RIV-2007-A-0117 Callaway DRP 139 DAYS

Concern 1 Assigned' To: RPBB . OlAction: No
' Ol Report:

Severely damaged A and B Train RHR suction relief valves were allowed to remain in
service for 20 months. The valves were damaged in Feb 2004 and removed from service
in Oct 2005. The vaives were damaged due to an inadequate design of the Pressurizer
Relief Tank common relief valve discharge header. A simiiar event had occurred in 1988
with damage remaining undetected until one of the valves failed In 1993.

Action Branch Assigned Planned  Completed
1 Acknowledgement Letter ACES 10/19/2007 11/18/2007
2 Initial ARB Meeting 10/19/2007 11/18/2007 |10/29/2007
Concerns 1-3, Refer with response.
Concemns 4&5, RPBB to reconsider. '

Concerns 6-9 Refer with response.
Concern 10, Refer with no response.

3 Staff Review RPBB . 10/25/2007
Develop ARB disposition record.
4 ARB Meeting , ACES 10/29/2007 11/13/2007 |11/26/2007

Concern 4-Refer to licensee. There is no higher nuclear authority than Mr. Nasiund.
Callaway management has this information also.

Concern 5- RPBB to provide basis for closure.

5 Referral Letter ACES 10/29/2007 12/03/2007 |12/07/2007
Refer Concerns 1 - 4, 6 - 9, to licensee for response. Refer Concern 10 for information
only.

6 Response to Referral ACES 12/07/2007 01/23/2008
Licensee phoned and requested an extension (2-weeks) until 01/23/08.

7 Review Submittal RPBB 01/18/2008 02/01!2008 02/20/2008

8 Closure Memo RPBB 11/26/2007 01/16/2008
Provide basis for closure for Concem &

9 Response to Referral ACES 02/19/2008
Based upon discussions with RPBB, the licensee provided a supplemental response.

10 Closure Letter ACES 02/20/2008 02/29/2008 (03/06/2008
11 File Closed ACES 03/06/2008
12 Final QA Review ACES 03/06/2008 04/04/2008 |06/04/2008

e
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RIV-2007-A-0117 Callaway DRP 139 DAYS

Concern 2 - Assigned To: RPBB Ol Action: No
Ol Report: -

Although the valves discussed in Concern 1 were removed from service in Oct 2005, they
were not tested until August 2006, due to the licensee's test staggering method. Had the
valves been tested sooner, the damage wouid have been identified eariler. Also, why did
the plant reject the suggestion that the RHR system suction relief valves be tested on a
staggered test basis so that instead of doing both valves during even numbers refueling
outages, one valve wouid be tested every refueling outage.

Action Branch Assigned. Planned  Completed

L

Concern 3 Assigned Too. RPBB Ol Action: No
Ol Report:

During Fall 06, the concerned individual met with the Plant Director and Design
Engineering to emphasize the need to correct the inadequate design of the Pressurizer
Relief Tank common relief valve discharge header at the first opportunity (spring 2007
refuel outage, Refuel 15). Despite acknowledgement of the problem, no one was assigned
to work on a mod to correct the problem until December 2006. The mod to correct the
problem was subsequently removed from Refuel 15. Since no one was assigned to work
on the mod in Sep, Oct, and Nov 2006, is this an indication of inadequate design
engineering staffing or is it an indication of inadequate design engineering experience?

Action Branch Assigned Planned  Completed

[ ]

Concern 4 Assigned To. RPBB Ol Action: No
Ol Report:

The following statement is attributed to (CNO/VP), "Engineers come and engineers go." A
statement attributed to. (VP - Engineering) was "engineers are a dime a dozen."” Xxxx told
an engineer that had-been at the plant since construction days that "If you leave, | can
have two engineers for the price of you." Based on these comments, does Callaway Plant
value experienced engineers who are capable of properly assessing nuclear safety
concerns?

Action o Branch Assigned Planned  Completed

I
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RIV-2007-A-0117 Callaway DRP 13 DAYS

Concern 5 Assigned To: RPBB Ol Action: No

Ol Report:
On September 20, 2004, during an Event Review Team meeting following & September 18,
2004, fire on the communications corridor roof, equipment operators questioned the .
practice of using outside operators to staif the fire brigade. You were aiso concerned that
this issue was not addressed. In November 2004, equipment operators expressed
concern that this issue was being covered up. You were concerned that although the
issue was discussed in the event review team, the issue is not included in the meeting

minutes.
Action Branch Assigned Planned Completed
Concern 6 Assigned To. RPBB Ol Action: No

Ol Report:

Since removing the practice of requiring outside operators to support the fire brigade in
Spring 2005, only one of six operating crews is able to staff all required watch stations
w/o overtime. Two crews are one equipment operators short, two crews are two
equipment operators short, and one crew is three equipment operators short. Why has it
-taken two and one half years for Operations to fully staff the fire brigade?

