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Inspection Summary

| lnspection on Januar -25. 1961 (Reports No, 50-454/91004{DRSS);
'. mﬁmmmﬁﬁm R bre e 0o 3E8 18 YO0 T bhss))

gko € his special, aennounced nspection revfeuoa'fﬁé 1icensee’ s

itness-for-Duty (FFD) program required by 10 CFR Part 26, The review

was conducted in accordance with Temporary Instruction (71)2515/106.
Specificaily, the inspection included the licensee's drug and alcoho) abuse
policies and procedures; progrem administration; employee swareness and
understanding of the program; selection and notificetion for random testing;
documentation; senctions and appeals; audits; specimen collection facilities
and procedures; training program; and reported FFU events,
Results: Based on the selective exemination of key elements of the licensee's
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Fitness-For-Duty Progrem 1t was concluded that the licensee 1s satisfying the
general performence objectives of 10 CFR 26,10, Several program strengths
were identified, Program strengths included the strong mansgement support
for the program, the effective communication/coordination of the corporate
and site Fitnessofor-Duty staffs, the conditions and quality of the specimen
collection facility at the Quad Cities Station, and the comprehensive sppeals
process.

An unresolved item was identified in reference to testing for cause for both
drugs and alcohol in instances when ¢nly alcoho) use 15 suspected. [(Lee
Section 2, for details.)
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ETAILS

key Perspns (outected

In addition Lo the persons 1isted Lelow, the inspectors interviewed
other licensee employees and contractor personnel. The asterisk (%)
denotes those prosent at the Exit Interview conducted on Januery 25, 1961,

'kicgzagsstr. Gereral Manager °WR Operations, Commonwealth Edison Compaty
e
R, Box, Station Menager, Quad Cities Station
R, Plentiewicz, Statyon Mansger, Byron Station
*0. Shamblin, Construction Menager, ENC, CiCo
*K, VenHam, Indu:trial Relations Manager, Cilo
M, Belster, ENC Frl' Coordinator, CECo
*J. Kudalis, Services Director, Byron Statien
*0, Goble, Stetion Secu ity Administrator, Byron Station
“f, Zittle, Regulatory Jssurance, Eyron Station
*F. Willeford, Nuclear lecurity Administrator, CECo
*G, Toleski, FFD Progrem Administrator, CECo
*), Strvoy, Services Director, Qued Cities Station
*¥, Leech, Station Security Administrator, Quad Cities Station
*P, Welsh, Assistont FFD Program Administrator, CECy
*J, Lucchi, FFD Analyst, CECo
*A, Torrez, Assistant Security Administrator, Zion Station
*p, Laird, Director Corprrate Security, CiCo
*R. Maley, MRG, CECo
*E, Pigrard, ENC Steff, CECo
R, Enkebo\i, Senfor Project Manager, NUMARC
*S. Trubatch, Counselor, Sidley and Austin
D, LabBelle, Coordinator EAP Services, CECo
F. Woodin, Industrial Relations Supervisor, CECo
M, Khitemore, Assistant Security Administrator, Byron Station
D. Ringo, Corporate Security, CECo
B, Rittmer, Security Steff, Quad Cities Station
W, Hollend, Assistent Security Administrator, Quad Cities Station

W, Kropp, Senior kesident Jnspector, Byron Station

T. Taylor, Senior Resident Inspector, Quad Citles Station
R, Bocanegra, Restdent Inspector, Quad Cities

J. Shine, Resident Inspector, Qued Cities

Entrapce and Exit Interviews (1P 30703)

At the beginning of the inspection, Mr, K, Graesser, General Manager, PWR
Operations and other members of the licensee's staff were advised of the
purpose of the visit and the functional areas to be inspected,

The inspectors met with the licensee representatives denoted in Section 1
et the conclusion of the inspection on January 25, 1981, and edvised the
representatives tnat the inspection had been & selective examination of
their Fitness~for-Duty (FFD) progrem utilizing T1 2616/106 to determine
whether 1t meets regulatory requirements. They were 8150 advised that










the 1icensee to test for o)) substonces described in peragraph

Z2.0(a) of Appendix A, Subpart B., which igentifies that licensees

shall test for marijusns, cocaine, opiates, amphetamines, |
phencyclidin., «n” alcohol Tor pre-access, for-ceuse, random, and

follow=up tests., The licensee's policy to only test Tor alcohol

when only alcohnl is suspected appears to be in violation, The

Ticensee agreed to start testing for drugs end alcohol during eny

for-cause testing, Subseguent to the inspectiens, on January 28,

1991, after further review with KRR Headquarters personnel, this

issue of only testing for elcohol will be sent to NRR for further

review and classified as an unresoived item. On January 28, 1991, 1
the licensee's FFD Program Administrator was advised that the

proposed viclation which was briefed at the exit intervies will be

forwarded to NRR as an unrestived item, Me indicated that they

will stert testing for drugs and elcoh) for any for-cause tests

until the issue i resolved. (50+264/91004-01; 50-265/91003-01;)
(L0-454/91004-01; 50-455/91004-01)

b. The licensee's for-cause tests procedure o5 identified ebove also
requires that (1) the Medica) Department be contected 1f o CECo
employee 1% observed to be impaired or displaying aberrant or
stypical behavior end (2) the Medical Department (Medica) Review
0fficer) determine if drug and/or alcoho) testing is required,

