
had not been con SCled by . ed about any problems related tq
- ._contacted]”™ ' land ask
’ ' to discuss his concerns about]”" -
A L 3 L nd reported he had observed
asleep dunng the shift turnover briefi ngs Bt b'esponded “oh, hell . . . He

the confr v | thought you were going to‘tel ?%somejmno really bad" (Exhibit 2,

P. 61). fo }further adyised he also reported t ’ hat he had obtalned
“secon _an in rmatloh that’ _Mwvas having™™ ‘

i nd wag . if Callaway (EXAibit 2, pp. 72-80),

- indicated o action Was faken byfeime - to address the concerns raised about
‘lconduct in the control room, during requali ication training, or at shift turnover

briefings.

fadvised the refueling OUE% ) e ended i |ate November

“and based 6n his co van ations with __ {he was aware}, '
several inquiries with{ ~fegardind®™® Ipromise to removel‘b e from the
control room. According tq“’"m : when®™ " Tinquired about{"

remgval from the control room in December 2005, hef®™ ~ |was told
% thaad resolved his problems and there was no need to remove him from contro
roomn duties (Exhibit 2, pp. 83-84). < e advised™™ . hentlone
crew was “a very weird crew” and they have an understandln on shift that they do fet ’
ther , and he does not bother them e . |stated he ad guestioned
5 L ‘ .. labout

hlmy asleep on duty.

b ad not addressed the concerns about

1e his guties in the control room. he reported his

JUEC tCaIIawav on or about lanuary 20, 2006.
g " s had been

hromowea ~ocoandP?c - was reassigned toa‘ e
Rz %s a rep acementfo,qmmc s ppme PX0e - should have replaced”

LT
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BT . asd(b)mc_ T bi(7)c

_ linstead o L ';Explained he decided

to refer his concerns to the ECP when he realized®"* ag willing to relocatef™""

to a new position for convenience, even though he was aware off™  ~ [fitness for
~c  dutyissues ("™ lrecalled that after his meeting with ECPP™®____ Jwas
subsequently removed from control room duties on or about lanuary 31, 20086.

stated, “. . . none of this became a big deal until | went to employee concems. And after tha

was considered . . . a personnel issue and nobody really wants to talk about the details”
(Exhibit 2, pp. 33-34).

b{7}c -

B7IC
[ -

L C R

{.; ;’ :ha’d Beeh rembved frdrh cbhtrol riﬁdm \)vétch duties.
out February 6 or 7, 2006, a separate meeting was held to
' had been removed from control room watch duties {Exhibit 2,

¢ POE . Joannounce{ire
e lecalled that on or
form thelP?= "
pp. 34 and 127).

dvised he had a conversation wit n March 2006 and admitted to

2. [0 [ihat he had reported his concern aboufme___—Jo the ECP.{"™°  Jrelated
“he told " lhe reported the concerns regardin o the ECP because

b){7)c
he%‘”"’?c bto‘ { no action when the concerns were initially Béught to his attention.

~ stated he did not know the reactor operators and instructors were concerned about

egedly sleeping during requalificgfions and in_the control room until he was
T informed Ryo"e | During the interview f~""° rovided the names of reactor
personnelf(ic T '
b)(7)c b

‘ : . iwno had worked witrbem ' Fnd may have
witnessed him asleep or inattentive. '
e " ladvised that prior to his interview with OI:RIV, h%b)mc o lt e reactor
operators, and the shift supervisors received letters from Callaway's aftorngy. {* " ]
stated the reactor personnel were also contacted b™™< . -Wwho actively encouraged ffiem
to accept legal representation from the attorney retained by Caliaway (Exhibit 2, pp. 156-157).

Allegation No. 1: Conditions of Licenses

Evidence

Document Review

During the course of this investigation, Ol:RIV reviewed and evaluated documents obtained

from Callaway and/or NRC staff. The documents deemed pertinent to this investigation are
represented in this section:

NOT FORPUBL ISCLOSU ITHOU PROV, -D OFFICE
DIRECTOR, E OF INVESTIGATIONS, REGION IV
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Callaway Organization Chart - Nuclear Operations, printed June 12, 2006 (Exhibit 3)

This document is an organizational chart for the nuclear operations department and reflects the
command structure at Callaway beginning with the position of vice president of nuclear
operations to the UROs.

Letter from J. Patrick HICKEY, Attorney for Callaway, Pillsbury, Winthrop, Shaw, Pittman, LLP,
to Ol:RIV, dated May 10, 2006 (Exhibit 4)

This letter was included with documents marked confidential and provided by HICKEY on behalf
of Callaway to OI:RIV. During interviews of Callaway personnel during May 2006, OI:RIV
identified and requested the following documents:

b)(7)c

Page 2:

Pages 3-9:

Instructor Cycle Summarv Reports for LOCT Cyvcle 2004 and 2005, undated (Exhibit 5)

The LOCT Instructor Cycle Summary Report is a summary of observations made by the LOCT
instructors during classroom and simulator training for the reactor operators.

b)(4)

e

AGENT'S NOTE: A review o{ o [ltralmng history disclosed i
completed 32 hours of training during the LOCT Cycle 2005-03, Sesswn 20050352
on May 16, 2006.

NOTF LIC DISC RE WITHOUT APPROVAL OF FIELD OFFICE
DIRECTOR; OFFICE O TIONS,
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Summary Overview of the Callaway Behavioral Observation Program (BOP) dated June 8,

2006 (Exhibit 6)

This document, a summary overview af the ( i i nwhena -
concern is reported, was prepared by _ allaway, at
the request of OI:RIV. Further, Callaway Procedure APA-ZZ-00906 was identifiel as the

procedure which provided guidance related to training and responsibilities associated with the
BOP.

BR7IC

BOP - Annual Supervisor Reviews, Form CA0029A regardind various dates

Exhibit 7

A review odmmi bOP Annual Supervisor Reviews for the periods July 2004 through
June 2006 revealed thesollowing: }

b)(7)c

Pages 1-2: _BOP - Annual Supervisor Review, dated July 29, 2004/ |

Pages 3-4: BOP - Annual Supervisor Review, dated July 11, 2005.fw—l

BY7)c

i

Pages 5-6: __BQE__AnnuaLs_uo_stgLBexm._daled_Eepmgrv 14. 2008, f e l

b)(7)c .

b){7)c

Pages 8-9: BOP - Annual Supemsor Revnew dated March 14 2006

b7}

Pages 10-11: BOP - Annual Superwsor Review, dated May 2, 2006! t
b)(7)c '
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~ May and June 2005. | =
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Pages 12-13:_BOP - Annual Supervisor Review. dated

e ‘ Al 4 \

Letter from HICKEY to OI:RIV, dated June 27, 2006 (Exhibit 8

This letter, with attachments, provided in Qrmatlon obtamed from Callaway's Reader
Transaction History databases regarding”"" - -. - |control room entry and exit times during

A review of the Reader Transactlon Hlstorles for May 2005 disclosed no control room entries or

'

exits for®"* Eue to the fact tha” land his crew were conducting traunlng
exercises in the teaihing building duringfhat morit
B)(7)c

(Exhibit 8 p. 3).
A review of the Reader Transaction Histories for June 2005 reveale ; worked day
and night shift control room duties and, on only one occasion [June ATiere he was
absent from the ‘control room for over 2 hours. On June 7, 2005 bsence from the
control room was due to his participation in a simulator training exercise as an observer as part
of his[*"* lduties (Exhibit 8, pp. 3-9).

At OLRIV request, Callaway located documents which identified any instances of reactor
personnel who had been cited for sleeping or inattentiveness on duty. A record was found
which stated that in June 1999 an equipment operator was reprimanded because he “appeared
to be asleep” in the Equipment Operator’s Ready Room (Exhibit 8, p. 11).

Printout: Callawa Control Room ArchivedOperator Log for May 2005 and June 2005, print
date July 5, 2006 (Exhibit 9)

A room archived operator logs for May-June 2005 reflected na listinas fo

foinc-

n the control room in May 2005; however, listings fof” - |
reflected he assumed or provided relieff” "™ - -~ duties in the control room o June 3-5;
7-9; 20-22; and 24-27, 2005 - :

Callaway Card Reader Transaction Histories: Control Room, various dates (Exhibit 10

These documents. copies of the Reader Transacti n istories for the control room entry/exit
times forl"~ ' Jon June 7, 2005, revealed thaf”"" exited the control room at
8:59:11 p.m. and returned to the control room at 11:55:75 p.m. [absence over 2 hours].

" absence from the control room was due to his participation in a simulator training
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Callaway's ECP Investigation and File No. 20060123, provided July 20, 2006 (Exhibit 11)

This file, ECP File No. 20060123, contained the ir

investigation int¢™*"* lallegation thal}

Specifically, on th

iaatjve findings of Callaway’s
b)(7)c .
as observed sleeping on duty.
e Form, datec January 23, 2006
is having problems with

alertn
reflec

ss/attentiven
b)}7)c

A raview of the FCP investioation disclosed ECP interviewed reactor personnell -

¥b)(7)c

e ECP's Employee Conf.%ccxsiniﬁaunlé
(Exhibit 11, p. 13)eported,.;

ess to dutyron shift in the control rodf.”
. had forwarded his concerns about{m
did nofhave any Supporting documentation or evidence to provide to the ECP.

e

Jc

ut

A (7)c

rb)(7)c

in the control r
stated they saw

om. shift bri
b){7)c ) .

fings, and training

-~

All of the personnel listed above, with the exception
incidents of inattentiveness pertaining t%b"”‘

about their observations oi”’”“ ~
one of the individuals inte

classes.

jasleep,” “fall asleep,” or “sleep” on duty.

Bitric

of stated they had observed
;asfanows {(EXRibit 11, pp. 17-18):

OIGE
(a)
(b)

1¢ (c)

(d)

(e)

M
(9)

A review of ECP’'s Manaqe

ment Interview Summary of intepviews witHj: A

b)(7)c

b)(7)e )

{EXNIOICTT, PP 23247
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Callaway’s 2006 Operations Safety-Conscious Work Environment (SCWE) Survey, undated
Exhibit 12

in general, the SCWE survey revealed that employees at Callaway believed they could raise
concerns without fear of reprisals; however, a review of the SCWE Survey Comments section
disclosed two SCWE Survey comments which stated Survey Comment No. 3 - Management
ignored a concern of g”"° _}sleeping on duty and Survey Comment No, 70 -
Comments were overheard that no actlon was taken for 6 months regarding a reported
inattentive problem for 6 months (Exhibit 12, pp. 7-8).

7)c .
Callaway Action Request (CAR) No| - dated June 13, 2006 (Exhibit 13)
This CAR was generated by we o0 track actions items 1) Reaffirm operator

responsibilities for maintaining aleriness and Fitness-For-Duty responsibilities; 2) Reaffirm
Continued Employee Observation Program responsibilities; and 3) Reaffirm SCWE Principles.

b)(7)c

Email from{ © ~ with attachments, dated
January 312006 {Exhibit 14) 7
In this email :

. JInotified the operating and shift superwsors that effective the same date
as the email January 1, 2006} iu ay staff duties and

_|F urther attached to this

2002 (Exhibit 14, pp. 2-3), and a Gocument which reflected orgarizan
operations department effective January 27, 2006 (Exhibit 14, p. 5).

DG

Facility Operator's Reports 2004-2006 Regardin

various dates (Exhibit 15

. ) !
This form, the Facility Operator's Report, was completed by the supervisor of ¢ licensed reactor
operator and forwarded to the medical reviewing officer prior to an operator’s scheduled
medical examination.:

- Facility Operator's Reports, dated January 13, 2004; December 15,
006, disclosed no behavioral abnormalities and perfect job attendance

during those periods.

Ameren Management Performance Appraisals 2004 and 2005 fog e ated February 8
2005 and March 1, 2006 (Exhibit 16)
A review ofib)mc - !Manaqement Performance Appraisal for 2004 disclosed he received an

b}(7)c

overall rating of r ]and no negative commentary.
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b)(7)c
A review oJ —_— kManacement Performance Appraisal for 2005 disclosed he received an
7¢ overall rating of """

No references to, or commentary, regarding inattentiveness.

Reactor Operator Licenses for Callaway Plant, Unit No. 1, Facility License No. NPF-3C Issued

by the NRC, vafrious dates (Exhibit 17)

x !
These documents, letters issued by the NRC, granted icenses to individuals “. . . to manipulate
All controls of the Callaway Plant, Unit No. 1, Facility License No. NPF-30,” as listed:

b)(7}c

A reviewol . hlicense renewal by the NRC showed he was granted

feie effective for 6 years
beginning on February 15, 2001.

LOCT Evaluation Summary Reports| ___ Mated May 2005 (Exhibit 18)

b)(7ic
This documentation reflected job performance evaluations o rew%:ring
simulator training and requalifications, Course T61.08108, Session 2005032, conducted at

Callaway during May 2005.

b)(7)e ’ .

A review of the documentation disclose( lattendinq the training were
e ~ |During the trainin
W&mwmmbm&mmlua&dﬁﬂeam&aﬂmmm 9—’

’I‘o é
Further review of the Dynamic Simulator Crew Operational Evaluations showed the crew
received an unsatisfactory rating for their performance due to a “trip of TDAFP" during the
simulator examination conducted on May 5, 2005 (Exhibit 18, p. 28). Subsequently, the crew
successfully completed and satisfactorily passed remedial training prior to returning to shift
duties.

b)(7c

AmerenUE Training/Student History Report rinted June 12, 2006 (Exhibit 19)
AmerenUE's Training and Student History Report fori !reflected training, general
employee and license-specific, completed by{"""" eginning inthrough
the present. '

raining history disclosedomplefed 32 hours of training
during the LOCT Cycle 2005-03, Session 20050352, 6n May 16, 2006.
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b)(7)c

AmerenUE Tfaininq/Student History Report ’ printed June 12, 2006 (Exhibit 20)

¥

AmerenUE'’s Training and Student Historv Report reflected training, genéral employee and
license-specific, completed by; e

AmerenUE Training/Student History Report! brinted June 12, 2006 (Exhibit 21)

AmerenUE’s Trainihg and Student History Report reflected training, general employee and
license-specific, completed by|”"* !

AmerenUE Training/Student History Reportf™™* brinted June 12, 2006 (Exhibit 22)

AmerenUE’s Training and Sty de Report refiected training, general employee and
license-specific, completed by - v

b)(.7)c

AmerenUE Training/Student Histog Report Jprinted June 12, 2006 (Exhibit 23)

AmerenUE's Training and Stud.ent History Report reflected training, general employee and
license-specific, completed by™ " -

AmerenUE Training/Student History Report} f’"’”‘ . printed June 12, 2006 (Exhibit 24

AmerenUE's Training and Student History Report reflected tra| ning, general employee and
license-specific, completed by

AmerenUE Training/Student History Report.]|

AmerenUE’s Training and Stu :Ient History Report reflected training, general employee and
license-specific, completed by |

i
AmerenUE Procedure APA-ZZ-00906. Revision 013, “Behaworal Observation Program.”

Effective Date October 28, 2004 (Exhibit 26)

This procedure provided “. . . guidance to assist supervisory personnel in determining
appropriate actions to take when faced with a situation where employee reliability is in question”
(Exhibit 26, p. 3). In Section 3.8, it instructed “Supervisors and Management Personnel” to
“Observe personnel for behavior traits and patterns that may reflect adversely on their
trustworthiness or reliability,” and in Section 3.9, it instructed “All Personnel” to “Report
noticeable behavior changes exhibited by any individual to supervisory or Security personnel for
appropriate evaluation and action” (Exhibit 26, p. 6). -

FICE OF INVESTIGATIONS, REGION IV

Case No. 4-2006-025 20 ’
OFEICTAL LY-O ION'WFORM N



‘ OFFICIAE-USE ONLY - VESTISATION MATION
AmerenUE Procedure APA-ZZ-00908, Revision 013, Fitness For Duty Program, Effective Date
October 28, 2004 (Exhibit 27)

This procedure established the Callaway’s Fitness for Duty Program as required by 10 CFR 26
and stated as follows:

In Section 4.6.1. b., Test for Cause - Observed Behavior, it stated, “Supervisory personnel,
Refer to APA-ZZ-00906, Continued Employee Observation Program, and IMPLEMENT the
applicable guidance in detecting behavior adverse to the safe operation and security of the
Callaway Plant” (Exhibit 27, p. 20).

In Section 4.13.4.b., Reporting Requirements, it stated, “PERFORM notification of any
significant Fitness for Duty events: ENSURE notification, at the time of discovery, of any
violation of a 10CFR26 program element occurring at Callaway is identified to all licensees
where the affected individual has current unescorted access authorization” (Exhibit 27, p. 40).

AmerenUE Procedure ODP-ZZ-00001, Revision 024, Operations Department - Code of
Conduct, Effective Date May 6, 2005 (Exhibit 28)

This procedure estabﬁshed the Callaway's Code of Conduct for the Operations Department and
stated as follows: ’

In Section 3.4.3., Shift Supervisor (S8), it stated, “The SS has the authority and responsibility to
direct all activities affecting the safe, legal, and efficient operation of the Callaway Plant”
(Exhibit 28, p. 7).

Under Section 4.2.2., Operations Personnel Conduct, it stated,"Sleeping is NOT allowed”
(Exhibit 28, p. 22).

Under Section 4.2.3., Operations Personnel Conduct, it stated, “All plant related, technical, or
administrative business held in the Control Room, must be conducted in a manner that does not
compromise the licensed URO attentiveness and professional atmosphere of the Control
Room” (Exhibit 28, p. 22).

Under Section 4.3.1.e., Shift Operations - Shift Manning, it stated, “During any absence of the
Shift Supervisor from the Control Room while the unit is in Mode . . . an individual with a valid
senior operator license shall be designated to assume Control Room command function”
(Exhibit 2, p. 24).

Attachment 2 provides examples of disqualifying medical and physical conditions for licensed
operators. Included on this list of disqualifying conditions were disturbance of consciousness
and psychological or mental conditions that could cause impairment of alertness (Exhibit 28,
pp. 42-43).
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‘AmerenUE Procedure ODP-2Z-00001, Revision 025, Operations Department - Code of
Conduct, Effective Date June 28, 2005 (Exhibit 29)

This revised procedure remains the same for the items referenced in Revision 024 (Exhibit 28).

AmerenUE Procedure ODP-ZZ-00001 - Addendum 02, Revision 001, Briefs (Exhibit 30)

This procedure instructed shift briefs be “. . . conducted prior to the crew relieving the watch
and .. . facilitated by the on-coming Shift Supervisor ... All Operations briefs should . . .” have
“Attendance/attention of everyone involved in the activity” (Exhibit 30, pp. 3 and 5).

AmerenUE Procedure ODP-ZZ-00001 - Addendum 05, Revision 000, Operational
Focus/Operating Philosophy (Exhibit 31)

In this procedure, Section 2.2.3.c., Leadership Role in Plant Activities, stated, “Operations
personnel are expected to foster a cuiture in which the plant organization is aligned to common
goals and priorities that result in a plant in excellent materiel condition to support safe and
reliable operation. The work environment, established by the attitudes and behaviors of
personnel, along with the framework of policies and procedures, ensure that nuclear safety is
an integral part of every operational decision” (Exhibit 31, p. 9).

J

AmerenUE Procedure ODP-ZZ-00001, Addendum 07, Revision 000, Error Reduction, Effective
Date February 8, 2005 (Exhibit 32)

The purpose of this procedure was to provide guidance and techniques to assist with reducing
human error while operating the plant. In Section 2.1.4.b., Peer Checking, it stated, “The Peer
Checking process recognizes the human element of component operation; that is, any operator
no matter how proficient can make a mistake. Operators must never relax their attentiveness
based on confidence in the abilities of their peers” (Exhibit 32, p. 3).

AmerenUE Procedure ODP-ZZ-00001, Addendum 11, Revision 001, Control Room Decorum
Exhibit 33

In this procedure, Section 2.1. 3., Procedure Instructions - Distractions, it stated, “Personnel
should not place themselves in a position that would guve the appearance of sleeping™
(Exhibit 33, p. 3).