Action Branch Assigned Planned  Completed

[ ]

Concern 7 Assigned To: RPBB Ol Action: No
Ol Report:

CAR 200408626 was written by Callaway personnel to address equipment operators
concerns related to the fire brigade. CAR 200501985 was written following an NRC finding
associated with inadequate staffing of the fire brigade. CAR 200408626 was screened as
an Action Notice (lower significance). CAR 20050501985 was screened as an Adverse
Condition (higher significance). The problem was assigned a low significance until an
‘NRC finding was issued. Does Callaway Plant value the concerns and input of its
employees into the corrective action process?

Action ~ PBranch Assigned Planned  Completed

[ ]
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RIV-2007-A-0117 Callaway DRP 139 DAYS
Concern 8 Assigned To. RPBB Ol Action: No
Ol Report:

CAR 200408626 and CAR 200400065 (documents thzt in January 2005 during a drill the
primary equipment operators had to be used as a member of the hose team due to the
iength of time it took the outside equipment operator to arrive). Both these CARs were
screened as Action Notices CARs. Due to the recent change in the CAP, these issues
would now be assigned a higher significance. What is being done to ensure that
inappropriately screened historical issues are now re-classified and addressed prior to
recurrence of an adverse condition?

Action Branch Assigned Planned  Completed

[ ]

Concern 9 Assigned To. RPBB ) Ol Action: No

Nl Rannrt:
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[ ]
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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
611 RYAN PLAZA DRIVE, SUITE 400
ARLINGTON, TEXAS 76011-4005

October 23, 2007

MEMORANDUM TO: Vincent G. Gaddy, Chief, Reactor Projects Branch B

FROM: Harry A. Freeman, Senior Allegation Coordinator 7 i ?
SUBJECT: REVIEW OF ALLEGATION MATERIAL RIV-2007-A-0117

ACES has received the attached material related to the Callaway Plant. This allegation is
scheduled to be discussed at the November 5, 2007, ARB. Please review the material by
October 30 for the following:

@ Determine what each of the individual's concems are, whether they are NRC regulated
activities or not. Provide a brief statement of the concern. It is not necessary to include
all of the background information.

° List each concern on a copy of the file “ARB Disposition Record” located at
r:\#aces\forms\allegation forms\ARB Disposition Record.xml.

® List possible regulatory requirements (i.e. 10 CFR 26 etc.) that may apply to concem if
known.

@ Under significance, provide a followup priority (i.e. high - immediate action required, or
normal - routine followup).

° Provide a recommendation for disposition (i.e. Ol investigation, inspection, referral to
licensee, or none). List this under “action.”

° List the branch you believe that should be responsible for the action.
° Provide a planned completion date, if known.
An electronic copy of the Concerns List should be sent to R4ALLEGATION. This form must be

received by 1:00 p.m. on Wednesday for inclusion in the following Monday's ARB. Should you
have any questions, please call me. Please document your time as follows:

ct Cha irect In n Activities
A10304 Support for Allegations (Reactors) @~  AF  Allegation Followup
A10191 Support for Allegations (Materials) BJ2  Allegation Prep/Doc

AFT  Allegation Travel

Attachments: As Stated
cc w/attachment: Allegation File



[R4ALLEGATION - CallawayReceipt m  ( Pagel

From: Vincent Gaddy

To: R4ALLEGE

Date: Tue, Oct 23, 2007 7:01 AM
Subject: Callaway Receipt Form
Harry/Judith,

Attached is the allegation receipt form for concerns given to us following the public meeting w/ Callaway.
The email is also attached. I'm prepared to complete concerns listwhen directed.

Larry sent the email to licensee management as well as Lochbaum.