It 1s the WRC position that the Medical Review Officer (MRO) as
fgentified in 10 CFR 26,3 1s to interpret and evaluste test results
and not to determine it tests ere needed. Evalustion of fors-cause
testing is to be determined by onsite menagement personnel who can
adequetely evaluste the individual and the individual's performance
6% soon as possible following any cbserved or suspected substance
abuse. This issue will be included as part of the above unresolyved
ftem,

¢, This sam¢ for-cause procedure allows the individual Anvoived to be
taker hume and not tested if the MRO cannot be cuntacted. The
licensee stoted that to the best of their knowledge, this has not
pccurred, The inspectors identified that this procedure as written
would allow & forscause test not to be done which 15 2 potential
violation of 10 CFR 26.24(&)3. The inspector tdentified that
10 CFR Part ¢, Supplement Vi1 B, identifies the failure to test for
cause of an individual within the protected area who 1s possibly
unfit for ducy based on drug or alcohol use as a Severity Level I
vielation, This issue will e included as part of the above
unresolved 1tem,
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6. Program Administration (T1 2615/106 08,028): WNo viclations or unresolved
ems were identified.

&, The overall program sdministration was effectively nenitored with
several strengths noted, The Fitness«for<Duty Frogram Administrator
wis extremely knowledgeable of program requirements, procedural
guidance, and interdepartmental responsibiiities. The FFD Program
Administrator appeared to be an effective focal point to resolve
FFD 1ssues and established effective 1faison with all nuclear
statiens and supporting departments. A very high level of
consistency in FFU program implementation existed between the
corporate offices and the ﬁicgnsee‘s nuclear stetions, The
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Assistant FFD Program Administrator elso displayed on excellent
knowledge of program requirements end functions. The progrem
oversight and monitoring as described above by the FFD stoff was
considered & program strength,

‘ogram responsibilities ere clearly deseribed in the licensee's
procedures and mojor FFO program functions have been appropriately
assigned. The FFD prOgram i centralized at the Corporate office,
under the Director of Security.

The key FFD steff members have the necessery training and experience
to fulfill their progrem responsibilities. Key members of the
Ticensee's FFD organizetion were interviewed by the inspectors and
found to be very know'edgeable of their responsibilities,

Licensee menagement support Tor the FFD progrem was evident,
Corporate level managers and supervisors were assigned pro?ram
responsibilities end an excellent specimen collection facility
ot the Quad-Cities station was aveilable., Orne member of the
corporete staff (the FFU Program Administrator) was assigned to
perform overall program coordination and monitoring on 8 full-time
basis, The appeals Review Board consists of an impartie]l, interns)
management grovp eppointed and chaired by the Senfor Vice President
for Nutlesr Operations or his designee,

The MRO was interviewed Ly the inspectors on Januery 22, 1991, He
is & 1icensed physician in the State of 1114nois, He has been
involved with the licensee's drug end alcohol progrom since its
fnception in 1982, He stated that he hes been self teught in the
drug/elcohol area through freguent sttendance at conferences and
tratning sessfons, In 1990, he attended the "Medica) Review Officer
Training Course for Urine Drug Testing" sponscored by the American
College of Occupationa) Medicine, The MRO is a full time licensee
employee and meintains an office adjacent to the FFD Program
Administrator,

The MRC 1s responsible for determining confirmatory drug test
results at or above the cut-off level as positive or negative by
evaluation of the disclosures on the consent form, review of medical
history of the person tested, verification of prescriptions, and
communicetions with the persun tested. This determination 1s
accomplished within 10 days of completion of the initial presumptive
positive test. The MRO stated that his evaluation included & review
of chain~of-custody documentation,

Worker Awareness (T1 2615/106-06,02¢):

The inspectors interviewed 12 reandomly selected persons, includin
supervisors, and licensee and contracter employees, The personne
interviewed generally believed that the FFD program deterred drug and
alcohol abuse. They believed that the FFD selection process for testing
was random in nature, in that supervisors could be selected for testing
Just as freguertly as nonsupervisors and thet contractors are tested as
frequently as company employees. No “safe pertods" for drug abuse were
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Random Selection Reports (RSRs) may be generatsd on various doys of & week
J and may alsc be gereveted two or more Limes within @ week,

The Mcensee hes contracted with (SM Mobile, Ltd, for collection and
testing services. CSM Mobile, Ltd, 15 located in Lisle, 11)inois.
The licensee uses Bio-Anaiytica) Technologies, Chicego, 111inots,

@s their Health and Humen Services (HHS) certified laboratory.

