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Facility.: R. E. Ginna Nuclear Power Plant

Location: Ontario, NY
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Inspector:
Edward B. King, Phys' Security Inspector

Approved by:
. C: HcC , ef, feguards Section

Areas Inspected: Fitness-for-duty (FFD) random testing, selection and
notification, management controls, initial and refresher supervisor training,
and chemical testing. This was a reactive inspection initiated when concerns
about random drug and alcohol testing adequacy were raised during in-office
review of the licensee's report of a positive test result in the case of a
security shift supervisor.

Results: FFD program requirements were found to be generally adequate.
However, the licensee was found not to be effectively imposing unannounced
drug and alcohol tests, in that the lack of testing on weekends, holidays and
back shifts did not provide the required testing unpredictability, and in that
all persons subject to testing did not have an equal probability of being
tested. Additionally, a weakness was identified involving for-cause testing
for alcohol: the blood alcohol'evel present upon reporting for duty was not
being determined because extrapolation back from the time of testing to the
time of reporting for work was not accomplished.
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DETAILS

KEY PERSONS CONTACTED

1.1 LICENSEE PERSONNEL

1.2

R. C. Mecredy, Vice President, Nuclear Operations
. J. A. Widay, Plant Manager
J. W. Peters, Division Manager, Human Resource Services
L. I. Hauck, Fitness-for-Duty Coordinator
A. H. Plummer, Supervisor, Medical Services
D. Kuhns, Security Operations Coordinator
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T. Moslak, Senior Resident Inspector

2.0 RANDOM TESTING SELECTION AND NOTIFICATION

Inspector review of Rochester Gas and Electric's random test selection
and notification procedures concluded that the licensee's written
procedures generally met NRC requirements with the exceptions discussed
below.

2.1 NON-RANDOM TESTING AND E(UAL PROBABILITY OF TESTING

The licensee's permanent testing record showed, from January 1, 1993 to
November 21, 1994, testing was predictable because there was no random
alcohol and drug testing on weekends, on holidays, or on back-shifts
between 10:00 p.m. to 6:00 a.m. A partial exception .was the 1993 and
1994 annual outages, when testing was conducted on March 29, 1993 (night
shift), April 9, 1993 (Good Friday), April 17, 1993 (weekend), April 18,
1993 (weekend), March 26, 1994 (weekend), and on April 1, 1994 (Good
Friday). Further, individuals selected for random testing, if not
available, were placed in a pick-up pool for testing during the next
testing for their location(s). If not then tested in three weeks, these
individuals were dropped from the pick-up pool and were not tested based
on the random selection. Therefore, the testing was not random or
unpredictable, and all persons subject to testing were not equally
likely to be tested. That appears to have violated 10 CFR 26.24(a)(2)
which states in part that, to provide a means to deter and detect
substance abuse, the licensee shall implement unannounced drug and
alcohol tests imposed in a statistically random and unpredictable manner
so that all persons in the population subject to testing have an equal
probability of being selected and tested and, as a minimum, tests are
administered on a nominal weekly frequency and at various times during
the day. (VIO 50-244/94-28-01)

2.2 AVAILABILITYFOR TESTING

Section 3.2.4 of the random testing procedure stated that, when an
employee selected for random testing was legitimately unavailable (e.g.
sickness, vacation, jury duty, work reasons), the supervisor should
inform the notifier.



However, the specifics of the unavailability were not recorded to
provide a reference for potential assessment of the program or the
individual. This is an item for licensee consideration; no NRC
requirement was violated and no associated performance inadequacy was
identified.

3.0 NANAGENENT CONTROLS

The program was organized to facilitate coordination among the various
program elements. This included active involvement by the Division
Director, Human Services. A review of the Human Resource Services
organization chart, dated October 7, 1994, showed that the FFD
Coordinator reported to the Supervisor of Hedical Services, who reported
directly to the Division Director. Interviews with these officials
showed that they were aware of their responsibilities and indicated
their commitment to a workplace free of drugs and alcohol and their
effects.

4.0 INITIALAND REFRESHER FFD SUPERVISORY TRAINING

5.0

The inspector reviewed the initial and refresher FFD supervisory
training lesson plans and tests and determined that the training fully
satisfied NRC requirements. Additionally, training records showed that
required FFD supervisory training was performed when an individual was
promoted to a supervisory position and that refresher training was being
performed.

CHEMICAL TESTING

The licensee's chemical testing program consisted of on-site weekly
testing by a contracted medical organization. The random selection
generator was used to select the normal work week day of testing. That
testing appeared to be effectively implemented except as noted in Detail
2.1 and as follows.

Discussions with licensee management showed that the licensee did not
have an assured effective mechanism for for-cause testing for alcohol.
By procedure, if a for-cause test was required, on-site management would
notify the medical contractor, who would dispatch a medical staff member
to the site to administer the test. The arrival of the medical staff
person could take, up to 1-2 hours. Further, the licensee adhered to
minimum cut-off levels without extrapolation back in time to estimate
the highest blood alcohol count while on duty. Therefore, because of
natural elimination before a for-cause test was given, an individual
with an alcohol level above the cut-off level upon reporting to work
could be incorrectly evaluated as acceptably passing for-cause testing.
This matter will be further reviewed as an inspector follow-up item.
(IFI 50-244/94-28-02)



6.0 EXIT INTERVIEW

The inspector met with the licensee representatives listed in Detail 1.0
at the conclusion of the inspection on November 22, 1994. At that time,
the inspection purpose, scope and preliminary findings were presented.
The licensee acknowledged the preliminary findings.




