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Dear ( }
l

SUBJECT: CONCERNS YOU RAISED TO THE NRC REGARDING ACTIVITIES AT |

MILLSTONE UNIT 2

This refers to your conversations with Peter Habinghorst on May 31 and June 20.1991,
during which you expressed a belief that you were harassed. |

This is not a safety issue and the NRC therefore plans to take no action on this matter.
The Department of Labor (DOL) has the authority to investigate issues of harassment. As
you've previously been informed, in order to protect your rights. you must 61e a written
complaint with DOL within 30 days of the occurrence of the discrimination. Any such
complaint can be filed with your local DOL of6ce or:

hhe Office of Administration
Wage and Hour Division j

Employment Standards Administration
U.S. Department of Labor, Room 53502
200 Constitution Avenue, N.W.
Washington. D.C. 20210

!
Your complaint must describe the Gring or discrimination you feel occurred. A copy of the |
DOL's " Procedures for Handhng vi Discrimination Complaints Under Federal Employee !

'Protection Status" is also enclosed for your attention.

Should 'you hase any add'tional questions. or if I can be of further assistance in this matter,i

please call me collect at (215) 337 5183.

Sincerely.

I
'e

~

E gene M. Kelly .ief
Projects Section

Enclosure: as stated

Inform][ ion m tMs record was debted
in a:ccrdcrce wi!N the Freedorn of information
kl. excmptiMs _j C
m,y _ 3~ ~-- - - -
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Information concerning a hearing in thg
gvs Millstone DOL complaint.

In this complaint,% alleged discrminiation
in that a co-worker was chastised for his associations

and discussions wig
The Area Director, in a letter dated July 11, 1991,
did not accept the complaint. In not accepting the
complaint, DOL noted that the f how that no
adverse action was taken agains
appealed to an AU.

Awaits action by the DOL AU. For the Allegation Panel.
1

o

cc: T. Martin
W. Kane

*C. Hehl
E. Wenzinger

'

A !!rm' ump E kM f [K. Smith / -

kC. White 3

\'&.b
rR. Fuhrmeister -

d-J. Lieberman

pp .

0/17/91 1

Y d,wy
|
,

information in this ree rd was dahd.

m accordance with ! edom of information
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DOL AU Recommended Decision and Order Granting Respondent's
Motion for Summary Judgement and Dismissing the Complaint in i
th s. Millstone DOL complaint. }

'

-

In this complaintMad alleged discrimination in that h
'

a co-worker was chastised by his supervisor for his associations

and discussions witg ,

The Area Director, in a letter dated July 11, 1991, did not accept )
the complaint. In not accepting the complaint, DOL noted that the |

facts show that no adverse action was taken again j
appealed to an AU. ;

}
The AU, in the attached recommended ruling, recommends dismissal of |
the complaint on the grounds that it was not timely filed, and because2

,

the alleged incident does not equate to or rise to the required level,

; of adverse employment action against the complainant by the employer, 1

and thus fails to state a claim under Section 210 of the Act upon which
! relief may be granted.

Awaits action final review of the AU recommendation by the Secretary $
: of Labor. I

s
L

cc: T. Martin ' )
W. Kane |
C. Hehl 1

E. Wenzinger f
'

G. Kelly.

K. Smith
C. White ,

R. Fuhrmeister '
'

J. Lieberman
|
!<

J ._ ._.._

D 1

12/04/9 [
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@mi DOL Secretary of Labor Order establishing a briefing schedule
in vs Millstone DOL complaint.

/ The DOL AU had issued a Recommended Decision and Order Granting
\ Respondent's Motion for Summary Judgement and Dismissing the Complaint.

In this complaint, alleged discrimination in that
a co-worker was chastised his supervisor for his associations
and discussions wi

The Area Director, in a letter dated July 11, 1991, did not accept
the complaint. In not accepting the complaint, DOL noted that the
facts show that no adverse action was taken agains
appealed to an AU.

The AU, in the recommended ruling, recommends dismissal of
the complaint on the grounds that it was not timely filed, and because
the alleged incident does not equate to or rise to the required level
of adverse employment action against the complainant by the employer,
and thus fails to state a claim under Section 210 of the Act upon which
relief may be granted.

Awaits action by the Secretary of Labor.

\

cc: T. Martin
W. Kane
C. Hehl
E. Wenzinger
G. Kelly
K. Smith
C. White L

R. Fuhrmeister
;

J. Lieberman
j

iDJH
' 01/03/92

-

.

Information in th.s record w:S dc'e!cd {
ia accurdnce tith the freedem of information
Act, exemptions ? C
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Secretary of Labor Final Order Approving Settlements d I

:c Dismissin laints in 11 DOL ERA cases involvin
Ivs Northeast, fp2

| The SOL found that the terms of the settlement are fair, adequate,
and reasonable.