AmerenUE Procedure TDP-ZZ-00022, LOCT Program, Revision 019 (Exhibit 34)

This procedure applies to all reactor operators or senior reactor operators who hold an active or
inactive reactor operator’s license at Callaway.
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- In Section 3.5.4., Licensed Operators, it stated, “Licensed Reactor Operators and Senior

Reactor Operators are responsible for . . . Informing the Superintendent, Operations and the
Senior Training Supervisor, Operations Training of any condition that may affect the
performance of license duties” (Exhibit 34, p. 5). -

In Section . . . 4.2.4.b.6., Continuing Training Cyclic Evaluations, it stated, “Remove individuals
who fail a continuing training cycle evaluation from licensed duties until successfully remediated
by a Level Two Remediation” (Exhibit 34, p. 14).

In Section 4.4.4.a.2., Medical Standards, it stated, “If an operator is temporarily unable to
meet medical standards, administrative classification the operator’s license as ‘inactive’ is an
option . . . It is NOT required to notify the NRC nor request a conditional license for the
temporary disability provided adminiistrative controls prevent the operator from performing
licensed duties or.is compensated for or restricted as appropriate during the penod ‘of his or her
temporary disability” (Exhibit 34, p. 22).

Chart, 2005 On-Shift Crew Schedule, dated May 10, 2006 (Exhibit 35)

This chart reflected Callaway’s work schedules for operating crews and reactor erqonnpl for

the period January 2 ber 2005. The chart also disclosed thd - . :
was assigned as th R 7
Testimony ,
The following individuals were interviewed by OI:RIV during the investigation of 4
Ilegedly sleeping on duty and potential violations of station procedures by Callaway:

A0)7)e .
Interviewd .~ -NExhibit 36)

i v

bX7)c | .
OnMay2,2008f = Jwas interviewed by QLRIV at Callaway.
AGENT'S NOTE:|" ... [Jterminated the interview with OI:RIV on May 2, 2008, after

he was contacted by HICKEY while the interview was in progress. As a result,
F7e Jcited he was now represented by HICKEY as legal counsel and requested
HICKEY'S legal representation during the interview. {17 Einterview with Ol:RIV
- was rescheduled to continue on May 10, 20086 (Exhib ICKEY in attendance.

BiTIC c ;
- Interview of} - -~§Exhibit 37N

On May 9, 2006 o ___Jwas interviewed by Ol:RIV at Callaway. Also present during
the interview off”""" was HICKEY. ,
* P
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b)(7)c

——
ne jwas interviewed about ¢ s he renorted as th 0
e lorg or about June 16, 2005, hdvised th 5

"he contatte and reported th&fW)c onf""* J
nggrngd about{""- yproblems with alertness in the confrol roomp. According  —
t§ uring a conversation witH®*  }n June 2005 he(®"* feported

... that[?™ t that time—". . wa 5.he ving trollble staying alert in the
control rogm .. And he expressed the Zoncem . . . that . . {° Jwas going to get the
(Exhr

entire crew in trouble if he were to fall asle Wontrol room" t 37, p. 10).
ferre btated he was surprised by oncerns about{™" }a lertness in

| root and remarked, “. . . that is the first tima. Ude about it” (Exhibit 37, |
P Jcommented that about the same timg informed him about{[”"" l,:
lack of alertness in the control room, he had heard rumors{®** dbvaﬂ"’”’“ |

which hef""* [pelieved may have contributedto his lack of alertness in
the controrToom. =

o benorted that an or about June 10, 2005, he and|’

|
fbww o whe mmformed him abouf” - \
problems with alertness in the control room [P hdvised™"" as g ]
nd currently assigned tg” - [ WS also aware tha S ad just
completed its annual simulator fraining and ¢ valuatlon Fession [May 2006] and had pe enced
some problems during the requalifications. Q‘ advised that when he asked

e difficultieg™"”* %encountered during the simulator training and requalifications,

bresponded the problems experienced by crew during the training were not attributed to

F)‘gx):gm ual but were a result of the crew's dynamics Wuahﬂcatlon sessions.
further stated®™" " subsequently told him{{”"" as having trouble

b)7)c

:r

“Staying alert i the control rom and™. . . he was worried that . . """ ... was going
to fall asleep . . . and get the crew_in trouble, but . . . he didn't sayThatne saw him sleeping”
(Exhibit 37, p. 14) bI7e Istated®™  escribed[”"" Bs “struggling to stay

awake” and “nodding off” while Working on the cdmputer in thecontrortoom and “. . . the crew
. would holler at him and get him to get up and move aroupd, go for a walk . . . so that he
could stay alert” (Exhibit 37, p. 11).{[*"" ;clariﬁecﬂ e id not report any
problems witt{""° uring the requalificafions, only problems he observed while on duty
in the control room with®7ic
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b)(7)c

hexplained that-as part of his duties consisted of corresponding
with managefment, assisting with resolution of concerns raised by +eactor operators _and
managina relations befws and managers at Callaway.{""" stated
he n June 15, 2005, and upon his re(%g:(g to work,

hdlee ————Jreported the concern faised abou@”c o™ |
e stated, @™ "} . . did nofask me'to look into it.”He didn’t ask me for advice.
7ic

I took it upon myself to talk td&g,MF_;labguLKngxb; i 21).07° ecalled
that after he reported the concerns abouf™" of”"" he{”"" responded

he would look into the concerns raised about®c Istated that

approximately 2 weeks after he reported” oncerns aboul?"* of ¢ '_WJ
hef®™" was contacted by o advised he had met with[P(" and
his crew to d™®cuss their concerns. [P7° Ifurther advised™""" ‘}told Aim he

had made a decision to remove|” ™" from control room Mmmmmmmﬁcrew
members; however, there were no replacéments available for - .

sl mﬂom% . the beginning of the year . . . January 1% . . .” [2006] (Exhibit 37, p. 25). 4

e in his role as the”"" | subsequently informed”™"* hnd other crew

members{®"* that as
a result of the crew’s concerns aboutf"’(”c ﬁ‘nad decided to remove{®"*
from control room duties.

o trecalled that sometime during an outage in December 2005, he was approached
by Jwho attempted to

report a con gern about “something” he observed in regardeorking during
F’T%p | noe ndicated that when he realize oncerns about
- vere the same cgneerns that had already been reported, hej""*
nterrupted®” Q‘i)and informed him the E?Wﬁ Rans had been previously™

reported tg”" ha as “. . . coming off shift at the
onversation

beginnic ' (Exhibit 37, p.47).0"""  jdvised that after his
wit he contacted”"" - and inquired [
e

reassignment from control room duties.

i i ioned®I(c 2
on vacation and unav questioned -
reassignment. ... ... ptated he became “ug
anticip that _‘“.’ff __Jwould be removed from control room duties 1 June 2006 because

b)(7)c

ad indicated””” __ JWould be reassigned in January 2006. After’™ ]

o1 Huties were scheduled to be reassigned in 6 months or by
Iotified his immediate superviso

informed him
..J

June 2006{"""

fbw Padvised he was re-gontacted 2 ﬂln mid-January 2006 and told
heP™___—_Jhad talked with"thef‘{%‘%c fJand
ok had not observed anv problems witHFi: the control room as previousl
reported BY{ - stated that during the periods he observed”™ fin
the control room, “I did not personamy see Emaving any struggles with staying awake”
(Exhibit 37, p. 54).{»"° furthef 2d, . . . it was the first of the year, | was watching
s
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efy closely, saw no evidence that he was struggling to stay awake. He looked alert all

night” (Exhibit 37, p. 47). """ Imentioned he did not maintain any notes or
memorandums related to hisj®- E]]contacts or conversations with the operations
staff regardin =

[ ladvised that after his conversation wite had no further

b)(:) liscussions req rding”"™ ‘pntil he was contacted by the ECP and interviewed by

interview ol -~ [Exhibit 38)
' ‘i as interviewed by OI:RIV at Callaway. Also present during the
-+ jwas HICKEY.

b}{(7)c

e

BX7)c . R . . ' . .
as interviewed about his observations o’ |during the annual simulator

" training efercises and requalification sessions conducted in May 2005. f*7° . [explained
that each year, as required under 10 CFR 55, a simulator performance examination was
administered to licensed reactor operators. {*"" dvised that each year there were five

cles of requalifications and each cycle was approximately 1 week or 32-40 training hours.
ndicated that in the training cycles, a crew will train together and the actual training
Time was divided evenly between simulator exercises and classroom instruction.

Although he was not an evaluator during the annual requalification oﬂkff)c l
advised he assisted with the remediation of crew members after the crew faiied to requa"ﬁfy to

perform licensed duties.tated. “On May 5th, 2005, the crew was in the simulator.
. They were found unsatisfactory in the simulator . . . In that particular instance, one of the

reactor operators took an inappropriate action, compounded the scenario to the point where it
was determined that their Fierformance collectively as a crew was unsatisfactory . . ."and as a
b7 -

result, the entire crew| as “. . . administratively r?_m%gﬁd_flg%;;anding watch and

placed into a remedial am . . ." (Exhibit 38, p, 11) P mmed_mﬂmb.e]m of the
F%Lta\_ujmﬁ&mmsedeuﬂMe_reuuahfmaﬁnns}fof , ' S

' eported[mtnc had been deactivated

administratively or removed from licensed activitig§ until the crew Successfully completed its

remediations, first successful completion on May 10, 2005, and the second successful

completion on May 16, 20057 hdvisedP™" §vas reinstated to licensed activities on

May 16, 2005. =~ -
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b}{7)c
!}ecalled the crew’s initial failure in the simulator scenario was attributed to g specific
action by one of the reactor operators [NFI] and was not a result of any actions by thé®""

foime — ated his training activities consisted of conducting
scenarios in the simulator fo e nd he saw no evidence of any crew member or

P }‘not paying attention” (EXNibit 38, p. 30).

When questloned if he had observed any individual inattentive or dro y eceived complaints
about an individual inattentive or drowsy durlng the requalification o t' May 2005,
Pi7e stated, “No one said anything to me .. . No. And | was not aware of anything”
xhi » . 32).

Interview of Exhibit 39

On May 9, 20C T as interviewed by Ol:RIV at Callaway. Also present during the
interview o] was™HICKEY.

BY(7)C

as interviewed about his observations obehavuor as §

while on duty in the control room. {2 dvised Fie was asSigned td"™*
January 8, 20086, and had only worked withf®™ ,
occasions on day shift and four occasions on night s

lor approximately 7 days, three
stated that while he was on

considered out of the ordinary or associated with inattentiveness, sleeptess, or drowsiness.

urther stated he had heard general rumors last summer that someone [NFI] had
difficulty Staying awake in the control room but could not recall any specific information about
those rumors.

On May 8, 20

; was interviewed by OI:RIV at Callaway. Also present during the
interview of ™"

HICKEY.

B)(7)c

~/

B)(7) . . . . .
P lwas interviewed about his observations o behavior as & |
0= Wwhile on duty in the control room.|”"™ . e was assigned tof?"° . }

~
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Ab)}7)c

unde : superwsnon beginning June 2004 untif” " was relieved from control

room duties Jaﬁ'ﬂ'?ary 2006]. Although he could not remember specn' c time frames,
recalled that sometime during June or July 2005, he began to notice that

B)(7)c as more than Q casuonall drowsy on shift. When questioned if he had observed
asleep on duty, ated, “I've never seen the guy asleep. | have seen
im drowsy. Told him to go take a walk'several times” (Exhibit 40, p. 8) '; rther

b){(7)c

stated, “. . . I've never seen a

nor anyone else, asleep on duty at Callaway Plant”
(Exhibit 40, p. 6). :

Ib)mc lﬁxplained he had conversations withﬁ)(?)?} ~_ " hbout his apparent drowsiness but
hefo"< |did not inquire about the ca his drowsiness or ask any personal
questions about why he was drowsy. {"* teported that during one of his
rnnversatinns wﬁhﬁb’mc } hefoime “Jmentioned he had beenf®X™ ‘ |

b}{(7)c

Dindicated all of the crew members were aware %‘ ould get drowsy on
ibit 40, p. 22). ¢ |tated he had discussed” ~ drowsiness at work

ot er crew members " - because they were concerned that if
PtTe -lwas drowsy on Shift, ie might fall asléep(""" dicated™* [

TOWSINESS was never considered a problem; however helf>("e ould have taken
action and rehevedf his drowsiness was viewed 353 em. ("  Ktated,
“I never had a fitness for duty concem . . .” regarding]"" - rowsiness becausg"We all

get ttg%x)?uasgsc}rgetlmes the room gets hot” (Exhibit &0, p. 22).""" observed that

whe ecame drowsy ". . . you'd see his eyes start to get . .. cloudy . . ." (Exhibit 40,
pp. 11-12))7e vised when he detectexhibiting any signs of tiredness
or drowsine courage him to “take a walk,” “stand up,” or “get a drink of water”
(Exhibit 40, p. 12)

Interview o{""m (Exhibit 41)

b}{(7)c

On May 9, 2006, - \as interviewed by OI:RIV at Callaway. Also present during the

£1

interview of|"""" Pvas HICKEY.

b)(7)c

rvations of”""" lbehawor as a
dvised ie Was assigned ta

bsupervision beninnin
G
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b)(7)c
June 8, 2005. ?stated that sgon afte ad completed its simulator training and
remediation in May 2006, he noticed>*_____Jbegan “nodding off” in the control room on the
" night shifts. escribed he observed on ope_ar two occasions sitting at the
computer in the control room and, although he could not seg| " eyes,

b)(7}c
his{®""* ead would drop down and his chin would hit fis chest (Exhibit 41, p. 16).
fere Stated, T would noticeodding his head. And | would holler at him . . .get

his attention. And then he would either gét up and walk around or he would seem alert”

(Exhibit 41, p. 15).("""  mentioned{®"" ere present in
~tha canteol room on one octasion when he hollered a@iﬁuse he was nodding.
xplained that on the occasions when he observe nodding at the
computer, he|®e bnly saw;f?’mr“w head “just nodding” but he did not appear to be

asleep or sleeping (Exhibit 41, pp. 20-27). {7 rther stated that during the time when he
observed{""™ |“'nodding” in the controTToom, hef” " ’ alert but “. . . as
soon as I'd holler at him, he would be attentive” (Exhibit 41, p. 21):] - |clarified he only
saw(""° nodding” on one or two occasions during a 6-week period while working on
night shift with™"

b)(7}c

When questioned if he was aware of any instances of reports or discussions by Callaway
personnel about g Jeeping on duty; (™= Istated he was aware of

b)(7)e ["™. nodding off, but not sleeping”

(Exhibit 41, p. 7).[7" gdvised he was not aware of any other concerns that were raised or

or anyone else, sleeping on duty.
Interview o ? Exhibit 42

On May 9, '23(7())6 as interviewed by OI:RIV at Callaway. Also present during the

interview of ~ jwas HICKEY.

b){(7)c

R}7)C

dvised the first time he wi S otified t ne llegedly had been
Snattentivé on duty at Callaway was by - during a briefing of the ECP's

investigation in January 2006. /7 [clarified that wher(®"* ' Jinitially briefed
him aboyt ECP's investigation into the allegation that a‘[""’” fhad been inattentive on
duty, hg[®""* rovided the results of the interviews but dfd not provide him with the
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b)(7)c
1c names of the reactor personnel who were interviewed by ECP.{ recalled that based
on the interviews of reactor ersonneleh i ly caused them to believe
\L he was inattentive. (- Istated hie was P had been “sleeping on
watch” (Exhlblt 42, p50).(°"" Jadvised” " oncluded in the ECP's

investigation “. . . that it appears he may have been inattentive on shift . id not
nti Dvas inattentive on duty (Exhibit 42, p. 27). Eb’(m_ Btated
J. . . was very emphatic that there was no indication that anyone Hiad seen or
.'= eeping on duty” (Exhibit 42, p. 9).

b}(7)c

tated the ECP investigation disclosed - [hlleged inattentiveness on
duty had been initia |v reportec toge py the™ " nd
and(™" ailed to thorotighly research the matter or take correttive action.
r%%%m_k:}no gns of inattentivenes S Of lack of alertness were detected by
uring their observations n the control room (Exhibit 42,
. e _ er stated[”"" Jand”"™" stould have referred the allegation
h ﬁ_ 3s inattentive on duty to e ECP for investigation. | .- urmised that

| i e lallege ness and
althougi‘ﬁ;__.{_lb_ue_sl"’”” lope Mﬂmmﬁ;}mut his
sohsenvations of - n shift, hd"™= ["didn’t dig deep enough” (Exibit 42, p. 14).
: concluded tha{”" [investigafion oﬂ{"’” as “shallow” (Exhibit 42,
p. 11). !

rther explained that Hor ~ Bhould have referred the matter to ECP when

~|brought the matter to his atténtion because{”""" ad requested
confi dentlallty ‘and did not want the other reactor operators interviewed """ stated,

“That's part of the culture here, that the reactor operators their steward, and then

have the steward talk to the manager” (Exhibit 42, p. 15). surmised that although
he has an open door policy, employee; are reluctant to report concefns directly to management
.l f “peer pressure” or “mind set” to report concemns through their union steward.

: D‘urther explained that to compensate for peer pressure not to report concerns
dlrectly t6 management, hoes into the workplace once a month and makes

himself accessible to the employees (Exhibit 42, p. 20).

R Jedvised he subseauentlv met with~__and" - bn or about ebrua
2006. for """ i G T
b)(7)c
1b)(7’c kExhlbl pp. 21-22). e tated he told"™* land{"™ l
. I did ot wan{” on shittagain” (éxhlbnt 42, p. 22).
Interview of ‘?T lExhibit 43)
OnMay 10,2006, = &

interview o s', as AICKEY.
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b)(7)c .
1c —

Bl

BX7Ic

BY7)C

as mtervuewed about his observations of

urinqﬂ_)tat)acﬁ,ann imulatpr '
fraining exercises b” alification sessions conducted in May 2b 75 an behavior in
ﬁfirol room. | _Jadvised he was assigned as the{>"" on
unded® __ Eupervision May 2004 through Seplember 2005. When asked i
& evéf sawm” " noddlng or drowsy in the control room{"*"* tated”"' "

“.. . looked tired . he never nodded off. | never saw him nodding off or anything.

I'd walkbtggck there to _see ... he was always g wa ys working on something” (Exhibit 43,
p. 13). q- i

dvised his observations off n the contr I room were that he was
busy and overwhelmed, but he never saw him sleeping or “nodding.” . Further advised

he never sanoddlng or sleeping during shift briefings or in the control room,

b)Y7)c .. ) .

QlyCa )Was present and pamd@ the licensing requalifications fon May
2005. en asked if he ever saw nodding” or drowsy during the requali tlons or
training fof""* lindicated he had observed®™® nod off’ on
during the fraining sessions4ut not in the control room{®™* "~ acknowledgedifw’c " had
failed the initial requalifi catlo and were subjected to remedial training before passm

_reaualification examination. ¢ stated that during the remed|a| training fo S

e : . nodded off a few tlmes during the critique se d-the crew ls
Would *~ =Xwake him up and continue” (Exhibit 43, pp. 23-24) [stated tha e ]
- d just look tired and he'd stan®™Uup” and continue with v

“. .. never actually fell asleep

the training (Exhibit 43, p. 24) xplained the Crews failure was due to an incorrect
;fesnonse b hy the crew during a test scenafio and was not attributed to any actions by

b)(7)c

Istated he had not observed any control room staff approachnd ask him
to wake up or get up and move around.{(®”°  hdvised he Nas nprodChed by other
reactor operators with questions, commen s, OF concerns abou behavior in the
control roon

b)(7)c”

Interview off. Exhibit 44

On May 10, 20086, o as lntervnewed by ORIV at Callaway. Also present during the
" JiwasRICKEY.

interview off " -
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b)(7)c

bj(7)c R C ¢
: ' }N as interviewed about his observations of e )
while orf duty in the control room. Although he could not recaltSp
he only heard general rumors among the reactor operators thatf x
entive at the training center and during the recent “practice evolutlons

xhibit 44, p. 18).