Harry Freeman - Criscione's Comments from NRC Public ‘V[eetmg on October 19, 2007
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From:
To:
Date:
Subject:
CC:

( - Page 1 of 1
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"Criscione, Larry S." <LCriscione@ameren.com>

<vgg@nrc.gov>

10/19/2007 11:03 AM

Criscione's Comments from NRC Public Meeting on October 19, 2007

"Peck, Michael (NRC)" <msp@nrc.gov>, "Dumbacher, David (NRC)" <ded@nrc.gov>,
<dlochbaum@ucsusa.org>, "Naslund, Charles D." <CNaslund@ameren.com>, "Heflin, Adam C."
<AHeflin@ameren.com>, "Herrmann, Timothy E." <THerrmann@ameren.com>, "Diya, Fadi M."
<FDiya@ameren.com>, "Mills, Keith A." <KMills2@ameren.com>, "Graessle, Luke H."
<LGraessle@ameren.com>, "Maglio, Scott A." <SMaglio@ameren.com>, "Neterer, David W."
<DNeterer@ameren.com>, "Weekley, Matthew R" <MWeekley@ameren.com>, "Milligan, James W."
<JMilligan@ameren.com>

Mr. Gaddy,



The first issue | wish to address is the reason why Callaway was unable to address the
known design deficiencies in the Pressurizer Relief Tank during Refueling Outage 15.

On February 11, 2004 the operating crew at Callaway Plant increased the Reactor Coolant
System pressure above the Safety Injection Signal block permissive reset point before Steam
Header Pressure was above the Steam Line Pressure Safety Injection set point. This caused all
six pumps in the Emergency Core Cooling System to start and inject water into the core. As
water was injected into the core, the pressure in the Pressurizer rose until it exceeded the lift set
point of the Pressurizer Power Operated Relief Valves. Over the next 15 minutes, the Power
Operated Relief Valves lifted about a dozen times. With each lift, radioactive steam at greater
than 2300 psig and greater than 600°F was evacuated from the Pressurizer into the Common
Relief Valve Discharge Header of the Pressurizer Relief Tank.

Because of an, at the time, unknown, inadequate system design, the pressure transient in the
header caused by the high enthalpy steam induced a water hammer event which significantly
damaged both the ‘A’ and 'B' train Residual Heat Removal system Suction Relief Valves. The
assembly pin of one of the valves was sheared into eight pieces and for the other valve the pin
was broken into three pieces. The fact that these valves were severely damaged went
unrecognized at the time; the damage was not discovered for more than 31 months. For 20 of
the 31 months, the valves remained in the system. A similar event had occurred in 1988 with the
damage remaining undetected until one of the valves failed while raising Reactor Coolant System

Pressure in 1893.

Because these valves are not tested on a staggered test basis, their inability to perform their
design function was not noticed for an entire 18 month fuel cycle. (A staggered test basis means
that for components with a certain test frequency, which in this case is 36 months, the testing of
the two trains would be staggered such that one train would be tested during the middie of the
other train's test frequency. If these valves had been on a staggered test basis, then during
Refueling Outage 13 in the Spring of 2004 one valve would have been removed and tested and
then 18 months later during Refueling Outage 14 in the Fall of 2005 the opposite train's valve
would have been removed and tested. Because a staggered test basis was not in affect at the
time, no valves were removed during the Spring of 2004, but instead both valves were removed

during the Fall of 2005.)

We unknowingly had two damaged valves in the system during the entire 18 months of fuel cycle
14. in October 2005, both Residual Heat Removal system suction reiief vaives were removed
from the system; this was 20 months after they had been damaged. Because the testing of these
valves has been contracted out to an off-site facility, the valves were not tested until August 2008;
this was 31 months after they had been damaged. On September 12, 2006 the Root Cause team
for CARS 200607188 met to determine what caused the valves to be damaged. | was the
Operations representative on that team. During the first week, | proposed that both Residual Heat
Removal system suction relief valves may have been damaged due to a back pressure transient
on the Pressurizer Relief Tank common relief discharge header during the February 2004 Safety
Injection. By the end of the second week the team had enough evidence to prove this
proposition. On September 22, 2006 a Night Order was issued to the Operating crews warning
them that if a Pressurizer Power Operated Relief Valve were to lift from Normal Operating
Pressure, it would be likely that neither Residual Heat Removal system suction relief valves

would be capable of performing their function.

During every autumn month in 2006 | personally met with Fadi Diya and with Tim D. Hermann of
the Design Engineering group to emphasize the need to correct the inadequate design of the
Pressurizer Relief Tank common relief valve discharge header by the first opportunity; the first
opportunity being Refueling Qutage 15 during the Spring of 2007, Despite their
acknowledgement of the problem, no one was assigned to modify the piping design until
December 2008. In late March 2007, more than six months after the inadequate design was
noted, the modification package to correct the design deficiencies was removed from Refueling



Qutage 15.

I have several questions regarding this issue. The first set is with regard to being unable to
prepare the modification package to correct the inadequate piping design in a six month time

frame:

1. Is the fact that no one was assigned to the task of preparing the modification package
during the months of September, October and November an indication that the staffing
level of the Design Engineering group is insufficient?

