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MEMORANDUM FOR: Willfam T. Russell, Regional Administrator
FROM: Jay M. Gutierrez, Regional Counsel
SUBJECT: ALLEGATION OF NRC INSPECTOR SLEEPING IN PEACK BOTTOM

CONTROL ROOM

The purpose of this memo s to document a telephone call I received today from
Gene Bradley, Assistant General Counsel for Philadelphia Electric Co. (PECo),
wherein, in the course of advising me on the status of PECo's fnvestigation
into operator sleeping, he stated he was in receipt of two allegations of NRC

inspector impropriety.

First, he stated that he was told last night by a claims-security investigator
that a Shift Technical Advisor (STA) told the investigator that the STA had
been told by a reactor operator that the operator had to wake a sleeping NRC
inspector twice in the control room during a back shift. Although Bradley had
the name of the claims-security investigator, the STA and the operator, he did
not have the name of the NRC inspector who allegedly was sleeping. Moreover,
Bradley had advised the PECo investigators not to develop this information
further, since he would advise NRC. Upon receipt of this information | advised
Bradley that 1 would make NRC management aware of this allegation, that at this
time I did not need for him to provide me the names, and that within the near
future | would expect someone from the NRC to contact him to follow=up on this

matter.

A second matter had to do with a control room janitor alleging that he observed
two NRC inspectors in the control room drinking coffee, socfalizing with
operators and congregating around the middle control panel. It is my
impression that the thrust of the alleger's concern is that the operators,
while socializing with the two NRC inspectors, were away from their assigned
panels and that the observer viewed this as being condoned by the inspectors.
Bradley has the name of this alleger as well,

Should you need further specifics relative to this conversation please advise.
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Thank you, Mr. Chairman. In response to the request of Senator Sarbanes, I am
here to discuss the status of the fssues concerning the restart of the Peach
Bottom Atomic Power Statfon. With me today is Mr. William Kane, who is the

Director, Division of Reactor Projects of Region 1.

In March, 1987, NRC Regfon I confirmed allegations that control room operators
at Peach Bottom had been observed sleeping while on duty in the control room
or were otherwise inattentive to their obligations of their license. The
information also inc.cated that this conduct on the part of operators was
pervasive, had been occurring for some time, and that shift supervision and

operations cepartment management had knowledge of this situation.

Prior k%C inspections had icentified other instances of failure to ad ere to
procec.~es on the part of licersed opereators ard 0ne irstance of operator
Tnattention to Cuty in the ccntrol room at Peach Bottem. In June, 1985, during
the nightshift, an NRC inspector was present in the contro) room and observed
an or=c.ty Unit 3 rezctor operator sitting 1n a chair &t the Unit 3 reactor
control pane’ with his eyes rlosed and his head tilted back, apparently asieep
or otherwise inattentive to his duties. In responsc to this charge the licensed
cperator denfed being asleep and indicated he was enticing the NRC inspector to
believe he was asleep, demonstrating poor judgment and a negative attitude
towerd safety. An enforcement conference was held with the licensee and the
operator involved concerning this matter, and appropriate personnel action was

taken in response.



In June 1986, the NRC also fssued 8 Notice of Violation and a $200,000 Civi)
Penalty for several violations t': resulted from numerous personnel errors by
1icensed operators. These personnel errors by four licensed individuals and
assocfated violations indicated a pattern of inattention to detail, fatlure to
adhere to procedural requirements, and a generally complacent attitude by the
operations staff toward performance of their dutfes at Peach Bottom. This

above NRC assessment was emphasized to Philadelphia Electric Company in a letter

from the Executive Director for Operations to the PECo Chairman of the Board

and Chief Executive Officer.

In addition, three previous civi) penalties were fssued in 1983 and 1984 for
violations of technical specifications that resulted from personnel errors. In
‘

general, the enforcement history at Peach Bottom regarding adherence to

procedures anc axtention Lo duty was posr.

The June 1986 Systematic Assessment of Licensee Performance report for the
period April 1, 1985 through January 31, 1986 concluded that management
involvement and effectiveness toward improving operating activities was not
evident. Indications of the lack of adequate management involvement included:
poor disseminaticn of management goals and policies; poor communications between
different departments and divisions; and a focus on compliance rather than
acknowledgement and gorrection of the root causes of problems. Further, the
report concluded there was a complacent attitude toward procedural compliance

in plant operations.