. hdvised h%t) in 200 he was assigned to various crews, whic ded assignments on
" v A C .
e crew)” - recalled he had worked outages wit{_ Pn a few occasions

during the"dctober and Nmfember 2005 time frame but did not observe any behaviors by
_)hat would indicate he was not alert or drowsy on duty.

wrameh

tated his observations of} beh,

obse 4tions of other reactor personnel on shift.,

on shift were consistent with his
“ifurther advised he usually worked the
night shift nd had limited contact with or the occasional shift turnover

briefi ngseported he had not observed anyone that was not full alert not paying
attention, or “nodding off” during the shift turnover briefings at Callaway. tated
“Everybody looked like they were paying attention . . . everybody was attentive at the briefing.
If they weren't, | surely would've seen it" (Exhibit 44 p. 17).

Interviewo{ . . [Exhibit45)
) b)(7)c " ‘ _
On May 10, 2006\ . Jwas interviewed by OL:RIV at Callaway. Also present
during the interview of ™~ Wwas HICKEY.
b)‘])c — - .A_’v,‘:\ , " (, ':M’?‘M(*‘ ..-‘.v«.’M"Jv““:’;!U" ——
— . . N . v —_— .
f I ‘ Lvas interviewed about his observations obeha i R
fone = bvhlle on duty in the control room. Although.he was not assigned tq .

~renE : . Jadvised he had observedn duty in thé cbntr

refuellng outageBne occasion during the period September - November 2005.

PAe _Jrecalled that on pne occasion when he entered the control room, he observed

b)(7)c

sitting in a chair in the]” Y btated “As | walked

) through the foyer and looked . |‘ ©  |was staring down and his_head was bobbing
(Exhibit 45, p. 11)[°><7>c [further stated, “. . . | could not se€

not know if they were opened or close b)m;“LC‘am say he was asleep because | 814 not see
- his eyes . . . The only thing | saw wa ead bobbing and thatwasiit . . . It
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b)(7)c

¢ appeared he was inattentive” (Exhlblt 45, pp. 13, 15, and 31). described
} “inattentive” as “Nat navina attention to what's going on in the confrol roon™ or not focused
) (Exhibit 45, p. 15). A “i . reme _that as he entered the control room, he said

Uhalla® tA tha ctaff and avarvnna mr]udmc _ .} looked up at him and replied “hello.”

Bi(7)C

A D(7)C ‘ .
Interview oft §Exhibut 46)

On May 10, 2006|b)mc L &was interviewed by OL:RIV at Callaway. Also present during the

interview of(,""”c i }vas HICKEY.

b){(7)c

b)(7)c - : j =
{vas interviewed about his observations of... - uring the annual simulator

\tralnmg exei cises and requalification sessions conducted in May 2005. Although he could not
remember specific details,{"" recalled”"" ferew (" initially failed during
requalification due to a disconnect in their communications as a team dufing an examination

and not because of inattentiveness on the part of any crew member (Exhibit 46, pp. 21-26).
tated, “. . . during exam scenarios, in my"""" : never
observed ahy kind of sleepiness . . . not paying attention fo what the room was doing. ~That is

. not an issue during an exam . . ." (Exhibit 46, p. 21).

b)(7)c
However, tated that on two occasions he personally observebeing

inattentive, noddmg, and/or asleep in the classroom located in the training buildini atd verbally

counseled him after class about his inattentiveness (Exhibit 46, p. 30). {*™°  Jadvised he
could not remember the dates when he counseled labout his inatten tlvéhess in the
classroom but indicated it was sometime in 2005, further advised{"" "

inattentiveness and/or sleeping in class was discussed among the other instructors in LOTT
maatinne_alsn known as “end of cvcle briefings.”{"° recalled conversations with

l‘b’m“ phonetic spelling], and anothe [NFI]

“Whereby they indicated they had also observed®: ‘hoddi a.or slee ping in class
(Exhibit 46, pp. 37-38). eported thatp nd?™ |
st

also attended the
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LOCT meetings and w ring the discussions aboy# b ‘ F:Ieeplng issues
during training classes stated, “. . . we told the ‘

o Ras beén sleeping” in class
and annotated the LOCT report forthat cycle [NFI] (Exhibit 46, p.

b)(7)c

ecalled he had discussions with other LOCT instructors aboutm

[NFI] not being alert during training classes located in the training building;
however, hie was not aware, nor heard any reports, of any®"" Sleeping or “not alert’
during the shift briefings and/or in the control room.

b)(7)e

b){7)c

Interview ofr 'lExhibit 47)

{7)c

On May 10, 200b6|; }was interviewed by Ol: RIV at Callaway. Also present during
the interview o ° }vas HICKEY.

BI7)c

b){7)c ;
[[ _ vas interviewed about his observations obehavnor as

e while on duty in the control room. Although he was not assigned tq”"*

crewoe pdvised he worked with{P7" Jon his crewsduring the
refueling outage for 7 wee] b%)lcm'cunnm in September 2005.[*"" reported he had
not, at any time, observed ’ rowsy, “nodding off,” or asleep during the shift turnover

briefings or in the control room at Caliaway. {*° ~Jurther stated, “l would have to

say I've never noticed him asleep at the brief or potentially asleep . . . no, I've never (sic) him
sleeping at brief . . . | didn't observe him sleeping or anything like that. But | wasn’t watching for
it, either” (Exhibit 47, pp. 14-17).
e advised the first time he became aware an allegation that 4 e
may have been inattentive on duty was afte®™ " _lwas remved from shiftan
‘rumors that he was removed because of inattentiveness (Exhibit 47, p. 17).

Bi7)6

Interview o Exhibit 48
On May 10, 20061“))(7)c | vas interviewed by OLl:RIV at Callaway. Also present
during the interview off™° was HICKEY.

B)(7Ic

. - —
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B){7)c

——

rb)(7)c :

. . ; Lo Joi7ic h, .
as interviewed about his observations ounng the annual
exercises and requalification sessions conducted.i
‘Bcknowledged he was assigned an evaluator foi_

7)c .

May 2005. ould not remember specific details,
f_muﬂmmln}b)ﬂ)c recnlied that™™ brenltlally failed during requalification as
nd that the crew's failure was not affributed To any one individual’ s performance.

f""”“ }?xplalned “Generally speaking . . . somebody had a piece of knowledge that
they dldn’t sha ith the whole team, and it %)a(;_)-csed_th&leamrr go the wrong direction in
procedure and they failed” (Exhibit 48, p. 9). advised he does not recall any

scussions related to concerns about alertness issues during the requalifications in May 2005.

F% Istated, “. . . there's no way that a student would even attempt to sleep during

an evaluation or doze off - I have had students refuse to take exams for a multitude of
reasons - family issues, drowsiness, a medication” (Exhibit 48, p. 18).

. b)(7)c
l“””’f-“ . - |recalled that about 6 months aged him and asked
This advice reqarding what actions he would take if he saw a{"""" }'nodding” on duty.
e stated, “I told him if my[>"* as nodding off, ‘f would tell him to get
up and go foraWalk . .. And nat was 2ttv much Jhe end of the discussion” {Exhibit 48, p. 23).
e dvised tha as a7 land also af’'7*
Irie urther advised he was aware thatf™ pat that time 7

wa b)(7)c

c B)(7)c . .
lb)’m - hvised that in his position as a - |he had discussions with
ther . ___ related to an individual's [NF1] lnattentlveness or “nodding off” during
training; however, hef?" jdoes not recall any discussions related to
inattentiveness or “nodding” specifically related to”" -

On May 10 2006 [was interviewed by Ol:RIV at Callaway. Also present during the
interview of was FICKEY.

b)(7)c
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b}{7)c . .
..~ |¥ecalled the first time he was notified that he was qoi e removed from control
room shiftduties was late January or early February 2006.{"""" &tated e acted
by 7 e who informed him that because of alleg&¥ions he] Jiwas
inattentive o shift equired to remove him from shift duties in the control room ,
(Exhibit 49, p. 10)]""" stated, “l was shocked . . . there wasn’t a whole lot | could say at

the time, other than . . . | didrff understand where this had come from (Exhibit 49, p. 10).

emembered he 2 and{® ___Jif someone had accused him of
being asi€ep on shift and,. " '

o | Jed “no " pdvised thafdurina his meeting
With@ﬂc_#nd bitr)e lalthotigh they used the word “inttentive,” hel tated
~ to them, “I htffe never been 2€leep on shift” (Exhibit 49, pp. 11-12).(""* _llindicatéd he .-

had previously discussed that he was going to be reassigned to a day shift position in June
2006 and the reassignment was attributed to crew’s failure on the initial requalification
examination and personality conflicts within the team/”"* advised his reassignment to
day shift duties was scheduled to occur in June 2006 and was not viewed as an adverse action
but as a reorganization of .. personnel.

~ When questioned about “inattentiveness” or being “asleep on duty,]”" " Stated, “. .. |

s have neve been sleeping on duty . . . | have never been inattentive on duty” (Exhibit 49, p. 18).
’ ecalled gply one occasion in the control room where he was approached by a
member 6f his crew™"* Pn December 2005 and asked, “Are you feeling okay?”
(Exhibit 49, p. 29).[""™* tated, “. . . at that time, | felt very awake and very alert. And so,
you know, | wasn't sure . . . Why he brought that up . . . And that’s the only time | remember that
anybody came to me and basically asked me how | was doing or anything that ould.he n
close to checking how | was feeling” in the control room (Exhibit 49, pp. 29-30).{ '
opined that because he often performed work at the computer in the control room or was away

from the control room conducting plant tours, someone may have assumed he was asleep or
inattentive to his duties.[’"" ';Btated, “. .. | take conscious efforts to make sure that |

! r tired or drowsy. And Certainly | would never be asleep on duty” (Exhibit 49, p. 34).
dvised he had not been interviewed or questioned by Callaway personnel regarding

during Sefember-December 2008, he was notified by
*7° " hwas observed appearing to be fatigued on sh

e axplained that during the

October/Movember/December 2005 time framef®™ . =
'b)(7)c ) ]

[ ~ Jhe remained focused on his duties while on shift. (""" Jstated
-~ that in January 2006, he contac’tetft’“”c I)and told him °. . fpime I - {

Fb)(7)c . T i

e [Exhibit 49, p. 5.
BY(7ic y ‘ o — - — ! ) .. ] =)
L ‘ _
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BY7ic

reported that after his remaval fram cantral rnam dvitiae [P0°

dvised he has no recollection of any occasions while attending LOCT training
classes; during licensing requalifications; or performing shift duties in the control room where he
may been inattentive, or exhibited inattentive behaviors {  stated, "l was never

fatigued on shift . . . | was never having any appearances of being sleepy or being so
exhausted that | would fall asleep on shift . . . It's my understanding this{”"

ou would know it if you were fatigued and you were getting tired” (Exhibit 49, p. 64).

< ™
bY{7)c

dvised that on occasion, he had personally observed other individuals during the

raining classes who appeared to be tired but he had never observed anyone that
appeared “sleepy” or “asleep” during class.

Interview oﬂb’(m }Exhibit 50)

On May 10, 2006
interview o

as interviewed by OL:RIV at Callaway. Also present during the
was HICKEY.

b)(7)C

as interviewed about his observations o behaviar as a‘IW
while on duty in the control room or during the shift turnover briefings. b)z;): tated he 7
was assigned to Crew 2 and the only time he had any interactions with was during

J
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the shift turnover briefings. ~_reported he did not observe any “nodding” or
inattentiveness behaviors b during the shift turnover briefings_ecalled
that the first time he became awarel " © ' - lwas suspected of inattentiveness on duty was
during the refuelina outage in October or Novémber 2005 when his supervisor>*"*

told him he saW“‘. .. nodding off during a shift turnover . . .” briefing (Exhibit 507

pp. 8 and 18).

b){(7)c

Re-Interview of _ Exhibit 51)

—

On May 10, 2006 ' as re-interviewed by OL:RIV at Callaway. Also present during
the interview of®™°__ [was HICKEY.

AGENT'S NOTEX™____terminated the interview with OLRIV on May 2, 2006
(Exhibit 36), after rie was contacted by HICKEY while the interview was in progress and
accepted HICKEY's offer for legal representation. As a result,|"" " interview
was rescheduled for May 10, 2006, with HICKEY in attendance.” -

b}(7)c -

as interviewed about his observations oduring the annual simulator
raining e%ercises and requalification sessions conducted in May 2005. Although he could not
recall specific dates.or details{ onie ]stated th netime during 2005 he was asked to
provide assistance with the reevaluation of|" " rew after they had failed their first
requalification examination. [""”“ }statéd that in his role as an evaluator, he evaluated the
crew’s “, . . performance from compliance with the corporation’s goals and objectives to the

site’s policies; procedures and standards, to the legal requirements of the Tech Specs, the new
regs, the codes, the attitude of the crew, the teamwork of the crew, the l@hi_a-ic) aspects

of how they make decisions . . .” among other criteria (Exhibit 51, p. 13) advised he
did not participate in the remediation o crew.
7

When questioned if he had observed any individual in@m_‘;-m'owsy or received a report

that an individual was inattentive during requalification stated, *No . . . | heard no
discussion and had no thoughts in that matter that anyone on that'crew was not fit for duty or
fully engaged in their exercise, evaluation, remediation and reevaluation” (Exhibit 51, pp. 23- 26).

Interview o:df""’” (Exhibit 52) :

X

On May 11, 200R P : as interviewed by OL:RIV at Callaway. Also present during
the interview of = “Wwas HICKEY. ,

-
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b7l o ' . — \/

o b)(.7) as interviewed regarding a concern reported to the ECP on January 23, 2006,

b Specifically (" vestigated a concern reported to the ECP by
P ich alleged that aff”"" ad problems with alertness and
- attentiveness to duty in the control room. X" Istated, “| want to clarify. The

allegation that was presented to me . . . by in his terms were related to alertness
and attentiveness. Sleeplng, an allegatlon of sleeping Was not presented to me” (Exhlblt 52

p. 5).
tb)(?)c . .

[advnsed that the final investigative report he published for the ECP represented
a summary of his handwritten notes generated during the ECP investigation [ECP Management
Interview Summary 20060123).""° ndicated the focus of the ECP investigation

was specific to *alertness; and * Sfentiveness” issues (Exhibit 52, p. 9). [27°

recalled thal""" ad reported he heard the term "Sleeping Beauty" used by wther
_personnel when referring td e owev,gr_ggq’dld not report he heard that
as “asleep” or "sleeping” on duty. P Gfther advised that the ECP

mvestlga fon found no evudence of any individual sleeping on Euty

Interview o W" 3 »I? (Exhibit 53) -
b}{(7}c

On May .11, 006, was interviewed by Ol:RIV at Callaway. Also present during the
interview of§®"" was HICKEY.

b}7)c

-

fadvised that to the best of his recollection, the first time he was notified that a e

_pllegedly had been inattentive on duty at Callaway was somefime in Mav or Jurme™
stated that sometime in May or June 2005, N )

lapprp cheg him one morning in the contfal Toom and = .. said another
“RO haffvoiced a concem ;hv’ppeared drowsy at imes” (Exhibit 53, p. 9). | {;
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¢
! recalled th twhen_be_askeJ b disclose the name of thho raised the
y concern, heg.. " [refused becaude the concerned jndividual had fequested
confidentiality. As a result/”"" dvised that becausel did not provide the

name of the concerned individual, he subsequently questioneg fabout appearing

drowsy in the control room. ™" [stated he asked{®™ — [“AreJou, in fact, sleeping
in the control room? And he denied béing sleepy” (EX |b|t 53.p.11).P™”  ljurther
advised that during his discussion wit{"" ef”’”” Rdenied he had been

Ainteantad Ar claani in tha ~rAantral rnam PX0¢

BY(7ic

b)(7)c

_ I}stated he toid
fexrie ']l“l need you to come tell me when you can't do your job because you have external
forces driving it . . ." and thaq exie !'eplled “Yes. 1 will do that” (Exhibit 53, p. 11). '

b)(7)c - . . N T XDMT)C . . e .
\rannrtad that aftar hic dicrlissinng wit mide_lnamnes_sfnth the
N BY(7)
b crew

b)(7)c

¢!ﬂembers [NFI] regarding their observations o{”"" n shift whereby they responded they
had not observed any mdlcatlon%_)gi_lnattemveness byeitne tated that
during the summer months, het_____ “Never heard or saw anytning aurning that time

related to alertness” regardin e :xhibit 53, p. 20). Aithough he could pat. €
datesﬁf”’”” " |pdvised he observed thefP™* ELBincludin ' 3 Vin

. the coRtrol FoomTe pprox1mately six times ‘during a 6-week period on various occasions and did
not observe any inattentiveness.

Tk "0 derew had initially failed during the licensing
requalificaflons and were subjected to tWo remediations before they requalified. {
reported he was assigned as the lead evaluator during the crew’s requalification sessnon arid

based on his observations c§ - nd the crew members during the requalifi
itial failure to requall was notTelated to any inattentiveness or actions b

PO Turther stated he did not observe any alertness issues regarding o ____jorhis

[ Jpdvised that in September 2005, he was |gtmtﬁﬂ___lmﬁ%.w4Was
“upset” and indicated hef@=___ {should go talk tq”"" __btated he’
subsequently met witH™° ______ Jand hef™® linformed him he was *. . . getting sick
Fggdﬂm&aé@:emg drows at the shift turnover meeting” (Exhibit 53, p. 26 Because
’ eportBd tha™"°  hppeared to be drowsy in meetings®™ . Jtoid

[0 e would attend the shift turnover meetings for the purpose of observing
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b)(7)c

i
VI_sed he and
4 trew and asked about ]

btated he frequently attended the shift turnover meetings and “. . . spent
b)(7)c

“a lot of time with pn night shift . . .” but saw no indication of inattentiveness (Exhlblt 83,
p.29)"™ .~ Jetatedthal”™™ - Hid not report?b" *  wassleeping in the shift

tumover meetings.
subsequently met wnth the supervisors assigned to
eir observations on the ¢ ngml ronm hut
Tound no iMcations that had been inattentive (Exhibit 53, p. 45). |3tated
heand " })also had personally observed™" Jin the control room and found no -
evidence to sufort the claim that :' as inattentive on duty{" " further

stated, “. . . what | saw with my own €Ves said ifwasn't an issue” (Exhibit 53, p. 45).
b){(7)c

b)(7)c

commented he did not report the concerns raised regardin Jto his
supervisor|™" because had not observe'f“”‘”c exhdtting any

inattentiveness behaviors. . s

advised that after a concern was filed with the ECP in January 2006 regarding

PO Ralleged inattentiveness on duty, he[’"" lvas removed from shift duties
. 9

b)(7)c

pendmg e ECP s mvestlgatlve fi ndlngf")‘"c . l

{(7)c

Bféted that a)t the time fhe '

concern was filed with the ECP[”"" had a‘fready repoﬁ’ed he had
Phowever hg™"" had Aread decuded ‘.. . to take ("""

ecause of other issues” and reasstgn®°
(Exhibit 53, p. 48).tated “If it was as blatant as it was portraye in t yee
Concerns investigation, why we€ren't other people comingtous .. ." to repoﬂi ‘
inattentiveness (Exhibit 53, p. 36).

OIT SNITL, anyway,
b)(7)c

BiTe fb’(m ‘ : } . .
reported there was only one occasion when he observe : ctions in a

classroor setting that may have been interpreted as inattentiveness. [ ' stated, “The

only thing | saw was when we were sitting . . ." in a classroom during rarnmg T as alarge

group I saw him, you know how your eyes roll in your head occasionally, one time. And
} said, wre you okay?' And he said, ‘Yeah.’ and that was it" (Exhibit 53, p. 17).
stated if 1 truly felt that *¢ kould not do the job, | would've taken the appropriate action
(Exhibit 53, p. 43). :

Interview of} _b'"-m:v;._, - [(Exhibit 54)

< Pl
On May 11,2006 was interviewed by OI:RIV at Callaway Also present during the

interview off """~ was/HICKEY.
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h)(7)c

L

r.4
b)(7)c bX7)c

onveyed that part of his duties as the o __Vas to conduct
observatiBns of operator personnel in the controlfoom. {*" stated, “Typially, I'l be in
the control room by 6:00 a.m. And what | do when | walk in the control.room is look around and

see what's gomg on . .. And when | walk through the door . . . the first thing | see is thef®™*_|
e loffice” (Exh|b|t 54, p. 24)."* ____ leported that during his observations of
| ' in the control room, heff™" [did not exhibit any behaviors associated with
inattentiveness.