The licensee's test.ng cutoff levels are the same as those listed
in 10 CFR Part 26, Appendix A, except for merijuane metabolites
for which their test rate is 50 ng/ml for the initial sample,

The confirmed test is the same as identified in the regulation,

b. Documentation

The licensee has developed sdequate systems for documenting the
key elements of the FFD program and tor assuring the protection

of information, The licensee's policy for limiting access to
informetion to those with a clear need-to-know is identified in

; Corperate Nuclear Security Guidelines, Selection lists,

' chain-ofecustody forms, tests results, the permanent log, end
individual FFD files ere cerefully protected. The design of the
various records 15 adequate to aessure thet all relevant informaetion
1 collected and can be retrieved when needed, An inspection of @
sample of the records showed them to be legivie end complete,
Physice) security for the records is adequate., Files are kept in
locked cabinets. The FFD program personne] were knowledgeable
concerning the déta storage roquirements outlined in the rule.

P PR BRSNS,

¢. Senctions and Appeals

| The licensee's Policy and FFD Procedures ere consistent with
, required actions identified in 10 CFR 26, These procedures indicate
I that the first confirmed positive drug test results in denial of
; unescorted protected area access foo & minimum of 14 days end
referral to the Employec Assistance Program (EAP). Any subsequent
confirmed positive test results in denial of access for three
years. Any individual involved in the sale, use or possession of
11legal drugs within the protected area will result in the person's
| denial of access for five years,
|
1
|
:

The rule does not identify senctior: for abuse of alcohol, valid
prescriptions or uver«the-counter drugs. However, impaired workers
are removed from work activities, their access authorization is
denied, and mandatory medical review and/or rehabilitation is
required prior to reinstatement., Should a person be retained after
an initial FFD poligy violetion, sanctions imposed are in accordance
with the rule,

]
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1 Licensee Empleyee Assistance Program referral is not provided to
contractor personnel, so their drug or alcchol #buse normally

| results in denial of unescorted access and referral to their

: employer for whatever actions the employer deems appropriate, The

r licensee does provide contractors a “"get well program” to allow
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facility was adequate in meeting the needs of & collection location,

The FFD Program Administrator stated that they intend to construct
facilities similar to the Quad-Cities collection facility at each of
their nuclesr sites in the near future, The specimen collection facility
ét Quad-Cities was considered & strength of the program,

Both facilities are routinely locked when not in use end access to

the facilities is recorded on @ log, Keys to the facilities are
controlled and access to them is limited to personnel with FFD related
responsibilities. Both facilities are alormed when not in use.
Adequate security measures were observed,

Effective measures were implemented to prevent subversion of specimens,
Blueing agent was used in the toilet fecility, and the sink area used for

hand washing was easily ¢«isible to the personnel performing the specimen
collection process.

Administrative forms such as chain-of-custody forms end the Permanent
Record Bouk were readily aveileble. Additionelly, & locked container
wis available in the specimen collection facility to store collected

specimens,

The inspectors interviewed the collection personnel during o walk-throug.
of the specimen collection process, The collection personnel were
knowledgr ble of their duties. Personnel were sensitive to the need to
prevint potential tampering with the specimen, and the need to conduct
the collection in a professional manner that essures the modesty and
privacy of the individual being tested.

Interviews with the FFD Program Adwinistrator confirmed that the specimen
collection personnel had background investigations completed using the
criteria for unescorted access authorization., The inspectors reviewed
six randomly selected personnel recorus and found them to be accurate

and cowplete,

Training Program (11 2515/106~05.01a)

The licensee's awareness training conducted prior to the January 3, 1990
effeciive date of the Rule was reviewed by the Resident Inspectors and
evaluated using T1 2515/104, The training was found to be acceptable.
During this inspection, a limited sampling of employees and contractors
were interviewed and found to be knowledgeable ¢f the FFD Prograr

and their individual responsibilities. The FFD training program is
administered by the licensee's training department. The inspectors
revicwed video tapes that are utilized during the general awareness,
escort training, and supervisory training and found them to be thorough
and appropriate for their intended purpose., Alsu noted was the fact
that the EAP Services Coordinator has instructed portions of the
training program for the purpose of fostering & better understanding
an¢ ecceptance of the EAP services.

