
FACTUAL SUMMARY
OF 0! No. 2-2006-017

On April 20, 2006, an investigation was initiated by the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
(NRC) Office of Investigations (01), Region II (Rh) to determine whether on March 7, 8, and 9,
2006, of Nuclear Fuel Services Inc., (NFS)
willfully violated the provisions of the NFS Fitness for Duty (FFD) procedure by consuming
alcohol within the prohibited five hour time period prior to corning to work on one or all of the
above listed dates. Additionally, the investigation sought to determine whether other employees
of NFS willfully failed to follow procedural and regulatory requirements during NFS’ review and
response to this matter.
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On April 20, 2006, an investigation was initiated by the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
( Office of I ion II to determine whether on March 7, 8, and 9, 
2006, of Nuclear Fuel Services Inc., (NFS) 
willfully violated the provisions of the NFS Fitness for Duty (FFD) procedure by consuming 
alcohol within the prohibited five hour time period prior to coming to work on one or all of the 
above listed dates. Additionally, the investigation sought to determine whether other employees 
of NFS wilHully failed to follow procedural and regulatory requirements during NFS' review and 
response to this matter. 
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