Bir)e BT

E he routinely meets with the LOCT
Staff befween trammg cycles for the purpose of obtaining fe edback re garding the crew's
performance duri ' To the best of his recollection ‘—J recalled the first time he
was notified that ad been inattentive in the classroom was sometime during the
stated, “There were comments made ln !Ee summertime -- | cannot

Pzadvnsed that as the{

tell you specmcally when,4hére were comments made to me that as having some difficulty
remaining alert in class. Meaning that maybe, you know, his head Id bob or something like
that. | was not ever told thaas sleeping in class . . . | believe the most accurate
representation would be that he*Was having trouble staymg awake” in class (Exhibit 54, pp. 12-
13). Whan ackad if he had ever observec!%"’”’c jnattentive(™"" stated, “| recall .

ina™ T khatlwas Sonducimg thobblng

(sic) his head for a few seconds . . . A couple ot umes but not in the control room ¢Exhibit 54,

p. 28).

Although he could not rememhnr tha dnfml i }ecalled he had discussions in 2005 with
-t ations training staff,{"""° | Jabout

alertness or “head bobbing type thmgs during training classes (exnibit 54, pp. 12-
15). istated, “l was never made aware of sleeping. No one ever me and said
thafo= |was dsleep on watch. That did not happen” (Exhibit 54, p. 12).{""" lfurther
stated that end of cycle reports were generated after each training session in 2005, but “Those
written reports did not contain any reference tgf®° _ lith respect to alertness or
_sleeping”; however, he remembered a written comment df”one report [NFJ] which documented
e }vas “. .. attempting to sleep in class” (Exhibit 54, p.15).

’4
dvised that based on his discussions with the training staff, he and™"* . lwere

concerned about Pane ob performance and they d;t)‘(_;ged_lo_ea aluatg® "
performance in the control room As a result, |n Aprll 200 - ponducted an obsB‘f'vatlon
i

ndfP e e e fnteractlons on night shift duty in the
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control raom) - Jstated that based on his observations g e '

e n the control room durina April 2005, he determined ™. . . the Ieader%%)rc:_tnex_]
demonstratéd on crew that nlghﬁk_ D(Exhlblt 54 D 16)

advised he discussed the confrnl room nprfnrmancelevaluatlon results w1thk o : l ~

b)(?)c | QR S . . . l

requalifi t ons in May 005 buf he was not provided any details of the crew’s failure because
ha™°_ lwas also in training and scheduled to take the same requalification examination.

rther stated h cheduled to begin 2 weeks of vacation leave the same week

35 the requalifications fo oIe L erefore, has not on shift for
the crew’s entire requalification period. I ilieported thatTpon hisreturn acation,
he an ;iscussed{‘”‘7 pvera'ﬂ'performance, ncluding hig

diffi culty remalmng’ alert in tramln class and it was agr hatf o u d discuss the

n)

performance issues in the control room
2nd alermess in the classroom] dicated tHat based orf®”°______Jleadership
characteristics,” it was demded he would be more effective in a project-basedTole instead of a

leadership role. { lexplained the decision was made to reassigP™™ ko the
B)(7)C

Tand selected®™ ___jaq""" replacement fof™"*
bi(7)e stated, “We recognized that{"*" plas having somgPi7:
BI(7)e ! and that. . . could have an impact on his éffgagement in work. And we felt like .
given all the circumstances, that it would be best to, at the earliest opp rtur i move him to
a position where we cc?d)l(g)cbetter use his talents . . .” (Exhibit 54, p. 41). )emphasized

] as based on his leadership and communication ;
performance, not due to any alertriéss ssues.qb""c Texplained that although the decision

had been made to reassigr""' " no specific dat&s’had been identified for the

reassignment because they"*"* ~ Jwere in the process of obtaining
approval for the training and reassignment of operator personnel.

b dvised that on or about December 20, 2005
repon el onf‘”‘”C lErew had expressed

alertness in the control room.[”™  lindicated he tol Pire h
th Bire Jeconcems aboud®™” nd provide a response to hi

ntly contacted® " \Bnd inquired about

behavior in the controf room. o7 tated, “I asked[""* )f he w1tnessed any
Malertness in the control rWIQMLmE’ no, that hie did not” (Exhibit 54,
ecalled that after he spoke with{ """ he met wit
about January 12, 2006, and told him he had talked with""" land hef

he had not observed any problems, nor had concerns, withf”™"* ~__ |alertness or béhavior in
the control room. [’ recalled that one week after his conversafion within
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¢ January 2006, he (P> lwas interviewed by the ECP investigatof  ~
| . _aconcem raised about["™* alertness on shift” and on January’
W fi7e g ; Is

b)(7)c

e tated, “| am aware that thereis an . . . allegation that e

to duty. have since this has unfolded here, b told that the allegation is that the person
T —- ning on duty “Exhibit 54, p. 11) larified he never received an allegation that
' as sleeping on duty and stated, “If aperson was asleep on watch in that control
room they"d be gone right now” (Exhibit 54, p. 54).

Mas inattentive

Interview ol _  }Exhibit 55)
. 7 .
3

On June 12, 2006, e R L . o ~. . |Callaway,
was interviewed bY\)I IV 1T COUMoia,; VISSOUTT. v

b)(7)e .-

BV A BT - -7

e as interviewed about his observations of| behavior as ] R
hile on duty in the control room or during the Shift turEgver briefings. /" '
stated, “. ./. I've never observed anyone asleep, but I've observed®™* trying to stay
awake . .. I know that occasionally individuals will have trouble staylng awake on the night shift
. I've never really at Callaway Plant ever seen anyone sleeping in their chair or anything like

that" (Exhibit 55, pp. 5-6). Pire recalled he had worked o™ s af®™*

{b)(?)c Mhen W7)e

["“7’“ !stated he had observed[b)mC [

¥wng omne roblems staying awake on u
but Pine . didn't seem . worse than anyone else . in that regard” (Exhibi
D . When asked if he had observed any alertness problems related tq

tated “Nothing - nothing that stands out” (Exhibit 55, p. 21).0
advised he became aware of concems thaad been inattentive on duty afte
his{®"" . removal from control room duties.

When asked if he had obServed a W)c as absent from the control

- room for extended periods of tlme tated *Well, irdidn't seem that out of the
ordinary at the time. But . . . he'd be away frofff the control room for . . . quite a bit of time at a
stretch . . . it was a longer amount of time than normal” (Exhibit 55, p. 21) PAne
reported that®™" Iways notified the control room supervisor when he left the control
rcom (Exhibit 55, p. 23). """ Jt ted”c ,would leave the control room for
“ ..sometimes . . . just an hour. But:..there were . .. a few nights where . . ." he was gone
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1 . for maybe four or five hours . ays tell the CRSw e was when he left. But

FTJLs_nmJabnormal (sic) to just say you're going to go walk around” (Exhibit 55, p. 23). .
) e commented that beca &%cof‘?""”c had ongoing at that time,
he "7 did not know why left the control room for long periods of time, but

he suspected it was for reasons other than inSpection of the plant or observation of personnel.

AGENT'S NOTE: A review of the card reader transaction

higtories for the control room
entries/exits for May/June 2005 disclosed no evidence thas absent from
antrol room for extended periods of time. According tgd”" he substituted

fo las the[" uring the May/June 2005
time frame. her, testimony obtained from other contr®l room personnel did not .
suppor{” Haim thatf‘”@c -~ as absent from the control room

occasionally for “fourTo five hours.

b)(7)c. :

. b)(7)c S
 pmarked he had heard rumors aboutf -

Interview o

absences from the control room, but h BT} 1 ad no
witness ta™"" ..

and speculation regarding his
rsthand knowledge nor was he a.

activities at CallaWay.

fb)(7)cl

On June 13, 2006,"""°
in Columbia, MissourT.

b)(7)c

NExhibit 56)

NCallaway, was interviewed by OL:RIV

’

b)(7) . .
as interviewed about

while on fiuty in the control room)o7
period 2001 through August 200
control room that would indicate he W

ot observe any behaviors by§®7: n the
s not fully alert or inattentive on du
,commented@b’””lwas not aware of any concerns or discussions regarding inattentivengss b a
y

— ’ |
__lobservations of """ ehavior as "
i s

Q( W(7)c

?.mtll[“’“” beard rumors that someone had complained to the ECP.

When asked if he had observed any occasions where
room for extended periods of time[""" dvisedEe

BY(7)e

. lecalledP™ Jverheare comments by the control room staff [NF1} tha{” ©
wa

conference room .. ." (Exhibit 56, p. 46). Iso recalled one occasion wher

bi)(7)c

as absent from the control
id not personally observe any
sences by"" | Although™ ™ Bould ot remember specific time_frames.

always gone-of . . . he would leave his OS in charge and go use the p'lone in th
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Te observed personal vehlcle parked in the same spot in thqx v parking
space when : d to work [ ‘ y! shift” at 10:30 p.m. one night and that his veRficle was
L still in the samé& parking spot when - |left earlier that same day i |n the morning at 7 a.m.
(Exhibit 56, pp. 56- 62)%”‘7 1Fta’(ed "< 1found it unusual fod®™_______]vehicle to be

parked at Callaway because “. . ."he didn’t come to relieve a crew or anythiny. That day he

should’ye been gone” since he was not scheduled to work for the next 3-4 days (Exhibit 56,
p. 58) I Kurther stated ™ pever saon site that day but when["™* |
. came back dt 10:30 that night his car should not havé been there” (Exhibit 56, p. 59).
Interview of, (Exhibit 57)
On June 14, 2006, " was interviewed by OL:RIV at Callaway. Also present during the

interview of{""m ﬂ/vas HICKEY.

B7ic

bi(7)c ! . \ . . B
vas interviewed about his observations of
aining exercisegirenualification sessions conducted in May
the control room dvised he was assigned as 4
Ex7e durindthe crews’ requalifications session in May 2005. {“«” ]
exlamed thatin May®2005 he had been requested to substitute as e T
P Buring the requalification period because the crew’s assignedf® !
P7e " "INFI) was unavailable for the requalification session. ™ ] at during
the requaitications{®""* iled to reuallfy during the qualification scefarios and as a result,
were subjected to remediation. P ] tated the crew's failure to requalify was not
attributed to any one individual but was a ult of mistakes and errors made by the crew as a
team during the scenarios. ferme {bdv&sed that after the crew passed its requalifications
-sessians, he returned to his duties as an{“” e and the members of

eturned to active shift duties. (E ptated that during his re ualmgatlg sessions
with{®7e e did not observe any inattentiven€ss or lack of alertness by% l
b)(7)c

further advised that in November 2005 he was reassigned tJ " la af 7=
forne Istated that during the periods he worked with{Z"*

control room, he did not obsérve any inattentiveness or less than alert behavior b -
dicated he first became aware of concerns aboubehavior in the
control ro6Mm after he — as removed from shift duties after January 2006. Although

he could not remember the exact date ecalled he had been contacted
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telephonically b)l il nd questioned if he

BY(7)C L

a
e e tated that when he was questioned b
L |nattent|veness I told him | had not noted any” inattentiveness in regardst
(Exhibit 57, p. 19)

When questioned if he had observed any occa )’mc byas away from the
control room for unusually long periods of time stated, “I did not note any congerns

in that area” (Exhibit 57, pp. 19-20).™ -~ Hurther recalled that each tlm
would exit the control room, hef®"* would announce that he was |eavm2 the control
b}(7)c

room and the control room supervisor wowd repeat back and acknowledge tha
iting the control room. [?"* stated, “l do not recall any exceptions 10
was exi 'ninc Yy p

him . . not felling me e was leaving . . .” the control room (Exhibit 57, p. 20).

Interview of - -____}(Exhibit 58

bY{7}c

-~

P lyas interviewed about his observaﬁons oﬂbehavuor asaf™
while op-duty in the control room. dwsed tRat during his interactions with the reacior

7c

operator staff over the recent years, he had no interactions wi ndwas notina
position to observe control room or during shift briefings. b ecalled he
with ™

occasnonallv worked |during the 1990s when heﬂ["’”” . [jneld'the position of
b)(7)c . .
tated that sometime in August or Seg

b){7)c
er 2005, he was contacted by_
who reported “. . . that he had a concern with _Ipeing drowsy at turnover” briefing

(Exhibit 58; p. 16)P7= ~___breport his concemns about
oXre to thef”"* e jndicated that after he

advised["""" To contac i },heﬁ”'"’c ad no further mvolvement
rxb)(7)l:

f%)!(.%lc.ed.JhaLaﬂe eard rumo
and . that was all

that seemed to be” and not related to any inattentiveness b Bi7)e Exhibit 58 p. 18).
Durlng the interviewwas asked to review two Facmty Operator's Reports that he
aned on December 15, 2004, and January 11, 2006, related t6 After reviewing
b)(7)c b)7)e
% lacility operator’s reports”"___| acknowledged his handwriting and signatures
were on e reports and stated that :[ ad checked wit 1

\and “There were
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no issues that | knew of at the time . . . things went well in the outage and through Christmas”
(Exhibit 58, p. 29).

AGENT'S NOTE: A review oacility Operator’s Reports signed by
X% nd dated December 15, 2004, and January 11, 2006 (Exhibit 15), disclosed no
behavitral abnormalities and perfect job attendance during those periods. |

xplained that as part of his duties, as required by the “ANSI standards” and at a
desigrfated time during each year, he electronically gathers information from a database on
individual licensed reactor operator personnel, completes the facility operator report, and
forwards the rgport to the medical reviewing officer prior to an operator's scheduled medical
examination.gtated there was no interaction with the operator personne! prior to
completion of the facility operator’s report, only a review of the database and “B-File”

_information. [ ___ ifurther advised that the operations department also maintains an informal
file on all licensed personnel in “B-Files” which contain unofficial notes or emails regarding the
individual.f‘“’”’c lclarified the “B-Files” were not part of the official personnel files and are
maintained by”"* |related the “B-File” contents include positive and negative
commentary about an individual’s performance or actions during the year and any adverse
comments would be annotated on the Facility Operator's Report for evaluation by the medical
reviewing officer.

| O Brl\ncnd thot in lamiarn: YNNG ha winna -nn.elgned t b)(7)c sP b)(7}c . R i
rb)(7)c T}
ecalled he initially had been lnro med that

“he would be assighed td™  las the{®"* ﬁ}1owever, he
was subsequently contacted by"" " h%ﬁdﬂsedlthat Bi7e had be@K removed from
shift duties for administratiye s and he ____IwasTiow reassigned to{®"" . b

. reported he began work od‘% e %s the”" ' n January 31, 2006. -
Interview of°  |[Exhibit 59

w)(7)c

On June 1 — as interviewed by ORIV at Callaway. Also present during the
interview of* was HICKEY. |

b){(7)c

-

b){7)c - =
Has interviewed about his observations obehavior as d‘b)-mc L
while onrd ol room and during shift turnover brieffngs. Although he was not
assigned tq - crew® e btated he had observed{""*
occasions during the shift turnover bnef‘ ings “.". . once in awhile . . . close his eyes;:

hat's all.
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b)(7)c
As far as being dead asle€ép, no. | never witnessed that” (Exhibit 59, pp. 8 and 29 o

further advised he had not observed any inattentiveness or sleeping behavior bf{”"° i
the control room (Exhibit 59, p. 1“_‘8_)"( Piie pstated, “. . . the first time | heard that . . . they
were p )(q?)mblv aqing to take . . off shift was in January” 2006 (Exhibit 59,

__Jstated he sa ) o son ¢ of the UROs one day, and when he
aske hat they were di oime

ng, freplied. “. . . it was abou
being inatterffive in the control room” (Exhibit 59, p. 13)¢ stated that prior fo
January 2006, he had no knowledge, nor was aware of any concerns or allegations that
had been inattentive on duty
as absent from the control

When asked if he had observed an occasions where__
room for extended periods of tlme.f‘“’ e Ftated thatf . . did leave for meetings
. from time to time . . . several hours at a fime”; however, heid not cbserve any

unusual absences by"" Exhibit 59, p. 30)
Re-interview of "™ |(Exhibit 60)

b)(7)c

On June 14, 2006 was re-interviewed by OL:RIV. Also present at the re-interview of
as HICKEY.

g uestioned if he was aware of any periods of time, in excess of 1 or 2 hours,
' as absent from the control room, {*"* responded, “I don't recall, no”
‘ further stated he does not fécall any occasions where[™"
-was away from the controf room for an extended period of time while gn_shift 2@
advised he does not recall any discussions with crew members about
from the control room.

f)(7)c

interview g

b)(7)c

__jvas interviewed about his observ: tl7Q (o ehavior as 4
Bwhile on duty in the control room. (""" “ktated, “To my recollectlon

i performed the responsibilities and the actions of £27¢ _ ](Exhlbut 61,
. 21). ({”W ndicated there were occasions in the early morning hours where he
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b)(7)c . ’
e observed tha yes were “bloodshot” and he “. . . didn’t appear to be as quite as
& bright-eyed as he was e.start of the shift. .. But. . . it d|dn t look like he was inattentive”
(Exhibit 61, pp. 28-31).{""" l}tated “| never sa °"7’° p ith his eyes closed or

nodding” (Exhibit 61, p. 23) B efined inattenfiveness a% eyes closed” and/or
“nodding”; however, he stated that“ rowsy was not one of the conditi

inattentiveness{™"" . . " 'ladvised that during June 2005{""". .
two unsat|<factory ratings“during requalifications and passed on tnexr thlrd attempt to requahfy

Pk - .[}xplamed that the Crew's unsatisfactory ratings during their initial requalification
sions*h June 2005 were due to an incorrect response during the te tsc )y the control
room supervisor [NFI] and not attributed to any actions or behaviors b
When asked if he had observed any occasions wheré fi’”’“ vas absent from the control
room for extended periods of time Q""’” . '*tated, “I' can't reedll any” (Exhibit 61, p. 39).

[P ladvised he had worked on e ‘ hnd it was not unusual for an
— . -ﬂqb)ﬂ)e .

ndividugb$ focus to decrease later in the early morning hodrs on shi [advrsed that
during the periods heg®?c ] worked in the control room and attended shift turnover
Lwith | he did not observed any behavnors that would

briefings and/o trainin "sessio
suggest tha%"’ i }was inattentive
Interview oflib’mc !(Exhrblt 62)

On June 15, 2006{""7’c was interviewed by OI RIV at-Callaway. Also present during

the interview oft""”C Was HICKEY.

b)(7)c.

b‘:’;}?’? _ as mterwewed about hIS observatlons 0 ' - Jbehavior asd "

f e ‘Qﬁlle on duty in the control room¢"'”" . Bdvised’he was assigned t%b“m.
asal"” . sometime in the Mav/Jur )5 time frame.

e )explamed thatl“”mc L - Iwasunavailable
owork fora proximately 4 weeks f""7’° - - '~ istat at while he was

on duty in the control room withi - Dhe did not observe any b&haviors b

associated with inattentiveness, Sleepiness or drowsiness.{®"" further stated,

“I never saw him asleep on shift . . . snoring . . . relaxed . . . head falhng'down or anythlng like

|advised that durlng the period he worked with
e never heard any commentary or rumors that

had been inattentive on duty.