,

i
For action by the panel.4

1

cc: T. Martin ),

! W. Kane
C. Hehl
J. Wiggins
R. Blough*

i

L. Doerflein I

E. Wenzinger i
i

: G. Kelly
; K. Smith
: B. Letts

R. Fuhrmeister
J. Lieberman, OE

t

i DJH
! 07/17/92
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DOL Area Director finding in aMvs Millstone DOL
complaint. DOL found that the facts upon whic ased

his complaint were not within the DOL jurisdiction and e
complaint was not accepted. .

as well as the
The initial complaint, dated June 20,1991,Mof the DOLDOL letter, dated July 11, 1991, informing
finding, were just received from the DOL.

t

In his complaint alleged that a coworker was chastised /
dis ri inated against for is associations and discussions with

In not accepting the complaint, DOL noted that the facts
show that no adverse action was taken agains }

In his compl'ain so stated that he informed'the NRC of
this matter on May 31,1991 and was informed of the right to go
to DOL, and that the Allegation process would recommend he go to*

DOL.

For action by the allegation panel. I note that the DOL also sent
the investigator's narrative report. That report may not be
reproduced or disclosed outside the NRC. Protect accordingly. I
have attached a document cover sheet that provides that warning.

cc: T. Martin
W. Kane
C. Hehl
J. Wiggins
E. Wenzinger'

G. Kelly
K. Smith
C. White
R. Fuhrmeister
J. Lieberman

DJH
08/06/91

lt:formanua ia bis rcw a gmene e gr%,'g;,3,,,
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| U.S. Nucdear Reguietory Commission
i

i

!

!
;

!
:

i

.

; DOCUMENT COVER SHEET
!
!

!
;

| WARNING
!

i I
:
;

i

! THE ATTACHED DOCUMENT CONTAINS INFORMATION OBTAINED FROM THE |
1 |

'

DEPARTMENT OF LABOR UNDER A SPECIAL ARRANGEMENT WITH THE NRC.
i

| THE INFORMATION MAY CONTAIN CONFIDENTIAL SOURCES A3 MAY NOT BE ;
I

| REPRODUCED OR DISCLOSED OUTSIDE NRC WITHOUT PRIOR APPROVAL OF
'

,

| DIRECTOR, ENFORCEMENT STAFF. '

i
'

| !

| The attached documentireport has not been reviewed oursuant to 10
C.F.R l 2.790(al exemotions nor has any exemot matenal been:

! coleted. Do not cisseminate nor discuss its contents outside NRC.
1

j Treat a orriciAt use osty". '

.

|
|

|
J DATE:
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L ALLEGATION RECEIPT REPORT

L
Date/ Time
Received: 06/19/91 / 9:20 a.m. Allegation No. RI-91-1-0156 |

(Teave blank) i
i

Name: Address:( }1

Phone:1 L City / State /Zipk I
'

Confidentiality:
Was it requested? Yes No !
Was it initially granted? Yes No

'

Was it finally granted by the allegation panel Yes No |
Does a confidentiality agreement need to be sent- !

to alleger? Yes No |
H.as a confidentiality agreement been signed? Yes No |

Memo documenting why it was granted is attached? Yes No ;
!

|Alleger's j
Employer: Northeast Utilities Position / Title M C Tech |.

!

|
| i

! Facility: Millstone Unit 2 Docket No.: 50-336 j
| |

| |
5

(Allegation Summary (brief description of concern (s): '

i SEE ATTACHt'ENT |
f

I

;-

Number of Concerns: 1 [

Employee Receiving Allegation: [. A. /SM//'/8
(first two initials and last name) |

'

Type of Regulated Activity a _ Reactor (d) _ Other: Safeguards(e) _ 3i b _ Vendor
c _ Materials (5pecify) ;

|
.

MaterialsLicenseNo.(ifapplicable): j

FunctionalArea(s): _/(a) Operations (e) Emergency Preparedness I
f I

-((g)OnsiteHealthandSafety[(b) Construct 1or: ) Offsite Health and Safety {(c) Safeguards
_ (d) Transportation (h) Other: ,i

! t.

I
(NRC Region I Fo m 207 .,

i

Revised 10/89) Information in'this record was de:eted I
in accordance with gir e frecdom of !nformation gAct, exemptions /C

FOIA f2r./d l .__ [+
r; ._.__

, _ _ . _ _ __ - - - - - -
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'Page 2 of 2

Detailed Description of Allegation: A11eger inquired into the status, of a

previous allegation he_had given to Region I. Specifically, he wanted to know

if his allegation concerning an )fP friend being " pulled in and questioned" for

talking to had been referred to 01. I informed' 'that I had no

knowledge of the allegation (the matter was subsequently discussed with
,

J. Wiggins, DRP, and it was determined that the matter had been dispositioned

at an earlier panel meeting with 'being advised of his DOL rights).

This information was provided to ,on June 20, 1991 (he called me at

8:15 a.m.).
_

- . - .

Secondly, *n ralgtea second hand information from the'81te nurse $
l whom he identified as [ Candy (nfi b He stated as follows: an incident

,

occurred about 3-4 years ago, prior to implementation of 10 CFR 26 . . . A

!
couple of reactor operators were "not fit to be on duty" due to consumption of

!

| alcohol . . . the then Operations Supervisor,TJack KeenanT, was informed of I

their condition but allowed them to work their shift . . . '
;

-

did not j

know the names of the operators and indicatedTCandy' could provide more details
-

~
;

of the incident.
| !'