2. s the fact that a critical design modification could not be performed in six months an
indication the experience level of the Design Engineering group is insufficient?

3. Several engineers at Callaway Plant have complained to me in recent weeks regarding
statements made by Mr. Nasiund and Mr. Herrmann. A statement attributed to Mr.
Naslund was "Engineers come, engineers go." A statement attributed to Mr. Herrmann
was "Engineers are a dime a dozen." Supposedly Mr. Herrmann recently told an
engineer who had been at the plant since construction days that "If you leave, | can have
two new engineers for the price of you." In light of these comments, does Callaway Plant
value experienced engineers who are capable of properly assessing and addressing
nuclear safety concerns?

4. The next question | have is why the Residual Heat Removal system suction relief valves,
which were removed from the system in October 2005 were not tested until 10 months
later in August 2006. What necessitated the 10 month delay?

5. The next question | have is why the plant rejected the suggestion that the Residual Heat
Removal system Suction Relief Valves be tested on a Staggered Test Basis so that
instead of doing both vaives during even number Refueling Outages, one valve would be
done in every Refueling Outage. Had a Staggered Test Basis plan been in affect during
Refueling Outage 13, then one of the damaged valves would have been removed an
entire fuel cycle earlier and the degraded condition of the other valve (the valve still in the
system) would have been known prior to using it for the Cold Overpressure Mitigation
System during the first half of Refueling Outage 14. In response to this request, the
company has stated the following:

Testing on a staggered schedule is not recommended because if the removed
valve has indications of degradation, the same must be assumed of the installed
valve which will require immediate replacement because the internal condition of
the valve cannot be determined with the valve in service. The current test
frequency of both valves every other refueling outage is the preferred method
because both valves are tested at the same time and as such a failure of one
valve does not question the operability or material condition of the installed
certified valves. As such a Tech Spec Action statement entry is not required.

The statement just read is interpreted by me to state that Callaway Plant would prefer not
to have an indication that a valve installed in the system is degraded because then they
could possibly have to take the plant off-line to fix the degraded valve (thereby losing
some revenue from electricity generation). In other words, we would rather have two
unknown degraded valves for an extra 18 months than one known degraded valve for 18
months because we would have to take action to correct a known degraded valve. If this
is not a fair summary of the response, please let me known how | should be interpreting

this response.

The next issue | wish to address is adequate staffing of the Fire Brigade.
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occurred.

In November 2004 | attended Fire Brigade Training with the crew which fought the
Communications Corridor roof fire. Their supervisors were not present at the training and | was
the only salaried person from Operations in attendance. The equipment operators expressed a
concern that issues brought up during the Event Review Team meeting in September were being
covered up by the company. The specific issue was using the Outside Operator for a Fire
Brigade assignment. | informed the operators that my experience was the ERT minutes are
typically a verbatim transcription of the meeting and | doubted that anything said at the meeting
would not appear in the meeting minutes (I was wrong on this issue. ERT minutes are only
sometimes verbatim transcriptions and are more often summaries). | took an action from the
training session to investigate the matter and if necessary to generate a Callaway Action Request
to address the operators' concerns.

| was able to obtain the tape of the September ERT meeting from a clerk in the Performance
improvement department. | wrote CAR 200408626 to address the Equipment Operators'
concerns and attached a partial transcription of the ERT minutes to that CAR. While writing CAR
200408626 | was challenged by my supervisor that the union operators were merely using the
issue of not assigning the Outside Operator to the Fire Brigade in order to force the company to
allot more overtime. | continued writing CAR 200408626 anyway and when | was finished it my
supervisor told me the issue would merely be answered the same way it had been answered in

the past.

Despite my request that CAR 200408626 be screened as an Adverse Condition, it was assigned
to my supervisor by the CAR Screening Committee as an Action Notice. With the exception of
one minor side issue (the whereabouts of the Fire Brigade trainers during the September 2004
ERT meeting), CAR 200408626 was answered the same day it was screened with no further
consideration of the issues in light of the experiences from the September 2004 fire.

In early 2005, the US NRC Senior Resident Inspector at Callaway Plant (Michael Peck) took up
the issue of the Outside Operatar being credited for the Fire Brigade. That resulted in CAR
200501985 being written by the Department Performance Coordinator of Operations. Because of
the NRC Resident's attention to the issue, CAR 200501985 was screened as an Adverse
Condition and ultimately resulted in the discontinuance of assigning the Outside Operator to the

Fire Brigade.