4
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b}7)c

.—’____——}ecalled only two occasions in the control room whereby he observecJ o l
\at the compufer for an ext d period of time with no movement. *° [btated that on
the two occasions he sawf”"" lht the computer and apparently had not moved for a
period of time; hef®< . . ./ spoke to him, just to make sure that he was not drowsy”
(Exhibit 62, p. 12)P" }ated he could not segf™™" Face nor his eyes when
he was at the computer, however, on the two occasions that he spoke the
responded immediately and did not exhibit any inattentive behavior.’ :

o

When asked if he had observed any occasions wheras absent from the control
room for long periods of timef™ " |stated, “Not really. It's not unusual for theP™ ]
e | orfEme lo Teave” the control room for several hours (Exhibit 62, p. 21).

lb)mc &urther stated he had heard general rumors last summer thwas

\experlencmg%ome problemqb)mc but those rumors did not IRelude amegations
that he was inattentive on duty.

Interview o \ Exhibit 63

b)(7)c

On June 15, 2006, as interviewed by Ol:RIV at Callaway. Also present during

the interview o(”“’” Wwas HICKEY.
N

BY7)C

e . Vas interviewed aboutbse ationsof”"° 1}

e Nhile on duty in the control robm dvised®"* had not worked with
in cpntr because™" vas assigned 1o ahother crew; fiowever,|” "
witht bn occasionsAuring the shift turnovers an meetings.

o : t although{®"™ ?vas in a position to observe -

Murnover mektings[7™° never saw any iRattentiveness problems wit during the
meetings (Exhibit 63, p. 14).urther stated, “. . . | have never observed him to be
inattentive at those meetings” (Exhibit 63/p. 16).”

e Jrecalled that sometime in the early fall 2005 """ heard rumoras

Fg%mam; jmay be affecting his focus at work:
jstated, “No one came to me personally . . . Like | said, all | heard is the rumors”
(Exhibit 63, g. 18).
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While in the control room| statedf”"’c had observed “. . . No Doz in the drawer.
| didn’t know who used them. They weren't mife . /. | have no knowledge of . . . whose they
were” (Exhibit 63, p. 17). 27 Further commented as not aware of any existing

medical conditions regardiﬁgt*”"’c ](Exhibit 63, p. 17).

¢

interview of " [Exhibit 64)
< 3

On October 10, 2006/""" |

pie hmerenuk, and®"" . bt Callaway. was interviewed
by ORIV in St. Loufs, Missouri. Also present during the interview of ™ |was
HICKEY.
b)(7)c
e [was interviewed about{™Jgbservations of ™ Jpehavioras " |
BT vhit€ on duty in the control roont. [PX7< jptated thiat as af"™= ]
P Hurirg the period August 2003 through July 2005, id not observe any control room

staffinattentive or asleep nor hear any discussions among the staff that were related to
concerns about a supervisor's inattentiveness in the control room{™"* further
advised[”™ had no knowledge of any control room personnel or supervisors inaftentive or
asleep on dluty during the period@horked at Callaway as clerk.

foIe lacknowledged had worked with{>"" ths """ land had
"known him botf professionally and personally.["™ Jstated[P < does not recall any
comments made bM”"" . .. - hat he was tired or having a problem stayifig alert in the control
room. ['° . """Hoes not recall any occasions whered” ™" . . was away from the
controrvoorrTorexteraed periods of time. 77" pdvised tM8t during the period of
timg®™ heid the position off*< : jt Callaway &< 1did not
observe“any behavior byf~"* jnor any other control room staf member, that-®ould cause

b believe or suspect they were4hattentive or asleep on duty.
Agent's Analysis No. 1

This investigation was initiated to determine if q@"”"’“ ' )| employed by
Callaway, was willfully inattentive to duty. Specifically, the NRC received an allegation that
members of a7 [reported theif®™ Jllegedly had
been asleep or inattentive on duty. 7

NOT FQRPUBLIC_DISCLOSUR UT APPROVAL OF FIELD OFFICE
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A review of the AmerenUE Procedures ODP-27-00001, Code of Conduct, stated "Sleeplng is
NOT allowed” and that “All plant related, technical, or administrative business held in the
Control Room, must be conducted in a manner that does not compromise the licensed URO
attentiveness and professional atmosphere of the Control Room” (Exhibit 28, p. 22). In the
guidance for control room decorum it stated, “Personnel should not place themselves in a
position that would give the appearance of sleeping” (Exhibit 33, p. 3). Further, instructions for -
the conduct of operations personnel during attendance shift briefings mandated the
“Attendance/attention of everyone involved in the ..." briefings (Exhibit 30, pp. 3 and 5).

b)(7)c

A review of the LOCT Evaluation Summary Reports forf [revealed that
during the crew’s simulator training and requalifications in May 2005 the crew received an
unsatisfactory rating for their performance due to a “trip of TDAFP” during the simulator
examination (Exhibit 18). Subsequently, the crew successfully completed and satisfactorily
passed remedial training prior to returning to shift duties. Interviews of training and reactor
personnel present during the crew’s requalification-and remedial sessions in May 2005 yielded
testimony which confirmed that, in addition to poor crew dynamics, the crew’s exam failure was
due to an incorrect response during a simulator examination and not attributed to any actions
bor inattentiveness on the part of any crew member.

During interviews of the operating supervisors assigned to the LOCT as{”"° |
lestified he observeod off” once or twice sometime in 2005 durlng the
raining séssions in the classroom but notTh the control room (Exhibit 43) testified
he personally observedfb’ Ne }on two occasions in 2005, inattentive, nodding, and/or
asleep in the classroom during géneral training and subsequently counseleabout
veness. [V urther stated”"”* bndqb e were nofified That
b)(7)c - -t . o
had been inattentive during the training classes (Exhibit 46).

Testimony obtained f’°"1)(t7',‘4 " handP" }hat worked on shift wnt

disclosed the following: | },sé e I‘nodding on one or two occasions during @
6-week period while working on night shift in the control room and reported his concerns to the

R J(Exhibit 41).77 bobserved™™ |

BY7)C

'in the control room but saw no evidence of inattentiveness (EXhlblt 37

(7" bn occasions in the early morning hours where he. .
be quute a5 bright-eyed as he was at the start of the shift o h
inattentive, “nodding,” or with his eyes closed (EXhlblt 61)
inattentive at any time nor asleep in the control room (Exhibit 59).007* __Jentered the

control room on one occasion and sawW®™° head bobbing” which made it appear that
hib

[pbserved
t appear to

he was inattentive; however, he[”"" _Jrécalled that{*"* responded when

“Isaid “hello™ 6 the staff in the control room (Exhibi ).[pne |
fexne — Hrowsy” on shift but did not vie ' drowsiness as a fitn&ss for

duty concern because all ‘eactor operators 2xperience Growsiness at some pomt on duty
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b}{(7)c . e
(Exhibit 40)_ iobserveon two occasions |

computer for an extended period of time with né movement, but he"
any inattentive behavior (Exhibit 62). No one testified they observed
asleep on duty in the control room.

In an interview ohe stated he had no recollection of any occasions while attending

LOCT training classes, during licensing requalifications, or performing shift duties in the control

room where he may been inattentive or exhibited inattentive behaviors. ecalled that

sometime during September-December 2005, he was notified byf" " - ht had been
reported that has observed appearing to be fatigued on shift. [’ |
explained that dbiring the October-December 2005 time frame. ferne |

fertre : ) N
ne remainea tocused on his duties whlle on shlft Further [“’W advised that on occasich,
he had personally observed other individuals [NF!] during the LOCT fraining classes who

appeared to be tired, but he had never observed anyone that appeared “sleepy” or “asleep”

zon I room at the

during class. [ Jopined that because he often performed work at the computer in the
control room or was away from the control room con ductin% ?Iant tours, someone may have
bY(7)c

assumed he was asleep or inattentive to his duties. advised he had not been
iinterviewed or questioned by Callaway personnel regardmg the' allegation he was inattentive or
“asleep” on duty.

. . . b}(7)c
An examination of " IBOP Annual Supervisor Reviews conducted b
bY7)c

2004 and 2005 disclosed{"" bserved no behavioral changes related to| -

durlng those periQ ds._However, thé BOP Annual Supervisor Review conducted byfmmc v |
in 2006 dlsclosed ad been removed from shift due tQ ised abant his

alertness on duty and the forf was annotated with the comment/™"™

Exhibit 7).
(7)c
In summary, this investigation concludeExhlblt 53) anJ J— ibit 54)
followed AmerenUE's procedures and conducted the BOP evaluations o fter they

were notified by the{"" Ihat there were concerns abouff""”c ]
potential for inattentiveness on duty. A review of documents and testimony ob ged from
i }Nas

reactor personnel disclosed no evidence or witnesses to support the allegatlor(

inattentive or observed asleep on duty; however, testimony was provided which repo e
b){7)c

ppeared to be inattentive, or in the process of becoming inattentiye, on various
occasionsZin the classroom durina training sessions. Testimony provided by o]
e isclosed that during peer checks o™ Jn the
control room, he was responsive ard did not exhibit any inattentive behavior. The AmerenUE
Procedure ODP-ZZ-00001, Section 2.1.3., instructed that personnel should not give the
appearance of sleeping in the control room, but the instruction did not define the characteristics
of what was determined to be “appearance of sleeping” (Exhibit 33). Although{"""" \was
observed by training instructors “nodding” or “asleep” during training classes, there was no
violation of the AmerenUE Procedures ODP-ZZ-00001 as this procedure relates to guidance
specific to conduct in the control room and shift tumover briefings.
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Conclusions

Based on the evidence developed during the investigation, Ol:RIV determined the allegation
that 4[”"° employed by AmerenUE, Callaway, was willfully inattentive to
duty was not substantiated. 7/

Allegation No. 2: Fitness For Duty Programs, Conditions of Licenses
Evidence

Document Review

During the course of this investigation, OI:RIV reviewed and evaluated documents obtained
from Callaway and/or NRC staff. The documents deemed pertinent to this investigation are
represented in this section:

BOP - Annual Supervisor Reviews, Form CA0029A reqgarding|

{Exhibit 7) .
Areviewofl - l?)(QP Annual Supervisor Reviews for the periods July 2004 through
i
\.

June 2006 fevealed th IBOPs were conducted in accordance with the established
procedures.

Callaway's ECP Investigation and File No. 20060123 provided July 20, 2006 (Exhibit 11)
This file, ECP File No. 20060123. -ontained the investigative findings of Callaway's
investigation intd”"* Eallegation thag™ " was observed sleeping on duty.
Specifically, on the ECP's E yee Concerns Initial Intake Form, dated January 23, 2006
(Exhibit 11, p. 13)[°™_____ Teported {""" having problems with
alertness/attentiveness to dutyon shift in the control room.”

, , , . . . O
A review of ECP’s Management Interview Summary of interviews withl = Ind™™

disclosed they were aware of potential problems related tcgt:’”“ _[Rlertness’in Zbusput
there was no evidence he was “asleep” or “inattentive” in te control room and not fit for duty

(Exhibit 11, pp. 23-24).

Callaway's 2006 Operations SCWE Survey, undated (Exhibit 12)

In general, the SCWE survey revealed that employees at Callaway believed they could raise
concerns without fear of reprisals; however, a review of the SCWE Survey Comments section
disclosed two SCWE Survey comments which stated Survey Comment No. 3 - Management
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ignored a concern of Ji(j)c ' lsleeping on duty and Survey Comment No. 70 -
Comments were overheard that no acfion was taken for 6 months regarding a reported
inattentive problem (Exhibit 12, pp. 7-8).

January 31 2006 (Exhibit 14)

In this email,lb-?(7’9' __otified th operating and shift supervisors that effective the same date
as the email [January S0 Nas baen reassigned to day staff duties and
duties for?b"m | Further, attached to this

ad assumed®™* e
ersonnel change/promotion toj®7ic bn October 1,

email was a copy of ’
2002 (Exhibit 14, pp. 2-3), and a document which reflected organizational chandes within the
operations department effective January 27, 2006 (Exhibit 14, p. 5).

AmerenUE Procedure APA-ZZ-00906, Revision 013, “Behavioral Observation Program,”
Effective Date October 28, 2004 (Exhibit 26

This procedure provided “. . . guidance to assist supervisory personnel in determining
appropriate actions to take when faced with a situation where employee reliability is in question”
(Exhibit 26, p. 3).

Testimony

The following individuals were interviewed by OI:RIV during the investigation of failure to take
action regarding fitness for duty concems by Callaway’s management and potential violations of
station procedures.

AY

f
Interview of "~ |Exhibit 37)

LY 14
y ]

On May 9, 2006,”""
the interview o

vas HICKEY.(""" hdvised that sometime in June:
%005 he contacted[™ ] nd reported the reactor operétors on{”"
(> ;
B)(7 )t

was interviewed by Ol:RIV at Callaway. Also present during

- jyproblems with alertness in the control room.
5, 2005, hef™™* yreported the concerns>™° |

Rlstated that on June

p)(7)c

Mo (___ e ~ stated that approximately 2 weeks after

X0 boncaMhs about[ o JheffP fwas

ho advised he had me wigﬂ"?”” - hifd his crew [NF1] to discuss
their concerng.[™"" urther advised® " ?told hirh he had made a decision to
remove™"* rom controf room duti nd with the erew members; however,
there WeTE o repHcements available fo” " osition until “. . . the
beginning of the year . . . January 1%t ., ."™Y2006] (Exhibit 37, p. 25).~
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b)(7) .
‘ i’ecalled that snmetime diirinn an niitana in Narambper 2005, he was approached

By who attempted to report a
concern about”something” he observed in regards td™"° hile working during the
outage. After

formed him{”™™° uties were scheduled to be reassigned in
bv June 20?%?’"7” hotifled Eis immediate superviso™™ |
e ladvised he was re-contacted byP"" IEn mid-January 2006 and fo
hef Ihad talked with the control room sypervisor onf™e land
PATle Ahad not pbserved any problems with]Eb’“” a'n"the control room a¥ previously

reported by{™c ]

Interview off .~ [Exhibit 41)
=

On May 9, 2006 Wwas interviewed by OI:RIV at Callaway. Also present during the
("M Jyas HICKEY. AlthougK{™"* ould not remember the specific time

interview off*'"* T
frame or details of their conversation 77" one |

b}(7)c

b)(7)c

Interview oﬂ”"’” Exhibit 42)

On May 9, 2006 e Jwas interyiewed by QI:RIV at Cailaway. Also present during the
interview of®? as HICKEY. {" dvised the first time he was notified that a
P ~ Kallegedly had been inaftentive on duty at Callaway was by>"" |
"during a briefing of the ECP's investigation in January 2006.{"""" stated the ECP~
investigation disclosed”"” alleaed inattentiveness

o=y the T

poned

d”" failed to

thoroughly réSearch the Tatter or take corrective/action. {™° eported that N8 signs of
lor b)(7)c

inattentiveness or lack of alertness were detected by""* {during their
@fﬂs of " In the control room (Exhibit 42, p. 25)P™"
u

urther stated

and[= should have referred the allegation thatf™=— was inattentive on
surmised tha &S Timited in his ability

igation.
ylleged inattentiveness and although®"= questioned
| e fon shift

N Yabout his observationsT
he "< didn't dig deep enough” (Exhibit 42, p. 14)-°°ncluded L

investigatio o{"’”’“ Was “shallow” (Exhibit 42, p. 11).

rther explained thh0U|d have refe

rought the matter to his atf€ntion becausd had requested

~Confidentiality and did not want the other reactor operators' interviewed /¢ Jstated,
“That's part of the culture here, that the reactor operators yould talk to their stewafd, and then
have the steward talk to the manager” 'Exhibit 42, p. 15). surmised that although

NOTFORP SCLOSURE WITHOUT APPROVAL OF FIELD OFFICE
‘DIRECTOR, ICEQ ONS, REGION IV
Case No. 4-2006-025
OF USE - Ol INVESTGATION INFORMATION

for inves$

ity to the EC

the matter to ECP when




OEFCIALSE ON lIN IGATION INFORM N
he has an open door policy, employees are reluctant to report concems directly to management
o “peer pressure” or “mind set” to report concerns through their union steward.
further explaine: t7hat to compensate for peer pressure not to report concerns
directly to management, he|: e goes into the workplace once a month and makes
himself accessible to the embioyees (E hibit 42, p. 20).

Pdvised he subsequently met with" - Jand on or about Februarv 2,
0

06, forfafom: — — _ ulj

b)(7)c
rb)(7)c

[cRmUIL 42, pPp. £1-22).

Interview of”"" [Exhibit 45)

= -

On May 10, 2006]( " ‘ Lvas interviewed by QI RIV at CaIIaway Also gresent

during the interview of """ }/as HICKEY. {*" state

b)(7)c

Interview ofd Exhibit 46

G

@Verbally counseled him after class about his inattentiveness (Exhibit 46,
hdvised he could not remember the dates when he counseled™™ ]
about his matt ntiveness in the classroom but indicated it was sometime in 2005. fb)mc |
further adwse nattentiveness and/or sleeping in class was discussed among the
other instructors in LOCT Meetings, also known as “end of cycle briefings.”{""""

reported thatF""’” ]a 5

during the discussions aboy™"
stated, “. . . we told the

v sleeping issues during training classes. [*"°
as been Sleeping” in class and annotated the LOCT report for

that cycle [NFI] (Exhibit 46, p~32).

Interview o “Exhibit 48)

On May 10, 2006, [P™* was interviewed by OL:RIV at Callaway. Also present
during the interview of®"* ___vas HICKEY.[""* recalled that about 6
months agofgmc lapproached him and asked his_advice reqarding what actions he

would take if he saw a(" Igo inoddlng on duty.[”" itated, “| told him if

Case No. 4-2008-025 5 ‘
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b)(7)c -

T ' vas nodding off, | would tell him to get up and go for a walk . . . And that was
prefty much the énd of the discussion” (Exhibit 48, p. 23).

‘ l Interview o_ Exhibit 49)

fe3(7ic . )
On May 10, 2006, bNas interviewed b Ol:RIV at Callaway. Also present during the
interview of ""* was HICKEY. {*7°  Jrecalled the first time he was notified he was

going to be femoved ffom control room shift duties was late January or early -February 2006.
hmmted he was contacted by(""" nd > Pwho informed him that
because-of allegations that he[""" as inattentive on shift, they were required to

remove him from shift duties in the contrdT room (Exhibit 49, p. 10).

N

b)(7)c -

: : .iindicated he had previously discussed he was going to be reassigned to a day shift
position if June 2006 and the reassignment was attributed to crew’s failure on the initial
requalification examination and personality conflicts within the team”" .. =~

.+ -Jadvised his
reassignment to day shift duties was scheduled to occur in June 2006 and was

not viewed as

an adverse action but as a reorganization o personnel.
b)(7)c )
recalled that sometime during September-December 2005, he was notified by
e | had been reported that heéﬁ_%bvas observed appearing to be fatigue
shift.@ee Té)(plained that during the OctobetNovember/Decembear 2005 tima frama {*"°
b)}7)c . :
forne " |ne remaﬁ;ﬂ_mnuse%on his duties while on Shiftee ktated
that in January 2006, he contacted - nd [Pe
b)(7)c i e I
e Exhibit 49, p. 51).
Interview of [Exhibit 52)

b)(7)c

On May 11, 2 9(75 f ,]Was interviewed by OI:RIV at Callaway. Also present during
the interviewd~ |was HICKEY. 7€ as jnterviewed regarding a
concern reported to the ECP on January 23, 2006, by = - | Specifically,

feie investigated a concern reported to the ECP by”"" jwhich alleged that

abine pad problems with alertness and attentiver to duty in the

control room.