The NRC expects licensees to maintain high standards of contro) room Lrofes-
sfonalism. NRC licensed operators in the control rooms at nuclear power
plants are responsible for assuring that the facilities are operated safely and
within the requirements of the license, technical specifications, regulations
and orders of the NRC. To be able to carry out these highly important respon-
sibilfties, reactor operators must give their full attention to the condition
of the plant. Operators must be alert to ensure that the plant is operating
safely and must be capable of taking timely action 1n response to changing
plant conditions. A1) control room business must be conducted in such a way
that no1£hor control room operator attentiveness nor the professional
atmosphere will be compromised. Sleeping while on duty in the control room
demonstrates a tota) disregard for performing licensed duties and & lack of

o

appreciation for what those duties entail.

NRC reguirements prohibit sleeping or octherwise inattentive operators in the
control room. The licensee must have and implement procedures to ensure that
activities affecting quality, including operation of the facility, are
satisfactorily accomplished. The Peach Bottom line organization and the
independent quality assurance program failed to identify and resolve these
conditions adverse to safety. These conditions constituted a hazerd to the

safe operation of the facility.

It was apparent that the licensee, through its enforcement history and from the
information developed by the NRC investigation, knew or should have known of

the unwillingness or inability of ‘ts operations staff to comply with
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Commission requirements, and was unable to implement effective correc.ive
sction. Pending the development of other relevant {nformation, the NRC was
unable to determine that there was reasonable assurance that the facility would
be operated fn a manner to assure that the health and safety of the public could
be protected. Accordingly, the NRC determined that continued operation of the
facility was an immedfate threat to the public health and safety. Therefore,
the NRC determined that the public health, safety and interest required that

the Licensee be ordered to place and maintain 1ts units in a col¢ condition on

March 31, 1987 pending further order.

Before the licensee proposes to operate either Unit 2 or Unit 3 the licensee
must provide to the Administrator of NRC Region I, for his approval, a detailed
and COM£rehens1ve plan and the schedu's to accomplish the plan to assure that
the facility will safe'y operate and comp’y with 811 requirements inclucing

station procecures.

Over the past few years the NRC has devoted considerable resources to monitor
the licensee's efforts to address identified weaknesses. For example, the NRC
has three full-time resident inspectors at Peach Bott~m, whereas most dual-unit
facilities have two residents. Furthermore, w¢ héave supplemented these resident

fnspectors with an extensive recfon-based inspection effort and have committed



additional headouvarters resources to review and evaluate Peach Bottom issues.
This effort includes a dedicated assessment pane) composed of NRC managers to

overview and consolidate the NRC approach to Peach Bottom activities.

Let me summarize the current status of the major activities regarding the Peach
Bottom facility. The facilities two units remains shut down. The NRC has met
frequently with Philadelphia Electric Company, members of the public, and with
representatives of the State of Maryland and Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, as
well as with local officials to discuss issues regarding Peach Bottom. These
meotiﬁgs included a meeting with the governor's staff in Apri) 1987 and two
meetings with the Harford County Council. In August 1987, Philadelphia Electric
Company submitted a restart plan that described the crograms, plans, and actions
c0ﬂs:dered necessary by the company to restart and safely operate Peach Bottom.
NRC revien of the fnftia’ plan ingicatec 173t there was nct & clear connection

ified in tne NK: order, the licensee's assessmert of

o

between t=e pridlers iger
the root causes anc the licensee's proposed corrective actions. The plan also
cid not acknowleZge the failure of corporate managemert to recogrize t*e
problems at Peach Bottom or the need for improved corporate oversight

capabilities to assure identification and correction of such problems in the

future.

In response to these NRC concerns Philadelphia Electric Company submitted a
revised corporateé action plan in November 1987 and implemented a reo. yanization
fn January 1988. We currently expect the licensee to submit

@ reviseu site action plan in mid February 1988
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Although Philadelphia Electric Company has not reached a position where 1t

would request that NRC consider & restart Geciston, the vtility has completed

& number of changes discussed as fo)lows.

Regarding the management area, Philadelphia Electric Company has made & number
of changes that we belfeve are potentia) improvements. In May 1967 Mr. Dickinson
Smith was hired as the Peach Bottom Plant Manager and was recently promoted to
Vice President, Peach Bottom. He has extensive nuclear navy management
experience. Changes heve been made 1n the onsite and corporate organfzations,
sdditiona) perscnnel have beer hired ane programs for {mprovement are being
impiemented. These changes have inclucded replacement of the entire operations
nanaecmcnt chatn at Peach Bottom fncluding the change of the shift superintendent
pcsit}on to & shift manager who 15 & cesreed Vicensed ergineer. Extensive
srtitude anc performence training has beer completes for t e )icenses Cierators
who will remain or shift. In aocition Pnidadelphis Electric Company has taken
Gisciplinary action against the licensed operators, and NRC enforcement cone
ferences a-e planned with them in the near future. The NR: staff 1s essessing

the effectiveness of these programs and management changes.