Upon learning about CAR 200501985, | wrote CAR 200502693 concerning how the issue of
assigning the Outside Equipment Operator to the Fire Brigade was brought to the attention of
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This argument was inane because | sent CAR 200408626 to screening as an Adverse Condition
and stated in the Description (with reasons provided) that it was an Adverse Condition; yet, it was
screened as an Action Notice anyway. Although it can be argued that the standards were
different in 2004, this argument is itself inane since the screening of CAR 200501985 (due to
NRC attention) as an Adverse Condition proves CAR 200408626 was inappropriately screened.
Regardiess, by October 2006 CAR 200400065 and CAR 200408626 would have both met the
criteria of Adverse Condition and so claiming they were outside the Corrective Action Process is
merely unproductive quibbling designed to avoid acceptance of a valid comment from the NRC.

| have several questions regarding the above events:

1.

Since the Spring of 2005 Operations has adopted the practice of not assigning the
Outside Operator to the Fire Brigade. Currently only one of the six operating crews is
able to staff all the required watch stations and Fire Brigade positions without using
overtime. Two of the crews one Equipment Operator short. Two of the crews are two
Equipment Operators short and one of the crews is short three equipment operators. Is
there a reason that after more than two and one haif years Operations has not staffed the
Equipment Operator ranks to the point that all the crews can support the required watch
stations as well as the Fire Brigade?

Many Equipment Operators at the plant believe the company al‘lsmpted to cover up the
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ALLEGAT'ON RECEIPT FORM Allegation Number: RIV—Z"07 -A-°117

Reoewed By: Receipt Date: 10/19/2007

Vincent Gaddy

|IReceipt Method: E-mail Other Method ﬂ
FACILITY Il

Faclhty Name: Callaway Plant ,

Docket(s). 50-483
(General Discussion:

CONCERN 2




|[ CONCERN 3 ]

Crony!sm in the Operatons Deparlment for specifics see attached email
Qbmm_n%:g%rsmmwmbmamnmmgmu It occur, who was involved, etc. If the concem Iinvolves discrimination, fill in the last
section 0

Individual promoted fo Asst Ops Manager based relationship to Ops Manager, not qualifications

s should the NRC review?

What

er individuals could the NRC contact for information?

Was the concemn brought to management's attention? If so, what actions have been taken, if not, why not? ~

was the concemn brought to the NRC's attention?

THIS DOCUMENT IDENTIFIES AN ALLEGER



ALLEGER INFORMATION

i [Full Name: Telephone:

| | Larry Criscione ofice: 000 - 000 . 0000
e A Home: 000 000 _0000
1412 Dial Court Mobile: 000 . 000 .0000

Springfield, IL 65704

[Debra S. Katz
Katz, Marshall & Banks, LLP]

' Relationship to Facility:

fempioyer AmerenUE/Callaway Plant rsesslepihibing fty
Cocpion: Ops Department
Preference for method and time of contact. Was the individual ad\;lsed of identity protaction?
Method Telephone Other Method .

iTime Select.. Select.,, Comments i Yes ~ No

|Referral Explain that if the concems are referred to the licensee, that alleger’s identity will not be revealed

| : and that the NRC will review and evaluate the thoroughness and adequacy of the licensee’s
response. If the concems are an agreement state issue or the jurisdiction of another agency, explain

¥ ves I No at we will refer the concem to the appropriate agency, and if the alleger agrees, we will provide the

alleger’s identity for follow-up.

‘ Does the individual object to the referral? Does the individual object to releasing thelr identity?

7™ Yes ¥ o T ves ¥ no

i Regulations prohibit NRC licensees (including contractors and subcontractors) from discriminating agalnst individuals who engage in protected
\ activities (alleging violations of regulatory requirements, refusing to engage in practices made unlawful by statutes, etc.).
‘ Does the concem involve discrimination? 'Was the individual advised of the DOL process?

™ Yes ¥ No ™ ves ™ No

|
Who in management/supervision was aware of the protected activity? When did they become aware? How were they awara?
Licensee management (CNO, VP engr, Plant director) all copied on the attached email.

THIS DOCUMENT IDENTIFIES AN ALLEGER



'R4ALLEGATION -RIV-2007-A0117

Vincent Gaddy

R4ALLEGE

Thu, Oct 25, 2007 8:40 AM
RIV-2007-A-0117
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ARB DISPOSITION RECORD
Facility Callaway Plant Docket Number: 50483
Name:
Responsible Division: DRP ARB Date:
Received Date 30 Day 150 Days 180 Days
| 1011672007 I Tzz/b’l 9 !’?/ 0} ‘//viéa/ ¢
liPurpose of the ARB: S U |
Basis for Another ARB: 3 | ||
REFERRAL

Does Alleger Objectto Referral |~ Yes M No [ N/A

If any of the following factors apply, an allegation shall not be referred to the licensee.