Interview of - |Exhibit 53

‘ b)(7)c

Callaway was sometime in May or June 2005: stated that sometime in May or June
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-1t 2005, 77° kep proached him one morning in the control
i room and “. . . said another RO had voiced a concern thato” ppeared drowsy at times”
f (Exhibit 53, p. 9). e ladvised he subsequently quesfioned," " about appearing
. '_ urther advised that during his discussion with

he
e heib)mc "~ Jidenied he fiad been distracted or sleepy in the o0 , but
cknowlej ed there wasf"”’° : : ]xplained

a
_mat_aﬂenmﬁq ldesrrlhed higfP1e o |

b)(7)c

e ; P B T T lcrew

. members [NFI] regarding their observaﬂons S n)n sﬁ‘ ft wherebv they responded they
had not observed any indications of inattentiveness by{”"" Istated that
during the summer months, he." " FNever heard or saw anything during that time
related to alertness” regardmb"” _
datesf””°  ladvised he observed tfel”"" g'bincludin in
the control roorrapproximately six times during a 6-week period on various occasions anf did

not observe any inattentiveness.

dvlsed that in September 2005, he was | il i Jwas
“u

pset" ard indicated h o should go talk t¢”"" stated he

subsequently met wit nd hef[""* [¥informed him he was™. . . getting sick
and tired of™* helng drowsy at the shiifturnover m®eting” (Exhibit 53, p. 26). Because

R report"é‘a tha{®" gappeared to be drowsy in meetings P ]
ttend the sh

turnover meetings for the purpose of observing.
stated he frequently attended the shift turnover meetings and “. . . spent

told

a1t of time witr{"’”’c . Bn night shift . . .” but saw no indications of inattentiveness (Exhibit 53,
pp. 29). - ,

ubsequently met with the supervisors assigned to
heir observations o oom.

lin the control room and'fou‘nd no

, hsery
kN “was inattentive on duty,
(F “lcommented he did not report The concerns raised regardingl”"" to his
-supervisof”""* because h oirie ad not observed® "< exhibiting any

inattentiven&ss behaviors.

bX7)c

dvised that after a concern was filed with the ECP in January 2006 regarding

Jalleged inattentiveness on duty, he®"™* as removed from shift duties
vending th€ ECP's investigative finding,®" I
IGE : » stated that at the time
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' ad already reported he had reso|vedm

e the concern was filed with the ECP,}

‘ PIre however, he ad already decided “. . . to take[”""]yff shift, anyway,

\ because of other |ssue""(‘Exh|b|t-56 p. 48).("° ﬁtated “If it wag as blatant as it was
portrayed i Lindl oyee Concerns investigation, why v;/?ren 't other people coming to us . . .
to renay inattentiveness (Exhibit 53, p. 36)"" stated, “. . . if | truly felt
that uld not do the job, 1 would’ve taken the appropriate action” (Exhibit 53, p. 43).

interview of I(Exhibit 54)

On May 11, 2006was interviewed by OI:RIV at Callaway. Also present during the
((b)(7)c

iew O

ICKEY. [*V" onveyed that part of his duties as thefe™<
as to conduct observ nera room.

b)(7)c
To the best of his recollectlon. ecalled the first time he was notifie
been inattentive in the classroom was sometime during the summer of 2005
“There were comments made in the summertime — | cannot tell you specifically whe™; there

were comments made to me thaﬂf”’"” b/as having some diffic Jm_mma_\mﬁ:g alert in clgss”
(Exhibit 54, pp. 12- 13) When asked If he had ever observed”" * inattentive, { b"7’°

stated, “I recall . pne lor[" that | was conuc g
that{"*" bobbing (s:c) his"head for a few secSnds .~ A couple of times™ but not in the control
room {Exhibit 54, p. 28).

Although he could not remen dates| | called he had discussions in 2005 with
he operations training staff, Jabout
foime balertness or “head bobbing type things” during training classes (Exfibit 54, pp. 12-

15), [P0 urther stated that end of cycle reports were generated after each training
session in 2005, but “Those written reports did not contain any reference towith
respect to alertness or sleeping”(Exhibit 54, p. 15). ‘

ere

performance in th f ?? : onducted an observation
> R tand| - ' c Y gnteractlons on night shift duty in the
control room """ tated that based on his observations of"""

Bl & comtrol room during April 2005, he determined ™~ . the leadership the ‘
demonstrat€d on crew that night{ti7e [(Exhibit 54, p. 16){"° |

advised he discussed the control room performance/evaluatiof results wm"”‘”“ [
b){7)c ) i ]

rb)ﬁlu i
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b)(7) A = T
;= nd mqunred afSou

)7 . b)(7 ) . .
According tdk !lnformebout the concerns raised ab out
. T . c
e [performance issues in the control room 3nd alertness in the classroom.”™ |

indicated that based on{"" " leadership characteristics,” }Lms_decictd he would be
more effectlve in a project-based role instead of a leadership role e xplained the
flecisian ade fo reassign” - Yo the(™"" nd selected
—= eplacetnent for[?"- jtated, “We
“recogrfized tha 3§ having some®™ ~ fnd that. . . could have

an impact on his'eérigagement in work.” And we felt like . . . given all the circumstances, that it
would be best to, at the earliest opportuni% . .. move him to a position where we could better

use his talents . . .” (Exhibit 54, p. 41). {**"* emphasized the decision to reassign

Mas b@f_ﬂiﬂ: leadership and cormimunication performance, not due to any
alertness issues explained that although the decision had been made to reassign
b no specilic dates had been identified for the reassignment because they{®7r
and®"° ere in the process of obtaining approval for the training and reassignment o
operator persofinel. '

b)(7)c b)}(7)c

advised that on or about December 20, 2005

feportedthat thef™ ]on{>"" lcrew ha
ontral room.["* ubsequently contacte

behavior in the control room. ecalled that
bemafwit(™  |pn or abouf January 12, 2006, and
nd he®"* reported he had not observed any
problems, nor had concerns, with{ -~ . lalertness & behavior in the control room.
ecalled that one week affer his cofiversation with¢™"" January 2008,
hejt1< was interviewed by the ECP investigator{?™ garding a_concem

g “Falertness on shift,” and on Janruary 23, 2008 Yb’"” v
P """ gor failure to notify management about concerns relate
nd failuré to rem '

ontacted him and
1t hie alartnace i the

b)(7)c

B)(7)e™ P

e him from shift duties.

B)(7)c

Interview q1" , Exhibit 57
“—

On June 14 2006 o as interviewed by ORIV at Callaway. Also present during the
interview ot s s HICKEY. {°* further advised that in November 2005, he
was reassigned tol X ’ G stated that during the
periods he worked h{""’” in the control roorT, he'did not observe any inattentiveness
or less than alert behavior by*i™e “Jindicated he first became aware of
concerns aboug M oom after hef™™ ——fwas removed

| uties after Janue 2006 Although he could not re eme the exact date,

e recalled he had been contacted telephonjcally buf®™™ & uestioned if

heg®< "|had observed any inattbn)-::gtiveness byl_ stated. that when
he was questiéned bﬁ*’"’” |abou ° jnattentiveness, “. . . | told him | had not
noted any” inattentiveness in regards tg xhibit 57, p.. 19).
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Bi(7Ic .
Interviewd '__'}Exhibit 58)

[

i enyi d by ORIV at Ca||away Also present dunng the
. #tated that sometime in August or September 2005,
ho repdrted “. . . that he had a concern with§

Cla—
being drowsy at turnover” briefinds (%xhibit 58, p. 16).¢""" __recalled he tolf°"" to

report his concerns abouf’ to the™"" e P
indicated that after he advised”"™ . Jto contact{” " | he™" had no further
involvement. '

Agent's Analysis No. 2

This investigation was initiated to determine if management had potentially violated station
procedures by failing take action regarding a fitness for duty concern and potentially violated
station procedures. Specifically, the NRC received an allegation that members of CalI%

as inattentive on duty. It was further alleged Callaway management did not take
any actioff regarding the concerns until they were forced by the ECP.

manai ement failed to take the appropriate action when concerns were reported that af °
b)(7)e

A review of ECP’s Management Interview Summary of inte
disclosed they were aware of potential problems related to-

there was no evidence he was
(Exhibit 11, pp. 23-24).

inattenti

- Teieress in 2005, but
“asleep” or “inattentive” in the control room and not fit for duty

During interviews of the operating supervisors assigned to the LOCT as traini7r)m instructors,
b(7)c

e Were notified tha[™*

wuthﬁ
contiGii

bX7)c

inattentive in the clagsroom was

: nodqu and/or asleep in the classroo dunna ae
counseled!”"* bout his inattentiveness. [**" b

ad been inattentive Tasleep] during the training classes

{Exhibit 46). |n testimony obtained from the UROs and shift supervisors that worked on shift
P no one testified they observed®™ _Tattentive or asleep on duty in the -

In interview, he testified that the first time he was notified thahad been

sometime during the summer of 2005. Afthough he could not

b){7)c
remember the dates

staff, {°7°

recallpd he had dlcmleemqs in ith the operations training
7 “
]abouzqg P laleriness or “head

bobbing type tings” auring tralmng classes (Exhibit 54, pp. 12-15){7"~. dvised that
3sed on his discussions with the training staff, he and™"* ere concerned about

job performance and they decided to evaluatefr)7 lperformance in the

Control roof. As a result, in Aprit 20058 onducted an observation ofq‘?"”p _ Fnd
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b)(7)c

mteractlo?s i i i nl_ronm
(7 W7e -

stated that based on his obsérvations o : in
the contrd room during April 2005, he determined ™. . . the leadership they demonstrated dn
crew that nlghtfb"7’° (Exhlblt 54, p. 16). [P Pdvised he
discussed tr\;bﬁgntrol room performance/evdluation results withf®™° |
rb)(7)c C
ne | [According tdF- _ was

i in_the control room
“Ieadershlp

informed about the concerns Fa
and alertness in the classroom.

characteristics,” it was degided h
. b)(7)c

would Be more effective in a prolect-

xplained thb)(gcecml as.m -eaasslian - !
nd selecte - r

foicne emphasized the Jecision’to réassigrf”"" Was ba '
leadership and commUnication performance, not due to any a erta(%s&ue_e‘ PinIe [
explained that although the decision had been made to reassign nS specific dates
had been identified for the reassignment because they”"" lwere in the

process of obtaining approval for the training and reassignment of operator personnel.

b)(7)c

Testimony provided bidentiﬁed that the first time he was notified |

Alleaedly b d been inattentive on/uty at Callaway was sggnetime in_May or June 2005. ~

o tated that sometime in May or June 2005, Lo |

A pproached him one morning in & control room and “. . . said another
RO had voiced a conc@rmn that{® appear
stated that during the summer mafiths, h

times” (Exhibit 53, p. g) B)7)c
{'Never heard or saw anytning aurng

that time related fo.a 5" regarding” " b)(1|b|t 53. p. 20). Althouah he could not
T%m_—u_—_{me‘dates advised he observed llncludmg
)in the control Toom approximately six times during a 6-week peri n_varioy
occasiong and did not observe any inattentiveness.f”° _ ]dvised he and e
subsequently met with the supervisors assigned "™  Prewandz

observations oqn the control room but found no indfcations tha " o
been inattentive (Exhibit 53, p. 45){"" dvised that after a concem was fiied
ECP in January 2006 regarding®™< eged inattentiveness on duty, he

was removed from shift duties pending the ECP's investigative finding§for

b)(T)c

j > concern was filed with the ECPgvi7e had alread
owever, hef""”c . )had alread decidez ‘.
ff shift, anyway, because of other issues” (Exhibit 53, p: 8).stated.
. if | truly-#€it that”"" Eould not do the job, | would've taken the appropriate action
(Exhibit 53, p. 43).

A review of the AmerenUE Procedure APA-ZZ-00806, “Behavioral Observation Program,”
disclosed that this procedure provided “. . . guidance to assist supervisory personnel in
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determining appropri ions to take when fagﬁ)n(ﬁ%dma;lnﬁation where employee reliability is
in question” &E@mzﬁbip 3). An examination o BOP Annual Supervisor Reviews
conducted by~ n 2004 and 2005 disclosed that{""" lobserved no behavioral
changes related t¢” " Huring those periods. However, the BOP Annual Supervisor
Review conducted byf"™ —Jn 2006 disclosed that oie Jhad been removed from
shift due tg concerns raisSed apout his alertness on duty, and the férm was annotated with the
comment|”"® [Exhibit 7).

b)(7)c b}{(7)c
In summary, t v igation found that beginning in April 2005d gan{
were aware - blertness and perf issues during training classes an

ntly conducted an gbservation of hnd his crew members followed by a

conducted b{®7e bIn June 2005°7 lwas notified
eported con er thaf>" bt 3sion appeared to be “drowsy” in the

Y " |gadership characteristics {7 Bnd{®"* )

d be more™Elfective in a project-based role instead of a leadership role.
The decision was fffade to reassng hine to thef™ I lan
selected to replacg®"< - D ' eassignmer]

was based on his leZ@ership and communlcatlon performance not due to any alertness issues.
No specific date was scheduled for the reassignment oP™ _ Jbecause they{™

had to obtain approval and arrange

3 signment of operator personnel on

e; however, at that time #t€re were no replacements available
osition until January 2006. On January 23, 20086, the ECP
as inattentive on duty and initiated an investigation. A
obtained during this investigation provided evidence that

review of documents and testimo
Callaway management{”"""

behavior and job performance in April 2005 and sequently decided to reassign
dut es Upon receipt of information th Ilegedly was mattentlve to dutyl
and™"" ronducted a BOP ofjore

personnel beft found no evxdenbmt Supstantiate the alleaatic Jbseq

ent to the ECP's

investigation o) S etermined that
although®™ ___pndpe [took action and res onded fo the cBncerns reported in
ds td®7 "k their investigation of ™" - “jwas “shallow’; therefore,
B)(7)e _ bvererb)mc B
o [Exhlblt 42)
Conclusions

Based on the evidence developed during the investigation, the aliegation that Callaway's
management violated station procedures by failing to take the appropriate action when

concems were reported that 8°° as inattentive on duty until forced by the ECP
was not substantiated. '
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Allegation No. 6: Fitness For Duty Programs '

Evidence
Document Review
During the course of this investigation, OI:RIV reviewed and evaluated documents obtained

from Callaway and/or NRC staff. The documents deemed pertinent to this investigation are
represented in this section: (

Callaway's ECP Investigatioh and File No, 20060123 provided July 20, 2006 (Exhibit 11)
This file, ECP File No. 20060123 contained the mvestlatlve findings of Callaway's

investigation intd®™* jllegation thaf™™ _jwas observed sleeping on duty.
e Form, dated January 23, 2006

Specifically, on the ECP’s Employee Concern ] . , ,
(Exhibit 11, p. 13)P™  pported) is havi i
alertness/attentiveness to duty on shift in the control rooffi.” orm was also annotated to

is having problems with
r eflechad forwarded his concerns aboutrf' e i’b)fm(m )2
did not have any Supporting documentation or evidence to provide to the ECP.

A caiimiar af tha ED invactiaatinn dierlacod ECP intarviewed reactor

observations of{" - ])n the control room, shift briefings, and training classes. None of the

individuals interviewed stated they sawsleep,” “fall asleep,” or “sleep” on duty.

- bY(7)c ‘ .

A review of ECP’s Management Interview Summary of interviews wit “- nd
disclosed they were aware of potential problems related toA®"* ‘falertness’in 2005, but =
there was no evidence he was “asleep” or “inattentive” in the control room and not fit for duty

(Exhibit 11, pp. 23-24).

Callaway's 2006 O erations SCWE Survey, undated (Exhibit 12

In general, the SCWE survey revealed that employees at Callaway believed they could raise
concerns without fear of reprisals; however, a review of the SCWE Survey Comments section
disclosed two SCWE Survey comments which stated Survey Comment No. 3 - Management
ignored a concernof af*c . " . isleeping on duty and Survey Comment No. 70 -
Comments were overheard that no action was taken for 6 months regarding a reported
inattentive problem (Exhibit 12, pp. 7-8).
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AmerenUE Procedure APA-ZZ-00906, Revision 013, “Behavioral Observation Proaram,”
Effective Date October 28, 2004 (Exhibit 26)

This procedure provided “. . . guidance to assist supervisory personnel in determining appropriate
actions to take when faced with a situation where employee reliability is in question” (Exhibit 26,
p. 3). In Section 3.8, it instructed “Supervisors and Management Personnel” to “Observe
personnel for behavior traits and patterns that may reflect adversely on their trustworthiness or
reliability,” and in Section 3.9, it instructed “All Personnel” to “Report noticeable behavior changes
exhibited by any individual to supervisory or Security personnel for appropriate evaluation and
action” (Exhibit 26, p. 6).

AmerenUE Procedure ODP-ZZ-00001 - Addendum 05, Revision 000, Operational
Focus/Operating Philosophy {Exhibit 31)

In this procedure, Section 2.2.3.c., Leadership Role in Plant Activities, stated, “Operations
personnel are expected to foster a culture in which the plant organization is aligned to common
goals and priorities that result in a plant in excellent materiel condition to support safe and
reliable operation. The work environment, established by the attitudes and behaviors of
personnel, along with the framework of policies and procedures, ensure that nuclear safety is
an integral part of every operational decision” (Exhibit 31, p. 9).

AmerenUE Procedure ODP-ZZ-00001, Addendum 07, Revision 000, Error Reduction, Effective
Date February 8, 2005 (Exhibit 32)

The purpose of this procedure was to provide guidance and techniques to assist with reducing
human error while operating the plant. In Section 2.1.4.b., Peer Checking, it stated, “The Peer
Checking process recognizes the human element of component operation, that is, any operator
no matter how proficient can make a mistake. Operators must never relax their attentiveness
based on confidence in the abilities of their peers” (Exhibit 32, p. 3).

AmerenUE Procedure TDP-ZZ-00022, LOCT Program, Revision 019 (Exhibit 34)

This procedure applies to all reactor operators or senior reactor operators who hold an active or
inactive reactor operator’s license at Callaway.

In Section 3.5.4., Licensed Ogeratdrs, it stated, “Licensed Reactor Operators and Senior
Reactor Operators are responsible for . . . Informing the Superintendent, Operations and the

Senior Training Supervisor, Operations Training of any condition that may affect the
performance of license duties” (Exhibit 34, p. 5).
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Testimony

The following individuals were interviewed by Ol:RIV during the investigation of the licensee’s
failure to follow Fitness For Duty Program reporting requirements and potential violations of
station procedures. : "

B)(7)c
Interview o : [Exhibit 37)
On May 9, 2008 e . lwas interviewed by Ol:RIV at Callaway. Also present during

theinterviewo| . [was HICKEY. "™ as interviewed about concerns
he reported as theF* fo [ n or aboatJune 16, 2005[""* |
explained that as """ part of his duties consisted of corresponding with =~

management, assisting with resetttion of concerns raised by reactor operators, and managing

relations between the employees and.manaae t Callaway{™”* = . - |advised that
ime.i ontacted .~ nd reported thefeire jon
b)(7)c BY7)C . .
abou proble S with ertness in the
“Thtr [ ording t on or about Jung”10, 2005, _t nformed him
abou” ™" problems with alertness in the control room. -

BR7IC -

Istated that approximately 2 weeks after he reported jeoncerns about
ol | he®me -~ Jwas contacted by Who advised he had

b)(7)c

“met wit b):"” nd his cfew [NFI 15 discuss their concernsP0s__——— —Jfurther
. C’ . .
advised”"" “Ttold him he had made a decision to removg™™_ rom control room

duties after me:e'tm'c with the crew members; however, there were no replacements available for
e : Josition until “. . . the beginning of the year . . . January 1%. . ."
[2006] (Exhibit 37, p. 25). 7 '

e kecalled that sometime during an outage in December 2005, he was approached
by £ who attempted to report a

concem about “something” he observed in regards to{'“"”c while working during the
outage. ,

[ i!‘I;advised he was re-contacted by”"* in mid-January 2006 and told
BT ad talked with the[ITs nd

feime ad not observed any problems with{®"* lin the control room = previously
reported bg®"° ptated that during th& periods he observe

the control PO, “I did not personalfy see® " [§aving any struggles with staying awake”
ibit 37, p. 547 Jurther staf€d, “. . . it was the first of the year, | was watching
‘ ry closely, saw no evidencg that he was struggling to stay awake. He looked alert all

night” (Exhibit 37, p. 47).
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BY(7)C

7o Interview o B Exhibit 40)
v On May 9, ?gggsf“"”“ Bwas interviewed by OL:RIV at Callaway. Also present during the
interview of} as HICKEY. Although he could not remember specific time frames,
Hecalled that sometime during June or July 2005, he began to notice that
s more than occasionally drowsy on shift. When questioned if he had observed
- _-asleep on dutated, “I've never seen the guy asleep. | have seen
him drowsy. Told him to go take a walk several times” (Exhibit 40, p. 8).