The NRC has a specta) programmetic approach for essessing the Philadelphia
Electric Company's programs at Peach Bottom. Our activities are being
coordinated by an assessment pane) that is chaired by myse)f and includes
representatives from the region and headquarters. Once the Peach Bottom
restart plan has been reviewed by NRC and the State of Maryland, and after
Philadelphia Electric Company has stated it is ready to restart Peach Bottom,
this Panel wil) assess restart readiness. The assessment wil) be a
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comprehensive evaluation that considers the general readiness of the plant and

personnel to resume safe operation and will include o comprehensive onsite team

inspection,

In adoition, as we indicated to the Maryland Congressional Delegation in
Chatrman Zech's letter of December 27, 1987, we have conducted & public

meeting to ensure opportunity for public participation and 1nput to the
Assessment Panel regarding th fnftia) Philade)phia Electric restart plan,

This meeting was & forma), transcribed session 4t which the public's testimony
was heard by NRC senfor staff. we also solicited and received written comments
from the governor on the initia) Philadeiphia Electric Company Plan. We wil)
request additiona) comment: anc hold snother public meeting after the site
portfon of the revised plan 1 receved in mig February  After the NRC staff
has compieted the restart readiness assessrent, there wil) be & Commission
meeting 4t wniCn the staff will Beiz® the NRC Commissioners on our fingings an¢

recommencations so that the Commission itse'f can review the yitimate restart

decision.

If restart fs authorized, NRC would increase its inspection coverage for the
startup program to provide around=the=clock coverage of startup and site
sctivities. A number of "hold-points" would be instituted-beyond which
Philade'phia Electric Company would not be permitted to proceed without NRC
luthor1zation.' These decisions would be based on the on-site fnspection team's

evaluation of the Peach Bottom operation.

............



In conclusion, there has been and wil) continve to be o high Jevel of NRC
management attention to Peach Bottom, The NRC staff has wdopted & unigue
epproach for monitoring the performance of the vtility as 1t implements needed
improvements. This approach fncludes opportunities for public fnput to the
process. I want to assure the Maryland Congressiona) Delegation that Peach
Bottom will not be permitted to restart unti) the NRC staff has reviewed
carefully the management improvements, and has concluded that the plant can

end will be operated safely.

This conzludes my testimony. Mr. Kane and | would be glad to answer any

questions you may have.
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3, SHUTDUWN PLANTS REQUIRING NRC

12ATION TO OPERATE AND WHICH
TSE §§g WILL MONITOR CLOSILY

PLANTS IN THIS CATEGORY HAVE BEEN
IDENTIFIED AS HAVING SIGNIFICANT
WEAKNESSES THAT WARRANT MAINTAINING THE
PLANT IN A SHUTDOWN CONDITION UNTIL THE
LICENSEE CAN DEMONSTRATE TO THE NRC THATY
ADEQUATE PROGRAMS HMAVE BOTH BEEN
ESTABLISHED AND IMPLEMENTED TO ENSURE
SUBSTANT!IAL IMPROVEMENT,

PEACH BoTTOM 2/3
PILGRIM

BROWNS FERRY 1/2/3
SEQUOYAH 1




PERIODIC BRIEFING ON STATUS OF
OPERATING REACTORS

‘ COMMISSION BRIEFING
DECEMBER 21, 1988




CATEGORY 3

AYTHORIZATION TO “FERATE AND WHICH
THE NRC WiLL . ONITOR CLOSELY

PLANTS (N THIS CATLGORY ARE MAVING OR MAVE MAD
SIGNIFICANT WEAKNESSES THAT WARRKRANT MAINTAINING
THE PLANT IN A SHUTDOWN CONDITION UNTIL THE
LICENSEE CAN DFMONSTRATE TO THE NRC THAT ADEQUATE
PROGRAMS MAVE BOTH BEEN ESTAFLISHED AND
IMPLEMENTED TO ENSURE SUBSTANTIAL IMPROVEMENT

PILGRIM
PEACH BOTTOM 2./3
BROWNS FEFPRY 1.,/2/3
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PERIODIC BRIEFING ON STATUS OF
OPERATING REACTORS

COMMISSION BRIEFING
JUNE 1, 1989
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CALVERT CUFFS 1/2
NINE MILE POINT /2
PEACH BOTTOM 2/3
PILGRIM
SURRY 1/2
TURKEY POINT 3/4