— Information cannot be released in sufficient detail to the licensee without compromising the identity of the
alleger of confidential source.

[~ The licensee could compromise an investigation or inspection because of knowledge gained from the referral.

[~ The allegation is made against the licensee's management or those parties who would normally receive and
address the allegation.

[~ The basis of the allegation is information received from a Federal or State agency that does not approve of
the information being released in a referral.

ARB PARTICIPANTS ||

Chairman:

DiciIne ~ | Reactor partment Code

, Engineering Engineering
Responsible Branch:  RPBB lOI Case Number:

Concern Description:

Severely damaged A and B Train RHR suction relief valves were allowed to remain in service

| for 20 months. The valves were damaged in Feb 2004 and removed for service in Oct

1 2005. The valves were damaged due to an inadequate design of the Pressurizer Relief Tank
common relief valve discharge header. A similar event had occurred in 1998 with damage
remaining undetected until one of the valves failed in 1993.

[Regulatory Requirement:

| Test/Design Control

ISafety Significance -  N/A

Basis:
Valves no longer is service.

Check if question is applicable to the concern.

¥ Is it a declaration, statement, or assertion of impropriety or inadequacy?
¥ 1s the impropriety or inadequacy associated with NRC regulated activities?
| ¥ 1s the validity of the issue unknown?

If all of the above statements are checked, the issue is an allegation.

[ Assianed Date  Planned Date ['




( ¢

]Action Assigned Branch Assigned Date Planned Date
Refer to Licensee for Response RPBB
Comments: I

Additional Comments

Concern 2 Discipline Reactor Department Code
Engineering Engineering
Responsible Branch:  RPBB |OI Case Number:

Concern Description:

Although the valves discussed in Concern 1 were removed from service in Oct 2005, they
were not tested until August 2006, due to the licensee's test staggering method. Had the
valves been tested sooner, the damage would have been identified earlier. Also, why did the
plant reject the suggestion that the RHR system suction relief valves be tested on a
staggered test basis so that instead of doing both valves during even numbers refueling
outages, one valve would be tested every refueling outage.

Regulatory Requirement:
TS 5.4.1/Test Control

Safety Significance - N/A

Basis:
Valve no longer in service.

ICheck if question is applicable to the concern.

¥ 1s it a declaration, statement, or assertion of impropriety or inadequacy?
¥ Is the impropriety or inadequacy associated with NRC regulated activities?
¥ Is the validity of the issue unknown?

H1f all of the above statements are checked, the issue is an allegation.

Action Assigned Branch Assigned Date Planned Date f
Refer to Licensee for Response RPBB
Comments:

Additional Comments

Concern 3 Discipline Reactor Department Code

Engineering Engineering
Responsible Branch: RPBB OI Case Number:

Concern Description:

During Fall 06, the concerned individual met with the Plant Director and Design Engineering
to emphasize the need to correct the inadequate design of the Pressurizer Relief Tank
common relief valve discharge header at the first opportunity (Spring 2007 refueling outage,
Refuel 15). Despite acknowledgement of the problem, no one was assigned to work on a n




e -

mod to correct the problem until Dec 2006. The mod to correct the problem was
subsequently removed from Refuel 15. Since no one was assigned to work on the mod in
Sep, Oct, and Nov 2006, is this an indication of inadequate design engineering staffing or is it
an indication of inadequate design engineering experience?

|Regulatory Requirement:
| None

Safety Significance - Normal

Basis:
Inadequate staffing/experience could eventually adversely affect engineering performance.

ICheck if question is applicable to the concern.

¥ Is it a declaration, statement, or assertion of impropriety or inadequacy?
¥ Is the impropriety or inadequacy associated with NRC regulated activities?
| I“ 1s the validity of the issue unknown?

{1f all of the above statements are checked, the issue Is an allegation.

ction Assigned Branch Assigned Date  Planned Date
Refer to Licensee for Response RPBB
ICommenu;:

| Additional Comments

Discipline

Reactor Department Code
Chilling Effect ineeri

Engineering

Responsible Branch: RPBB OI Case Number:

Concern Description:

The following comment is attributed to Mr. Naslund (CNO/VP), "Engineers come and
engineers go." A statement attributed to Mr. Herrmann, (VP-Engineering) was "Engineers
are a dime a dozen." Mr. Herrmann told an engineer that had been at the plant since
construction days that "If you leave, | can have two new engineers for the price of

you." Based on these comments, does Callaway Plant valve experienced engineers who are
capable of properly assessing nuclear safety concerns? '

Regulatory Requirement:

Safety Significance - Normal

Basis:
Potential chilling environment.

