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RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS

'STION 1: Especially 'n 1ight of the utility's attempted cover-up at
Pavis-Besse, why is the NRC not investigating thi: incident?

ANSWER :

Regarding the Davis-Besse incident, the staff determined that Toleco Edison
Company did not do a thorough investigation of the incident an¢ questions had
been raised about the veracity cf the utility's report to the NRC. NRC

Region I11 ha asked the company to "fully analyze the allegation, initiate
what you determine to be an appropriate investigation . . . ." The Toledo
Edison Company's investigation should have been broader; however, the NRC staff
did not conclude that the Toledo Edison Company Vice President, Nuclear
willfully concealed materis! information or tried to intentionally mislead the

NRC,

Unlike the Davis-Besse incident, the allegation at Clinton was provided
directly to the Yicensee, and they initiated prompt action to address the
fssue, including contracting with an independent invec<tigative firmm to
evaluate the allegation, Also, unlike the Davis-Resse incident, licensee
statements as related to us did not indicate that the Plant Manager behaved
in a manner questioning his fitness. In addition, the )icensee initiated
timely communication with NRC Pegion !I! regarding the matter, While this

matter was not required to be reported under the circumstances here, the

licensee's notification to NRC Region !Il was a prudent course of action. The













QUESTION 3.b: If you do agree with the utility's decision to leave the Senior
Manager in place during the pendency of the investigation:

b, Has the NRC requirea the utility to take any precautionary
masures during the pendency of the investigation, such as
liniting his unescorted access to the control room? If
not, why not?

ANSWER

As indicated in the response to Cuestion 2, the NRC agrees with the licensee's
gecisfon to allow the Plant Manager to continue in his dutie: with unescorted
access, We have not placed any restrictions on the Plant Manager during the
pendency of the investigation. The individuals who had been in the most
direct contact with the Plant Manager during the time that it was alleged he
was under the influence of alcohol observed no unusual behavior on the part

of the Plant Managor and did not observe the odor of alcohc] on the Plant
Manager's breath, We do not find an adequate basis at this time to limit the

access ¢f .he Plant Manager to the facility,