3 . ' . o1 JEXT) . .
™ Rexplained he had conversations wntbout his apparent drowsiness,
but hg™"" did not inquire a e of his drowsiness or ask any personal

questions about w was drowsy. [*"" eported that during one of his

conversations with{""* hefr™= Tnentioned 4 —
Bi)e : — ; : ;

b)(7)c o . . b)(7)c
bndscated all of the crew members were aware’ ’Lvould get drowsy on
shi

xhibit 40, p. 22). fP7e kstated he had discussed{®"" |drowsiness at work

with other crew members, 7" pnd”"" Ib?&%yse.ihmwlere concerned that if
e i i '

- " jwas drowsy on shift, he might fall asleep.
drowsiness was never considered a problem; however, he{®"* v v
action and reIievef his drowsiness was viewed as a problem.[”"™" = tated,
“| never had a fitness for duty concern . . ." regarding”" " idrowsiness(Exhibit

p. 22).f7 " "Jadvised when he detected®7 Exhibiting any signs of tiredness or
drowsiness, he would encourage him to “take a walk,” “stand up,” or “get a drink of water”
(Exhibit 40, p. 12).

Bi(7)C
Interview of Exhibit 41

On May 9, 2008 __lwas interviewed by Ol:RIV at Callaway. Also present during the
interview off’™ ___jwa§ HICKEY. ecalled the first time he observed 7"
“noddifg off” in the control rom was June 8, 2005.{27 S

3d cornpleted its simulator training and remediation in May 2 e noticed
yegan “nodding off” in the control room on the night shifts.
b)(7)e ‘ n one or two occasions sitting at the computer in the ¢Bhtrol room and,

although he could m8t seef”" yes. hif?™ —  Jhead would drop down and his
chin would hit his chest (EXRIbit 47, p. 16)."" " kstated, ‘T would noticg™"™ hodding
his head. And ! would holler at him . . .get his attefition. And then he would either get up and
or he would seem alert” (Exhibit 41, p. 15).4 P clarified he only saw

nodding” on one or two occasions during a 6-week period while working on night
shift witl‘ﬁ“”‘7 -
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b)(7)c

Interview of| >~~~ KExhibit 42)

b)(7)c

On May 9, 2006 was interviewed by OL:RIV at Callaway. Also present during the

~ interview of {*'"° as HICKEY. In defense of Callaway’s practice of allowing reactor
personnel to report coficerns through the union®™= - “iexplained that although he has an
open door policy, employees are reluctant to report concerns directly to management because
of “peer pressure” or “mind set” to report concems through their union steward. & |
further explained ttf)?com?ensate for peer pressure not to report concems directly to

management, h oes into the workplace once a month and makes himself
accessible to the emiployees<Exhibit 42, p. 20).

Interview o Exhibit 43
On May 10, 006 e |Nas interviewed by OLRIV at Callaway. Also present during the
interview of "~ was HICKEY. adwsed his observations o~ Jjin the

control room were that he was busy a d overwhelmed, but he never saw him sleepln or
“nodding” and he never saw{""°©  lnodding” or sleeping during shift briefings. {
indicated he had also observed nod off” once or twice during the training sessions

but not in the control room. avused he was never approached by other reactor
operators with questions, comments, or concerns aboutf’  behavior in the control

room.

Interview oﬂ""’” ](Exhibit 45)

N

On May 10 2006, i » iwas interviewed by OI:RIV at Callaway. Also present
dur interview o7 T lwas HICKEY. Aithough he was not assigned to
crewj®)c recalled that on one occasion when he entered the

control room, he observe@®= . kitting in a chair “. . . and his head was ob g’
(Exhibit 45, p. 11).2;;5—?mu!urther stated, “. I could not se!™* ~ Jeyes. 1do
not know if they we e ed . . . | cannot say he was asleep ord not see

his eyes . . . The only thing | saw wag™"* ﬂhead bobbing and thatwas it . . . It
appeared he was mattentwe (Exhibit 45, pp. 13,775, and 31).[""

b)(7}c =
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On May 10, 2006, Was inte%%%mlv at Callaway. Also present during the

tated that on two occasions he personally

©'}inattentiveness and/or sleeping in class was dlscussed
among the other instructors in LOCT meetings, alsg known as “end of cycle briefings.”

eported thaf™  Jan __plso attended the LOCT meetings and were

orese uring the discussions about sleeping issues during training classes.
b){(7)c . u
P tated, © .. we told ther
report for that cycle [NFI] (Exhibit 46,

eenjng” in class and annotated the LOCT
LOCT instructors aboutf™"< |[NF|] not being alert during training classes located in
/

as.neen
). recal|ed he had discussions with other
the training building.

GH

Interview o Exhibit 48
On May 10, 2006,/ Was interviewed by Ol:RIV at Callaway. Also present
during the interview off®"* - Was HICKEY. 4" d_;])recalled that about 6
months ago{”""* roached Rim and asked his advice regarding what actions he
would take if he sawa{™""“ -~ ‘'nodding” on duty. {""% - . -stated, “I told him if
my"_ " vas niodding off Fvould tell him to ge alk . . . And that was
prefty much the end of the discussion” (Exhibit 48, p. 23). 7" further advised he
was awarQ'%‘-_:c gt that time was/>"* " ladvised
that in his pBOsition as g7 ] he had discusslons with other¢"’<7’c b
relatad t indivi Fl] inattentivéness or “nodding off’ during training; however,

b){(7)c »

does not recall any discussions related inattentiveness or “nodding
specifically related t¢”"° ) '
N l;)(7)c

interview o : Exhibit 53

On May 11, 2006.1"""
BY(7)C

Ol:RIV at Callaway. Also present during the
interview o was

advised that to the best of his recollection, the
first time he Was notifled that egedly had been inattentive on duty at
Callaway was sometime in May or June 2005 FPine jtated that sometime in May or June’

" 2005, afb e ‘appﬁ) hed him one morning in the control
room a alg anomer KU nao voiceyu a curicen) that '= ppeared drowsy at times™
(Exhibit 53 p 9) e Jadvised that because{”"" did not provide the name of
the concerned individual, he subsequently questioneq""”c }about appearing drowsy in the
control room. {7 Further advised that during his discussion with™"*

w~ BT JlAaniad h& had haan distractad or sleenv in the control roor1 DUt al
IS
er)c _ ’ndlcated
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Bi7)C " Cad
ac
E
o
X ‘\J
b)7)c
- reported that after his discussions wit[i‘ - he made inquiries with the
operating supervisors(y"i? T L ancrew
members [NFi] regarding their observations off?7* in sMift whereby theyfesponded they

had not observed any indications ¢
during the summer months, hg
related to alertness” regarding Exhibit 53, p. 20). Although he could e
dates-dvised he observed ffig[™* hincluding”" Jin
the control roomfapproximately six times during a 6-week period on Various occasions and™did
not observe any inattentiveness.|”"* urther stated he did not observe any alertness
issues regardind]”"* or his crew dufing the requalification sessions.

ntiveness by[®""* foine tated that
Never heard or saw anything daring that time

b)(7)c

__Jadvised that in September 2005, he was informed bf”"  fhat”"*_ lwas
P Ishould go talk td™™ ktated he
P and hegf” " informed him that he'was “. . . getting

subsequently meb}( 7\)/vit )

eing dréwsy at the shift tumov&r meeting” (Exhibit 53, p. 26). ]
Because®™™ "~ |@ported thppeared to be drowsy in meeting
tola ____Lhe would attend the shift turfover meetings for the purpose of observing " -

e Istated he frequently attended the shift tumover meetings and “. . . spent

pn night shift . . .” but saw no indications of inattentiveness (Exhibit 53,

d that{™™ id not report{""* was sleeping in the shift

3 ot of time WilHe<

turnover meetings:

dvised he and o subsequently me;&%%tcun—e:;m rvisors assigned to A
¢ lcrew and asked about their observations __p the control room but

ound na indicatigns thaad been i ive (Exhibit 53, p. 45)." " stated
heand{""" ~ flso had personafly observed]"" " in the control room and fourd no

evidence o support the claim that hefo™- as ifattentive on du%
b){(7)c -

commented he did not report the concerns raised regardin ; 5 '
supervisolo"*____ Jbecause hef™  had not observe{""" pxhibiting any
inattentiveness behdviors. i '

b)(7)c .

sta

Ldvised that after a concern was filed with the ECP in January 2006 regarding
jalleged inattentiveness on duty, hejb)(’)c gwas removed from shift duties
pending the ECP’s investigative finding;[®™°
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b)(7)c ] \__/f
1¢

b}{(7)c . R . |
$ owever, hw____gy'lad already decided . . . to takaJvit)c pff shift, anyway,
because Of other issues™ and reas e lasPe )

(Exhibit 53, p. 48).27°_ -~} tated “If it waS as blatant as it was portrayed in the‘Er'an yee
Concens investigation, why Wéren't other people coming to us . . ." to reporf®"*
inattentiveness (Exhibit 53, p. 36).

fl » 1 b)(7)c - .
eported there was only one occasion when he observe actions in a

classroorfsetting that may have been interpreted as inattentiveness{*"° tated, “. . . if
| truly felt thaf™ ™ kould not do the job, | would've taken the appropriate action” (Exhibit 53,
p. 43).

Interview ol::)c I(Exhibit 54)

Jvas interviewed by OL:RIV at Callaway. Also present during the
reported that during his observations of

Jdid not exhibit any behaviors associated with

To the best of hrs‘recollectlon ‘) recalled the first time he was notified

ad been inattentive in the classtoom wa$ sometime during the summer of

“stated, “There were comments made in ummertime - | cannot tell you

, there were comments made to me tha '-’"7’°§~as having some difficulty

remaining alert in class. Mei that maybe, you know; fiilsfiead would bob or something like

that. | was not ever told th was sleeping in class . . . | believe the most accurate

representation would be that"he avas having trouble staying awake” in class (Exhibit 54, pp. 12~
13)._When asked if he had ever observedf("’( ° Jnattentive,f7™ tated, “l recall . . .

in a®™* meeting orﬁ“”"’c neeting that | was ¢onductifig thaf" - pobbing
(sic) his head for a few seconds . . . A couple of times” but not in the control room (Exhibit 54,
p. 28).
7)c
Although he could not remermnber the dates, ,)( ) recalled he had discussions in 2005 with
s training staff[""° bout
e ialertness or “head bobbing type things” during training classes (Exhibit 54, pp. 12-

T RE stated, “l was never made aware of sleeping. No one ever came tp me and said
thaf® JasTasleep on watch. That did not happen” (Exhibit 54, p. 12). urther
stated that end of cycle reports were generated after each training session in 208! , but “Those
written reports did not contain any reference tith respect to alertness or

Fﬁl‘eeomoimower remembered a written comment on one report [NFI] which documented

) . attempting to sleep in class” (Exhibit 54, p. 15).
’ A
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b)(7)c
) ladvised that based on his discussions with the training staff, he -?m ere
concerned aboutob performance and they dei:ff :: fvaluate
performance, in the_contral radm A< a recult_in Anril 2005{77° nducted an observation
f"’”" land """ linteractions on night shift duty in the

control room, [ |stated that based on his observafions of™™*

o)l n the control room during April 2005, he determined “. . . the leadershjp the
demonstratéd on crew that nightf’™ XExhibit 54, p D. 16

advised he discussed the contrabranm performance/evaluation results with " ©
L?)c rb)(7)c l
il |
ch_—_—} b)(7)c b)(7)c

eported that he anlscussed verall performance,
] (] i (10

g Mdifficulty rem3ining alert in training class and it was agreed that
0 b)(7)c

ss the p rformance deficiencies with{®™° |
'nforme sbout the concerns raised abo

performance| sye he controTfoom™and alertness in the classroom4
that based or"" - lieadership characteristics,” it was decided he would %€ more
b

b){7)e

b)(7)c“‘

effective in a project- ase role instead of a leadership role. explalned the decusuon
w reassign”" o thef™ ™" Bnd selected

P placement fof e Jemphasized the décision to
reassigr{”""* as based on his leadership and communication performance, not due to
any alertness issués.{ " Eexplained that although the decision had been made to
reassianfP7e_ )no specifi¢ dates had been identified for the reassignment because
they™ ™ ere in the process of obtaining approval for the training and
reassngnment of operator persc nnel.

1

dvnsed that on or about December 20, 2005 jcontacted him and
reported the (™ br""" lcrew had expressed concerns abolt his alertness in the

control_room.[”"* pubsequéntly contacted{®" ]
and inquired aBouf”"" _}jbehaviort the controf room. {7 recalled that
- after he spoke with{F™ e merwith(” bn or about January 12, 2006, and
told'him he had talked witH "< and hef"- yeported he had not observed any
ohlems, nor had concerns, with{{”"™" eriness or behavior in the control room.
lled that one week after his conversation with{”" ' ;n January 2008,
he™e was interviewed by the ECP investigatol - "~ lfregarding a concern

raiead ahe P ['alertness on shift” and on January 23, 2006, "
BY(7)C -

and Tailure to remove nim TToM STt auves.
?
larified that he never received an allegatlon tha Dvas sleeping on duty

and staféd, “If a person was asleep on watch in that control room they'd be gone right now”
(Exhibit 54, p. 54).
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On June 14, 2006

observed any inattentiveness or sleeping behavior byl‘fﬂi__ﬂ

b)(7)c

FFICIAL USE ONLY -OLINVESTIGATION INFORMATION

Interview of " )(Exhibit 9)

as interviewed by Ol:RIV at Callaway. Also present during the

interview off ™ flwas HICKEY. Although he was not assigned to{"""
forne JFtated fhat he had observed""
briefings “.#. once in awhile . . . close his eyes, t

never witnessed that” (Exhibit 59, pp. 8 and 29).

n two occasions during the shift turnover
As far as being dead asleep, no. |
further advised that he had not

n the control room (Exhibit 59,

concerns or allegations that ad been inattentive on duty.

. N7)c
interview oi

p. 18) 24" kstated that b(r7|)or to January 2006, he had no krwledge, nor was aware of any

(Exhibit 61)

On June 15 vas interviewed by Ol: RIV at Callaway Also t during the
interview o CKEY. { “To my _vCO"eCtIOI"I%b)mC y
he reSPOFT§bI|ItIeS and the actions of4 .- - }Exhibit 61, p. 21).

e Lndlcated there were occasions in the early mommg Hdurs where he observed that

foe Jeyes were “bloodshot” and he *.

he was at e start of the shift . . / But . . . it didn't look like he was inatt
pp. 28-310)"____ladvised that during the periods hef"™"

room; attended shift tafnover briefings and/or training ses
observed any behaviors that would suggest thaf%ﬁ

. didn’t appear to be as quite as bright-eyed as
entive” (Exhibit 61,
fvorked in the control

ons witl'i""”? ;he did not
’was inattentive. —

Interview of " §Exhibit 62
On June 15, 2 9§ R as interviewed by OLRIV at Callaway. Also present during
the interview off - Was HICKEY. [P Jrecalled only two occasions in the

control room whareby he obServed""” Jat the confputer for an extended period of time
with no movement.[”"™ istated that’ on the two occasat the
computer and apparently had not moved for a period of time, he_. . spoke to
him, just to make sure that he was not drowsy” (Exhibit 62, p. 12)J7" [lstated he
could not see{”""* ace nor his eyes when he was at the computer; however on the two
occasions that he spoke To" he responded immediately and did not exhibit any
inattentive behavior.

Interview oibm’c kExhlblt 63)

b)(7)c

P

b/as interv
Was HICKEY.

0

b)(7

esen
BYTIC

On June 15, 2
the interview o

during

Mg_plgl;gliv at Callaway. Also pr
- D was interviewed abou
observations of®""* behavior as a”"° While on duty in the control room.
o hdvised["™ [had not worked witH>"* lin_control room becauswas
assigned 1o another cre howevermhad interacted witl{"’mc Jon occasions during the
NOT FQKWURWHCE
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b)(7)c

shift turnovers and nover meetmgsr }eponed that although He as in a

position to observe during the shift turnover meetings ever saw any’
inattentivenei; ?f?leTe fl ok during the meetings (Exhibit 63, p. 14). While in the
control room; - stated that[*™¢|had observed “. . . No Doz in the drawer. | didn’t
know who used them. They weren't mine . “. | have no knowledge of . . . whose they were”
(Exhibit 63, p. 17).

Agent's Analysis No. 6

This investigation was initiated to determine if the licensee failed to follow Fitness For Duty
Program reporting requirements and potentially violated station procedures Specifically, the
NRC received an allegation that Callaway’s reactor operator personnel had observed &

ferne )apparently inattentive on duty and failed to follow the estabiished fitness for du
proced

es to resolve the problem.

A review of the AmerenUE Procedure APA-ZZ-00908, “Behavioral Observation Program,”
established “. . . guidance to assist supervisory personnel in determining appropriate actions to
take when faced with a situation where employee reliability is in question” (Exhibit 26, p. 3). In
Section 3.9, the procedure instructed “All Personnel” to “Report noticeable behavior changes
exhibited by any individual to supervisory or Security personnel for appropriate evaluation and
action” (Exhibit 26, p. 6).

AmerenUE Procedure TDP-ZZ-00022, LOCT Program, which applied to all reactor operators or
senijor reactor operators who hold an active or inactive reactor operator's license at Callaway,
stated in Section 3.5.4., “Licensed Reactor Operators and Senior Reactor Operatars are
responsible for . . . Informing the Superintendent, Operations and the Senior Training
Supervisor, Operatlons Training of any condition that may affect the performance of license
duties” (Exhibit 34, p. 5).

b)(7)c BY(7T)c

testified that as & v' part of his duties consisted of corresponding

“with management, assisting with resolutlon of concerns raised by reacthb[xQ7)Qe[a1Q[S..and

managing relations between the employees and managers at Callaway ‘Jadvised

that sometime in June 2005 he contacted - nd reported that the reactor operators on

[orne Jvere concerned aboutf™  Jack of alertness in the control
J

foom (Exhibit 37).

In defense of Callaway's practice of allowing reactor personnel to report concems through the
unlonf e Istated, “That's part of the culture here, that the reactor operators would talk
to their steward, and then have the steward talk to the manager.further explained
that although he has an open door policy, employees are reluctant to report concems directly to

managen e of “peer pressure” or “mind set” to report concerns through their union
steward. """ Kurther explained that to compensate for peer pressure not to report
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/ . ]
concerns directly to management, hoes into the workplace once a month and

makes himself accessible to the ernployees (Exhibit 42, p. 20).

SR 1 b)(7)c
In testimony obtained from the e [Exhibi L 40 :kxammuﬂ___‘
g;;)c , [Exhibit 45), and™" " YExhibit 59)], a
xhibit 62)

], and an?"° _Exhibit 54)], they recount&d

b)7)c

iy

various occasions whereby they observed n tralfﬁ?g, shift briefings, and/or in the
control room exhibiting behaviors associated with “nodding,” “drowsiness,” or “head bobbing,"

but they did not determine those behaviors to “inattentiveness."q""" lestified he
had been approached bg[*"* ho asked his advice regarding what actions he should
take if he saw a{®""° nodding” on duty. (&< further advised he was

aware tha®™"™" at that time was@rx (Exhibit 48). The interviews
further disclosed that when reactor operator personnel observed”™ . |nodding” or

“drowsy,” they encouraged him to “take a walk,” “stand up,” or “get a drinkof water.” No one
testified they observectinattentive or asleep on duty in the control room.