Check if question is applicable to the concern.

¥ 1s it a declaration, statement, or assertion of impropriety or inadequacy?
[™ Is the impropriety or inadequacy associated with NRC regulated activities?
¥ Is the validity of the issue unknown?

If all of the above statements are checked, the issue Is an allegatlon.
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Action Assigned Branch Assigned Date  Planned Date
Refer to Licensee for Response RPBB
Comments:

Additional Comments

L

Discipline Reactor Department Code
Safety Culture Operations
RPBB OI Case Number:

Concem Description:
| On Sept 20, 2004, during an Event Review Team meeting following a September 18, 2004,

i fire on the commumcatlons comdor roof, eqmpment operators questioned the practlee of
using outs : This issue was not addressed. In Nov 2004,

equupment operators expressed concem that this issue was being covered up. Although the
issue was discussed in the event review team, the issue is not included in the meeting
| minutes.

Regulatory Requirement:
SCWE

Safety Significance -  Normal
Basis:

Check If question is applicable to the concern.

¥ Is it a declaration, statement, or assertion of impropriety or inadequacy?
. 1s the impropriety or inadequacy associated with NRC regulated activities?
 1Is the validity of the issue unknown?

If all of the above statements are checked, the issue is an aliegation.

Action Assigned Branch Assigned Date  Planned Date
Refer to Licensee for Response RPBB
iComments:

IlAddit!onaI Comments |I

Discipline Reactor Department Code
Operations Operations

Responsible Branch:  RPBB |OI Case Number:

Concern Description:

Since removing the practice of requiring outside operators to support the fire brigade in
Spring 2005, only one of six operating crews is able to staff all required watch stations w/o
overtime. Two crews are one equipment operator short, two crews are two equipment
operators short, and one crew is three equipment operators short. Why has it taken two and



one half years for Operations to fully staff the fire brigade? _ , "
Regulatory Requirement:

None

Safety Significance - N/A

Basis:
Using OT, fire brigade is fully staffed.

Check if question is applicable to the concern.

[T Is it a declaration, statement, or assertion of impropriety or inadequacy?
I~ Is the impropriety or inadequacy associated with NRC regulated activities?
¥ 1s the validity of the issue unknown?

If all of the above statements are checked, the issue is an allegation.
Action Assigned Branch Assigned Date Planned Date
Refer to Licensee for Response RPBB

Comments:

ditional Comments

Concern 7 Discipline Reactor Department Code
Safety Culture Operations
||Responslble Branch:  RPBB OI Case Number:

Concern Description:

CAR 200408626 was written by Callaway personnel to address equipment operators
concerns related to the fire brigade. CAR 200501985 was written following an NRC finding
associated with inadequate staffing of the fire brigade. CAR 200408626 was screened

as Action Notice (lower significance). CAR 200501985 was screened as Adverse Condition
(higher significance). The problem was assigned a low significance until an NRC finding was
issued. Does Callaway Plant value the concerns and input of its employees into the

corrective action process?
Regulatory Requirement:

Safety Significance -  Normal
Basis:

Check if question is applicable to the concern.

¥ 1s it a declaration, statement, or assertion of impropriety or inadequacy?
I~ Is the impropriety or inadequacy associated with NRC regulated activities?

¥ Is the validity of the issue unknown?

If all of the above statements are checked, the issue is an allegation.

Action Assigned Branch Assigned Date  Planned Date
Li r nse RPBB




Comments: ' I
dditional Comments l

Corrective Action I Operations
Responsible Branch: RPBB QI Case Number:

8 Discipline i Reactor Department Code i

Concern Description:

CAR 200408626 and CAR 200400065 (documents that in Jan 2005 during a drill the primary
equipment operator had to be used as a member of the hose team due to the length of time it
took the outside equipment to arrive). Both these CARs were screened as Action Notices
CAR. Due to recent changes in the CAP, these issues would now be assigned higher
significance. What is being done to ensure that inappropriately screened historical issues
are now re-classified and addressed prior to recurrence of an adverse condition?

Regulatory Requirement:

Safety Significance - Normal

Basis:

Check if question Is applicable to the concern.

¥ 1s it a declaration, statement, or assertion of impropriety or inadequacy?
v Is the impropriety or inadequacy associated with NRC regulated activities?
¥ Is the validity of the issue unknown?