NRC_UTILITY Mg FA

CORPORATE MANAGEMENT = 1. PE "TTED AN EMPLOYEE ORGANIZATION, AND PERSONNEL
PO * AND PRACTICES WHICH:

A.  DISCOURAGED M/NAGEMENT FROM TRYING TO MWOLD
INDIVINUALS ACCOUNTABLE FOR THEIR BEMAVIOR

B.  FAILED TO ASSURE THAT PLANT MANAGEMENT
PROVIDED PERFORMANCE FLEDBACK TO OPERATORS

C.  DISCOURAGED OPEN COMMUNICATIONS BETWEEN
MANAGEMcNT AND OPERATORS

D.  PROVIDED A DEAD ENDED SHIFTWORK CAREER
PATH WHICH RELIED ON INADEOUATE STAFFING
AND EXCESSIVE OVERTIME

2. A FRAGMENTED INEFFECTIVE INDEPENDENT QUALITY
ASSURANCE OVERSIGMT ORGANIZATION WHICH WAS
DISCOURAGED FRCM IDENTIFYING PROBLEMS WITH
MANAGEMENT, AND NANAGEMENT PROGRAMS AND
PRACTICES.

3. A MANAGEMENT THAT WAS MORE INTERESTED IN NEW
TECHNOLOGY AND NEW PROJECTS THAN ATTUNDING TO

DAY-TO-DAY PROBLEMS OF OPERATING AND MAINTAINING
EXISTING PLANTS,

PLANT MANAGEMENT & . 1. DISCOURAGED UPWARD COMMUNICATIONS OF PROBLEMS
gﬁ;gl'lﬂﬂ! NESIGEHEN
) 2. FAILED TO PROVIDE PERFORMANCE FEEDBACK TV
OPERATORS

3. FAILED TO ASSURE PROCEDURES WERE PROPERLY
MAINTAINED AND ADHERED TO

4. FATLED TO CONTROL OVERTIM.
§. FAILED TO IDENTIFY INATTENTIVE ACTIONS

6. DID NOT TAKE AGCRESSIVE ACTION TO CORRECT
INATTENTIVENESS WHEN AWARE

7. DID NOT REPORT INATTENTIVENESS TO SENIOR
MANAGEMENT OR NRC

8. FAILED TO TAKE DISCIPLINARY ACTION ACAINST
INATTENTIVE OPERATORS

o N



FT R
s
LICENSED)

SHIFT SUPERVISORS
S

REACTOR CFERATORS

2.

3

2.

3.

OPERATOR FA

SET POOR EXAMPLE BY PARTICIPATING IN
IMPROPER ACTIVITIES KNOWING IT WAS CONTRARY
TO PROCEDURES

CONDONED AND FAILED TO CORRECT INATTENTIVE
ACTIVITY OF OTHER LICENSED OPERATORS ON
THEIR SHIFT

FAILED TC REPORI TO THEIR MANAGEMENT OR NRC
THAT SUCH ACTIVITY WAS GOING ON

FAILED TO RECONIZE IMPROPER ACTIVITIES
WERE UNSAFE

SET POOR EXAMPLE BY PARTICIPATING IN
IMPROPER ACTIVITIES KNOWING IT WAS
CONTRARY TO PROCEDURES

CONDONED AND FAILED TO CORRECT IMPROPER
ACTIVITIES OF OTHER LICENSED OPERATORS ON
THCIR SHIFY

FAILED TO RECOC-IZE IMPRCPER ACTIVITIES
WERE UNSAFE

PARTICIPATED IN IMPROPER ACTIVITIES KNOWING
IT WAS CONTRARY TO PROCEDURES

TOLERATED IMPROPER ACTIVITIES OF OTHER
LiCENSED CPERATORS ON THEIR SHIFTS

FAILED 70 RECOGNIZE IMPROPER ACTIVITIES
WERE UNSAFE



FACTORS € RED F CEMENT ACTION AGAINST OPERATORS

1.. SAFETY SIGNIFICANCE OF VIOLATIONS

2. LONGSTANDING PRACTICE WITH MULTIPLE EXAMPLES

3. KNOWINGLY VIOLATED PROCEDURES

4.  ENVIRONMENT ESTABLISKED BY UTILITY FOSTERED TH' VIOLATION

6. NORMALLY ACTION TAKEN AGAINST UTILITY !INDER ENFORCEMENT POLICY

6. COMPARISON TO OTHER ACTICNS TAKEN AGAINST INDIVIDUALS