Interviews off’mc Y Exhibit 53) and™"" biisclosed that when they received

information alleging thafl" "~ lhad been inattentive on duty, they

conducted inquiries with{"”'"° and various reaCtor operator personneli bt)%lnclgde nltiation
[

of the BOP process; however, ngﬂevrdence was found to support claim that
¢ |

inattentive on duty. In addition{."”* = . jadvised that dunng a discussion witH™ " I
hed”"" ?jenled he had been distratted or sleepy in the control room and acknowl ged

there was an eisting{""" reported that
i ' inauiries with the Sperating supervisorg”" "
b)(7)c
ew members [NFI] regarding their observations
of """ bn shift whereby they responded they had not observed any indications of
inattentivengss by"" "~ stated that during the summer months,

hef®"- ever heard or saw anything during that time related to aleriness” regarding
e L(E ibit 53, p. 20). Although he could not recall the datesdvrsed he
observedthefo" sL_]rncludlnn the control room
approximately six times during a 6-weeK period on various ocasions and did not observe any
_Eﬂggcaﬁennuenessurther stated he did not observe any alertness issues regarding
: nor his crew during the requalification sessions.

In summary, this investigation found evidence which established that Callaway’s reactor
operator personnel had observed g®"c__ yexhibit behaviors durlng training which would
be considered “inattentive” on duty if those behaViors had occurred in the control room. This
investigation also determined that although the existing procedures at Callaway specifically
state that reactor operator personnel are required to inform the Superintendent, Operations and

the Senior Training Supervisor, of any condition that may affect license duties, the
e ho reported their concerns to the union steward

followed the established customary practice at Callaway of reporting fitness for duty concems to
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- b)(7}c
the union steward who in turn forwards those concerns to Callaway’s managemen
DocUment,:;r(\?/) and testimonial evidence obtained in this investigation showed that Callaway’s
X7)e

man kctions and responses to the allegation that

was inattentive to duty, were in aEcordance with the licensee’s fitness for duty

procedures.

Conclusions

Based on the evidence developed during the investigation, the allegation that the licensee failed
to follow Fitness For Duty Program reporting requirements and potentially violated station
procedures was not substantiated.

Allegation No. 7:_ Conditions of Licenses

Evidence

Document Review

During the course of this investigation, Ol:RIV reviewed and evaluated documents obtained

from Callaway and/or NRC staff. The documents deemed pertinent to this investigation are

represented in this section:

Letter from HICKEY to QI:RIV, dated June 27, 2006 (Exhibit 8)

This letter, with attachments, provided i fbogmation obtained from Callaway's Reader
Transaction History databases regardind”" " control room entry and exit times during
May and June 2005. g

A review of the Reader Transaction Hisjories for May 2005 disclosed no control room entries or
exits forP™  Mue to the fact thaf”™  Jand his crew were conducting training
4 hat mont

exercises In the training building during (Exhibit 8, p. 3).

A review of the Reader Transaction Histories for June 2005 revealedworked day
and night shift control room duties and on only one occasion [June 7, 2005] where he was
absent from the control room for over 2 hours. On June 7, 2005(*"* absence from the
control room was due to his participation in a simulator training exercise as an observer as part

- of hisf™* duties (Exhibit 8, pp. 3-9).

NOT FORP IC DISCLOSURE WITHOUT OVAL OF FIELD OFFICE
DIRECTOR, OF TIGATIONS, REGION IV
Case No. 4-2006-025 )
ICIAL US LY - Ol INVESTIGATIO ION



OF. Y -0l INVESTIGATION INFORMATION
Printout: Callaway Control Room Archivea_‘Qm-l_:_gIor Mai 2005 and June 2005, print

date July 5, 2006 (Exhibit 9)

er control room_archived operator Iogs for May-June 2005 reflected no listings for

_ AogC in the control room in May 2005; however, listings fo
Peflected he aSsumed or provilled””” hutles in the control room dn June 3-5;
7-9; 20-22; and 24-27, 2005. \ 4

Callaway Card Reader Transaction Histories: Control Room, various dates (Exhibit 10

These documents, gopies of the Reader Transaction Histories,for the control room entry/exit
times fon June 7, 2005, revealed thax1ted the control room at
8:59:11 p'm. and returned to the control room at 11:55:15 p.m. [absence over 2 hours].

gbsence from the control room was due to his participation in a simulator training
exercise.

Callaway’s ECP Investigation and File No. '_200601 23. provided July 20, 2006 (Exhibit 11)

This file, ECP File No. 20060123. contained the investigative findings of Callaway’s
investigation intof"’”” Jallegation thaf“"’” rEwas observed sleeping on duty.

. Specifically, on the ECP'S Employee Concerns Inifial Infake Form, dated January 23, 2006

(Exhibit 11, p. 13) eported (""" lis having problems with
alertness/attentiveness to dutyon shift in the control roofm.”

AmerenUE Procedure ODP-ZZ-00001, Revision 024, Operations Department - Code of
Conduct, Effective Date May 6, 2005 (Exhibit 28)

This procedure established the Callaway’s Code of Conduct for the Operations. Department and |
stated as follows:

Under Section 4.3.1.e., Shift Operations - Shift Manning, it stated, “During any absence of the
Shift Supervisor from the Control Room while the unit is in Mode . . . an individual with a valid
senior operator license shall be designated to assume Control Room command function”
(Exhibit 2, p. 24).
Testimony
The following individuals were interviewed by OL:RIV during the investigation of 3
P Tallegedly exiting thé control room area on more than one occasion for 4-5 hours and ‘

failing to designate the command function of the control room during his/her absence. —<
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BR7e. .
L Exhibit 49

Interview of

On May 10, 2006 was intﬁggwad.mlm:Rlv at Callaway. Also present during the
interview of ™ was HICKEY.|_______jopined that because he was away from the
control room conductirig plant tours as| Jsomeone may have assumed he was
inattentive to his duties.[”"  )adVised he had riot been interviewed or questioned by
Callaway personnel regarding allegations that he was inattentive on duty.

lnterview of - [Exhibit 55)

On June 12, 2006, as interviewed by OI:RIV in Columbia, Missouri. When asked
3 b)(7)c

if he had observed any occasiorfs where as absent from the control room for
y

extended periods of time{”"" Bstated, “Well, it didn’t seem that out of the ordinary at
the time. But. .. he'd be away from tHe control rcom for . . . quite a bi ime at astretch . . .
it was a longer amount of time than normal” (Exhibit §5, p. 21). Yeported that

b)(7)c

{b)(7)c

e)ne _Blways notified the control room supervisor when he Yft the confrol room (Exhibit 55,
p. 23). [ stated”"™" Jwould leave the control room for “. . . sometimes . . . just
an hour. But. .. there were . .. a few nights where . . ." he was gone “. . . for maybe four or
five hours . . . He'd always tell the CRS where he was when he left. But. . . it's not abnormal
(sic) to just say you're going to go walk around” (Exhibit 55, p. 23).F""____Jstated he did
not know why[® —]eft the control room for long periods of time, but he suspected it was
for reasons other than inspection of the plant or observation of personnel.

AGENT'S NOTE: A review of the card reader transaction higtories for the control room
entries/exits for May/June 2005 disclosed no evidence thatf>"* was absent from

the control room for e he substituted
foras thel - uring the May/June 2005

time frame. Further, testimony obtained from other control room personnel did not

suppor>_ |claim tha{®™ as occasionally absent from the control
room for “four to fivehours.”

absences
witness to

Interview off”™"  (Exhibit 57

On June 14, 2006,

S 2se i
interview of®< —lvasHICKEY. In response to questions reardin alleged
absences from the cofitrol room for unusually long periods of time{®®- Jstated; I did not
erns in that area” (Exhibit 57, pp. 19-20). (¥ urther recalled that each

bwould exit the control room, he{["’“’c ﬁwoul nnounce that he was
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ina the control room and the control DY isor would repeat back and acknowledge that
o Mwas exiting the control room. Etated, “| do not recall any exceptions to

him .. " ‘. . . not telling me he Was leaving . . ." the control room (Exhibit 57, p. 20).
Interview of "~ JExhibit 59)
On June 14, 2006 as interviewed by OI:RIV at Callaway. Also present during the

pterview of ™ Jwas HICKEY. When asked if he had observed any occasions where

was absent from the control room for extended periods of time”"'" Istated that
. . . did leave for meetings . . . from time to time . . . several hours at a time”;

e{""”f e !]did not observe any unusual absences by . KExhibit 59, p. 30).

-

. tated he does not recall any occasions whergf®™* was
away from the control room fof an extended period time while or ift. {P10c urther advised
B v . 3 C
he does not recall any discussions with crew members about bsences from the

control room. Aben nues ioned if he was aware of any periods of time, in excess of 1 or
2 hours, wher _ )las absent from the control room{™"* psponded, “I don't recall,
no” (Exhibit 60, p. 4),

Exhibit 61)

as interviewed by Ol:RIV at Callaway. Also present during the

of ™ HCKEY. When asked if he had observed any occasjons where
jvas apsent from the control room for long periods of timetated, “l can't
Interview og{"’”” o &Exhibit 62)
= b){(7)c . '
On June 15, 2006 as interviewed by OI:RIV at Callaway. Also present during
the interview of”"z” Iwas HICKEY. When asked ifas absent from the
n

control room for eriods of time[”"™  Jstated, “Notreally. It's not unusual for the

r’"_”? o pr : - [jfo leave™ the control room for several hours (Exhibit 62, p. 21).
~ — -
Interview of "~ "~ [[Exhibit 64)
On October 10, 2006
present during the intervi
occasions wherg

BY7)C

las interviewed by ORIV in St. Louis. Missouri. Also
w of>"* Was HICKEY 77" did not recail any
as away from #1e control room Tor exiended p&riods of time.
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Agent's Analysis No. 7

“Te This investigation was initiated to determine if 4 f‘m lemployed by
Callaway;was willfully ipattentive to duty. Specﬁcally. the NRC receivéd an allegation that a
\}/ e Jexited the control room area on more than one occasion for 4-5 hours

“and failed to designate'the command function of the control room during his/her absence.
During this investigation, there was no evidence found to support the allegatiowas
absent from the control room in excess of 4-5 hours and/or failed to designate the command
function of the control room when he was absent from the control room.

As a condition of licensed activities, Callaway procedures require that the shift
supervisor/manager designate an individual to assume command function of the control

room during his/her absence from the control room. Specifically, the AmerenUE Procedures
ODP-ZZ-00001, Section 4.3.1.e., Code of Conduct, states, “During any absence of the Shift
Supervisor from the Control Room while the unit is in Mode . . . an individual with a valid senior
operator license shall be designated to assume Control Room command function” (Exhibit 28,
p. 24).

An examination of the card reader transaction histories for the control room entries/exits for
May/June 2005 disclosed no evidence thaf""° ____ Jwas absent from the control room for

extended periods of time. Fu@fﬂi]ony obtained from other controi room personnel did
(]

not support the allegation tha was occasionally ab
“four to five hours” nor were specific datek identified regardingf
from the coptral rnom xhibits 8 and 10). Card reader trapsaction histories for June 7, 2005,
- : as absent from the contro! room in excess of 2 hours; however,
~pxtended absence from the control room on that date was due to his participation
Yin a simulatér training exercise.

c b)(7)c : . . . .
Regardin absb%\ces from the control rooExhnblt 55) stated in his

interview that he observed bsent from the control room fér “four or five hours”;
however, reactor personnel” (Exhibit 57),7° Exhibit 57),[""" Exhibit 59),
P JExhibit 60)77" — |Exhibit 62), and”"* Exhibit 64) testified
+ they

did nét recall any decasions where % Ywas™absent from the )cont in excess
c

of 2 hours. The interviews further discloSed it was’not uncommon forf" . . o leave

the control room to perform other duties and, on occasions when"""’ as obsérved
exiting the control room, he["™  ronsistently designated the command function of the

ell
b)(7}c

yeported absences

o the control room supgrvisor prior to his departure from the control room.

iG]

7 .
A review of the ECP'’s report of investig%)t(ggn (Exhibit 11) disclosed no statements or concerns
reported by reactor personnel regarding absences from the control room.
/
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B)(7Ic -

In an interview d__ he opined that because he was away from the control room
conducting plant tours ag” " ) someone may have assumed he was inattentive to
his duties because he was not present irf the control room.[”"" advised he had not been
interviewed or questioned by Callaway personnel regarding ‘allegations that he was inattentive

on duty.

In summary, a review of documents and testimony obtained from yreactor personnel disclosed
no evidence or witnesses to support the allegation thaas absent from the control
room in excess of 4-5 hours and failed to designate the command function of the control room
when he was absent from the control room.

Conclusions

b)(7)C

Based on the evidence developed during the investigation, the allegation that

R pxited the control room area on more than one occasion for 4-5 hours and failed to
designate the command function of the control room during his/her absence was not
substantiated.
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SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION

As a condition of licensed activities, Callaway procedures instructed all licensed operator
personnel to report “any condition” that may affect licensed duties to the superintendent or a
supervisor; however, the accepted and customary practice at Callaway allows the reactor
personnel to report concerns through the reactor union steward.

Specifically, AmerenUE Procedure TDP-Z2Z-00022, which applied to all reactor operators or
senior reactor operators who hold an active or inactive reactor operator’s license at Callaway,
stated in Section 3.5.4., “Licensed Reactor Operators and Senior Reactor Operators are
responsible for . . . Informing the Superintendent, Operations and the Senior Training
Supervisor, Operations Training of any condition that may affect the performance of license
duties” (Exhlblt 34, p. 5).

RS BITIe

\estlf ed that as g part of his duties consisted of corresponding

“with managemént assisting with resolution of concerns raised by reactor operators, and
managing relations between the employees and managers at Callaway (Exhibit 37).

o festified that as th{" : bilthe practice of allowing reactor
personnel tO report concerns thfough the union was part of the culture at Callaway because
employees were reluctant to report concerns directly to management (Exhibit 42, p. 20).
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10

1

12
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LIST OF EXHIBITS

b_e&:_rimi_cm

Investigation Status Record, dated April 26, 2006 (2 pages).

b)(7}c

Transcript of Interview with - | dated May 1, 2006 (171 pages).

Callaway Organization Chart - Nuclear Operations, printed June 12, 2006
(5 pages).

Letter from HICKEY to Ol:RIV with attachmenté, dated May 10, 2006 (9 pages).

Instructor Cycle Summary Reports for LOCT Cycle 2004 and 2005, undated
(30 pages).

Summary Overview of the Callaway BOP, dated June 8, 2006 (1 page).

b}{(7)c
BOP - Annual Supervisor Reviews, Form CA0029A, regarding lvarious

dates (13 pages). ‘ <

Letter from HICKEY to ORIV, with attachments, dated June 27, 2006
(11 pages).

Printout: Callaway Control Room Archived Operator Log for May 2005 and
June 2005, print date July 5, 2006 (104 pages). '

Callaway Card Reader Transaction Histories: Control Room, various dates
(3 pages). ‘

Callaway’s ECP Investigation and e Nc 20060123 provided July 20, 2006
(56 pages).

- ACaIlaway's 2006 Operations SCWE Survey, undated (9 pages).

CAR N(Jb ' ~_ |dated June 13, 2006 (5 pages).
Email fro W)f - o Shift Supervisors Regardinqb)mc with attachments,
dated January 31,2006 (5 pages).
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15 Facility Operator's Reports 2004-2006 Regarding )(7?5- "~ |various dates

(3 pages). 7
(7)c -

16 Ameren Management Performance Appraisals 2004 and 2005 i
dated February 8, 2005, and March 1, 2006 (10 pages).

17 Reactor Operator Licenses for Callaway Plant, Unit No. 1, Facility License
No. NPF-30, Issued by the NRC, various dates (18 pages).

18 LOCT Evaluation Summary Reportsdated May 2005 (57 pages).

19 AmerenUE Tralnlng/Student History Reportprinted June 12, 2006
(48 pages).

20 AmerenUE Training/Student Hlstory Repor e bprinted June 12, 2006
(21 pages).

21 AmerenUE Training/Student History Report,lbm \printed June 12, 2006
(51 pages). 7

22 AmerenUE Training/Student History Report e yrinted June 12, 2006
(37 pages). '

23 AmerenUE Training/Student Hlstory I'\"eport‘_b)mc rinted June 12, 2006
(31 pages).

24 AmerenUE Training/Student History Report ??‘mc' o printed June 12, 2006
(32 pages). J

25 AmerenUE Training/Student History Report, e - {printed June 12, 2006
(45 pages). - <

26 AmerenUE Procedure APA-ZZ-00906, Revision 013, “Behavioral Observation
Program,” Effective Date October 28, 2004 (30 pages).

27 AmerenUE Procedure APA-ZZ-00908, Revision 013, Fitness For Duty Program,
Effective Date October 28, 2004 (63 pages).

28 AmerenUE Procedure ODP-ZZ-00001, Revision 024, Operations Department -
Code of Conduct, Effective Date May 6, 2005 (53 pages).

29 AmerenUE Procedure ODP-ZZ-00001, Revision 025, Operations Department -
Code of Conduct, Effective Date June 28, 2005 (50 pages).
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31

32

33

34

35

36

37

38

39

40

41

42

43

44

45

46
47

48
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AmerenUE Procedure ODP-ZZ-00001 - Addendum 02, Revision 001, Briefs
(9 pages).

AmerenUE Procedure ODP-ZZ-00001 - Addendum 05, Revision 000, Operational
Focus/Operating Philosophy (12 pages).

AmerenUE Procedure ODP-ZZ-00001, Addendum 07, Revision 000, Error
Reduction, Effective Date February 8, 2005 (9 pages).

AmerenUE Procedure ODP-ZZ-00001, Addendum 11, Revision 001, Control
Room Decorum (8 pages).

AmerenUE Procedure TDP-ZZ-00022, LOCT Program, Revision 019 (45 pages).
Chart, 2005 On-Shift Crew Schedule, dated May 10, 2006 (1 page).

Vad
b)}7)e ..

Transcript of Interview with _ | dated May 2, 2006 (7 pages).

h e

b){(7)c

Transcript of Interview with{ - - |dated May 9, 2006 (59 pages).

Transcript of Interview wit - dated May 9, 2006 (41 pages).

%f l

Transcript of Interview withi- - - """ - 1 dated May 9, 2006 (11 pages).

BT

Transcript of Interview with |- .0 - )dated May 9, 2006 (29 pages).

g

Transcript of Interview with{®” idated May 9, 2006 (31 pages).

i}

Transcript of Interview withf"™ .} dated May 9, 2006 (38 pages).

l r

Transcript of Interview withy dated May 10, 2006 (29 pages).
Transcript of Interview wit - ated May 10, 2006 (27 pages).

l

Transcript of Interview wnthf : l dated May 10, 2006 (33 pages).

Transcript of Interview with{" pated May 10, 2006 (47 pages).

ﬂ

b)(7)c.

Transcript of Interview with> ~ .-~ - 'dated May 10, 2006 (27 pages).

Transcript of Interview with" =
%.

' Jdated May 10, 2006 (27 pages).
/
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Transcript of Interview with

b){(7)c

dated May 10, 2006 (68 pages).

£
b)(7)c

Transcript of Interview with

Transcript of Re-Interview with

idated May 10, 2006 (20 pages).

b)i7)c

dated May 10, 2006 (34 pages).

b){7)c

Transcript of Interview with

dated May 11, 2006 (19 pages).

- .Hated May 11, 2006 (53 pages).

"|dated May 11, 2006 (58 pages).

Transcript of Interview with ’

dated June 12, 2006 (99 pages).

Transcript of Interview wit

Transcript of Interview with ’

dated June 13, 2006 (88 pages).

dated June 14, 2006 (27 pages).

Transcript of Interview witH

bY}(7)e

‘tated June 14, 2006 (33 pages).

14

Transcript of Interview witl bdated June 14, 2006 (32 pages).

Transcript of Interview with

b}{7)c

~ Jdated June 14, 2006 (7 pages).

Bitie

Transcript of Interview with

Jdated June 15, 2006 (43 pages).

Transcript of Interview withqb’mc - | dated June 15, 2006 (25 pages).

Transcript of Interview with

b)(7)c

qated June 15, 2006 (27 pages).

Transcript of Interview with

b){(7)c

\ dated October 10, 2006 (24 pages).
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