! I
.

t

,

t

\

l
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Allecation '

s

(Nurse Condhnows of two control room operators who were not
,

~ fit for duty and when this was reported to the@perationsI

Manager, Jack Keenagtha Individuals were allowed to steg on
dutg

MRC.Jr estion

i understand that ..

e several years ago two Ros were on duty who were not fit for ;

duty
|

e the RDs were allowed to steg on shift ;

e you might have first-hand information about such an ;

incident (s).

Can you confirm this? Please tell me what you know.

Interview With(C. Marten on June 20.199hRecordino Past FFD
Events

I met with$urse Carmela Martakat 9 00 am regarding thin
matter..(Nurse Marien%cknowledged she knew of two separate
events that occurred in the past.-h6urse Maringcould not recall ;

the exact dates of the events, but stated the events occurred j

when she was still providing nursing services at Millstone in a j

contractor status. Since she become e NU emplogee in 1984, !

(Nurse Mariedestimates the second event took place in the that j
time period. The first event probably occurred in 1963 (Durse !

Morienpas no written assessment of the events since she was in
a contractor status at the time and did not have direct j
responsibility for the FFD program. j

Event * 1 - 1983 ;
s

burse Marien>tates she was outside her office at the start of the
swing shift and was in a postiton to observe workers err 1ving !

i

i
;
.

1 i
;

I

i 20d 33I.dd0 3HO.LST1IW OhlN ZO:ET T6, 03 NOT
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; from the PAP. A plant equipment operator 9 (PED) appeared under i
3 the influence by the way he walked from the PAP. The PE0's
!'

supervisor, a shif t supervisor (h to ask ifyhe thought the PED
SS*l), arrived just behind the :

! PF0 anr. apprnachedkursa Marin j
j sppenrnd under the influnnca Douran Maringennf trmed the RS

!
j observation since she smelled alcohol. Although the PEG and SS l

i entered the plant, the PEG was sent home and was not allowed io

) work that dag.$urse Marien) nows this from her euhsequent
! discussion en that dag with the duty shift supervisor (SS*l).
i

! jfurse Marienjstate'd she did not have a conversation with8ack
Keenadabout this event. burse Marie 4fstated the PEG had a known;

| drinking problem and that management was dealing with the
matter. Shortly af ter this event, the PEO entered the Stonington
Institute for treatment. The PEG was terminated from NNtCO !

! employment (~ resign or be fired") shortig af ter the treatment
session.

Event *2 - 1984

!

| {flurma Marindmet a supervisory control room operator O (SCO) in
; the lunch room that day at about 3:00 pm. The SCO was arriving
| for work and was obviously impelred.{flurse Marierproported her
i observation by phone toQack Keenan]and expressed her npinion
) that the individual was not fit for wort..(Mr. Keene@ |

,

| acknowledged her report. (Nurse Marien] stated that the SCO was
not allowed to stand watch, but was sent to a room where he was i

niinwnd to " sleep it off".hurse Mardegknows this from her
'

nuhsafluent discussion on that dag with the duty shif t supervisor
(SS*2).

i

| hurse MarienTstated that the SCO had a known drinhino problem.
! This was not the first instance whern management intervened due {
| to his being under the influence. Although his situation was !
| "occomodated",'heurse Mstlerlis not aware of an instance in which
j he was ellowed to perform Itcensed duties while under the |

| influence. The SCO retired from the compong in the1985 time
i period.[ purse Merlerjstated the SCO Inter worked at the site es e
i contractor with NSS. In 1989, hn was escorted off site for being ,

:

! o
|

'

i

| E0d 301330 3N01STHW ONN EO:ET 16. OE Hnfl
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fcund undar tho influcnco and his access was terminated. He has
not been back since then.

,

Conclusions

1. No violations of NRC requirements appear to have occurred
Persons who were impaired were not allowed to assume licensed
duties. Further inspection would be required to ascertain how
minimum staffing requirements were met for the events in
question. I don't think it is worth the time in establish that,
since we have independent confirmation of the mnre important
issue - that the impaired individuals did not stand shif t.{ Nurse
Marter%teted that both SS*1 and SS*2 has since retired and thus
they would not be immediately available for followup interviews.

? Nn management impropriettes appear to have occurred. The
events occurred under a FFD program that was less stringent than
today's and which relied heavily upon supervisor observation and
intervention. By the account from this source, it appears
management was dealing with known problems.

Recommendation
i

Nn further NRC followup in warranted. The events are too old.
All individuals involved excep(Keena$are no longer working at
the station. There .is insufficient evidence at this point that the

8perations Managej acted improperly. The present day FFD d

program provides greater assurance that alcohol abuse problems
will be detected and dealt with. NMECD's periodic reports on the

{

,

FFD program results show a low percentage of abuse by Millstone
staff.

t

q

!

3
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* SSSSSSSSSSeeBSSSSSSSSS

0 Plant Equipinent Operator -pack Wilsof not licensed

O Supervisorg Control Room Operator -hen Newman, SR(

i
i meSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSS

Impact Assessment - Followup and documention of this
: allegation required 4 hours of SRI time.
.
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