The inspectors reviewed ¢ selected small sample of records to assure

that individuals with access tu the protected ares had received FFD
training, and that supervisors had received continuous cbservation
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training, It wes also determined that o syster s in place to identify
when refresher training is needed.

A1l workers interviewed appeared to be generally supportive of the FFD
program ard its goals, They appeared to have & high level of confidence
in the intearity of the onsite collection and testing process and the
FFD personnel.

The licersee maintains an Employee Assistance Program (LAP) that is
gvailable to all Commonwealth Edison (CECo) employees., Employees are
encouraged to use the EAP as needed. A review of usage statistics
indicetes thet employees do meke use of the EAP, They appeared confident
that their cunfidentiality would be maintained. Interviews with plant
staff indicated both & willingness to use the EAP and & willingness to
refer others to the EAP, The l1icensee has had & EAP program since 1979,

Reported FFD Events (11 2615/106-05.01a)

e, Byror

A random test conducted on Januery 22, 1980, yielded a confirmed
positive test for & contractor supervisor, Unescorted access was
denied on January 30, 1990, Upon receipt of & confirmed positive
test result, this event was reported to the NRC on January 31, 1990,

b, Quad-Cities

A for-cause test was conducted on April 8, 1990, as @ result of &
behavivral observation. The test yielded @ positive test result on
a contractor supervisor. Unescorted cccess was denied immediately
and this event was reported to the NRC on the date of occurrence,

A random test conducted on June 26, 1990, produced & positive test
for & contractor supervisor, Unescorted access was denied on

July 2, 1990, upon determination of the positive test result,

This event was reported to the NRC on the date of access denial,

On November 27, 1990, & random test produced a positive test result
for a licensee supervisor, Unescorted access was revoked on
November 27, 1990. The NRC was notified on November 27, 1990.

In each of the reported events, the licensee conducted @ work
investigation that concluded that ail safety related work performed
by the individuals did not disclose ary perfecrmance concerns,

On April 17, 1990, the licensee notified the NRC of three
administrative errors committed by Bio-Analytical Technologies (BAT)
during the handling of three confirmed positive drug tests. These
three errors caused the laboratory to erronecusly report three
confirmed positive drug tests as negative to Commonwealth Edison,
After consultatio. with the Medicel Review Ufficer (MRO), the
indivicuels were subsequently denied acces. to CECo nuclear

facil for violation of their FFD policy.
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On November &, 1990, the licensee notified the NRC that BAT reported
@ blind positive urine specimen as negetive. The BAT Laboratory
Manager was requested to re-evaluate the negative confirmatory

test result, The Laboratory Manager informed the licensee that

the reviewing Laboratory Chemist had misinterpreted the GS/MS graph
and the specimen actually confirmed positive,

The results of investigations by Commonwealth Edison Maneagement
showed that the negative reports were ceused by human error and

that these were isolated incidences. Corrective actions implemented
by the laboratory appear sufficient to prevent recurrence of

similer errors, 1t s elso the policy of the MRO to review each
reported presumptive positive or spiked sample which 1§ not
confirmed positive by the test laboratory. The inspectors
determined that these anomalies were adequetely reviewed and
reported.

Program Performance Date

Program performance data required by 10 CFR 26,71(d) for the period
between January 3 and June 30, 1990, was reported to the NRC by
letter dated August 22, 1990, The performance data included the
1icensee's corporate offices and all their nuclear stations,

For the pericd July 1, 1990 through December 31, 1990, 343 ~andom
tests were conducted on icensee employees at the Qued Cities
~tation. This number combined with 440 similar tests conducted
during the first reporting period totaled 783 and produced @ random
annual test rate of 109% of an average of 720 station essigned
licensee employees with unescorted access. For contractors, the
licensee conducted ¢ total of 864 tests and & resulting annua) test
rate of 102% of an average 720 assigned contractors with unescorted
access. Twenty-three positive tests resulted in either denial or
revocation of the individual's unescorted access. Additionally,
one revocation of unescorted access occurred due te an individual
refusing to participate in "For-Ceuse" testing required due to
behavioral observations, Also, unescorted access was aenied when an
individual feiled to report for a test required beceuse of receipt
of a diluted specimen on @ previous test. The licensee's testing
rate and reports appear adequate to meet the requirements of

10 CFR Part 26.

Fer Byron station, for the period of January 3, 1990 through Jdune 30,
1990, A78 random tests were conducted on the station assigned
licensee work force averaging 833 employees. This resulted in a
random test rate of 574, For the seme period, 473 random tests were
conducted on @ contractor workforce averaging B1E employees, This
produced a random test rate of 58%, Nine positive tests resulted in
either denial or revocation of the individual's unescorted access.
The reports for the secoud reporting period were being completed at
the time of this inspection., The )icensee's testing rate and
reports appear to meet the requirements of 10 CFR Part 26,