If all of the above statements are checked, the issue is an allegation.

Action Assigned Branch Assigned Date Planned Date
Refer to Licensee for Response RPBB
Comments:




the first time.

Regulatory Requirement:

Criterion XVI

Safety Significance - Normal

Basis:

Problem may still be occurring.

Check If question Is applicable to the concern.

I Is it a declaration, statement, or assertion of impropriety or inadequacy?
¥ 1s the impropriety or inadequacy associated with NRC regulated activities?
" Is the validity of the issue unknown?

If all of the above statements are checked, the issue is an allegation.

Action Assigned Branch Assigned Date Planned Date
Refer to Licensee for Response RPBB

Comments:

Additional Comments

Concern 10 Dlscipline Reactor Department Code
me_r Modifications
Responsible Branch:  Select... JOI Case Number:

Concern Description:
A former shift supervisor was promoted to Asst Operations Manager last year. However, this
individual was onshift during the October 2003 event in which the crew left the control rods
withdrawn following an inadvertent reactor shutdown; during an inadvertent safety injection in
Feb 2004, and in Nov 2005 when poor decisions were made while synchronizing to the grid,
resulting in a letdown isolation on low pressurizer level. However this individual vacations
with the Operations Manager. How does Callaway ensure critical positions are filled by
qualified candidates and not through cronyism?

Regulatory Requirement:
None
Safety Significance - N/A

Basis:

¥ 1s it a declaration, statement, or assertion of impropriety or inadequacy?
¥ Is the impropriety or inadequacy associated with NRC regulated activities?
V' Is the validity of the issue unknown?

If all of the above statements are checked, the issue is an allegation.

Action Assigned Branch Assigned Date Planned Date
to f RPBB

Check if question is applicable to the concern. I




Comments:




Gaddy, Vincent



[ R4ALLEGATION - Closure Memo fc~ 'V-2007-A-0117, Concem 6 Page 1 |

From: Vincent Gaddy

To: R4ALLEGATION

Date: Sat, Jan 12, 2008 6:27 AM

Subject: Closure Memo for RIV-2007-A-0117, Concern 5

Closure Memo for the above allegation is attached.

CC: Richard W Deese



January 12, 2008

MEMORANDUM TO: Harry Freeman, Senior Allegations Coordinator
FROM: Vincent Gaddy, Chief, Projects Branch B, DRP, RIV
SUBJECT: ALLEGATION RIV-A-2007-0117 CONCERN 5 CLOSURE MEMO

This memorandum provides information to address the alleger’s concern regarding the subject
allegation. The NRC has completed its follow-up and inspection of Concern 5. As stated below,
the NRC did not substantiate the concern. An unsubstantiated concern does not mean that the
information that was provided was untrue, it only means that we did not find sufficient
information during our inspection to support the concern.

Unless the NRC receives additional information that suggests that these conclusions should be
altered, Branch B plans no further action and considered this concern close.



Resolution of Concern

Concern 5
On September 20, 2004, during an Event Review Team meeting following a September 18,

2004, fire on the communications corridor roof, equipment operators questioned the practice of
using outside operators to staff the fire brigade. Your client is concerned that his issue was not
addressed. In November 2004, equipment operaiors expressed concern that this issue was
being covered up. Your client is concerned that although the issue was discussed in the event
review team meeting, the issue is not included in the minutes.

Resolution:
The inappropriate use of outside operators on the fire brigade was the subject of previously

closed Allegation RIV-2005-A-0015. Based on the documented history of the issue before and
the information attained during NRC inspection of Allegation RIV-2005A-0015, the alleger’s
concern with a potential cover-up of this issue were not substantiated.

In January of 2005, a concerned individual raised concerns to the Callaway Senior Resident
Inspector regarding the licensee’s scheduling of outside operators to the fire brigade. The
individual was concerned that the response time for the outside operator, who routinely was
outside the Protected Area, would be greater than 20 minutes --- which would not be quick
enough for the outside operator to respond in a rapid manner per the function of the fire brigade.
The individual also stated that station management was reassigning a second operator to the
fire brigade during drills. This practice was seen as inappropriate by the concerned individual.

The allegation was presented to the Allegation Review Board and assigned to DRP Branch B to
inspect. The Callaway Senior Resident Inspector led the inspection effort of this allegation.
During his inspection, the inspector substantiated the concerns as a violation of NRC
requirements, specifically the inspector concluded that the Callaway Operations Department
failed to maintain five available fire brigade members on site at all times.

The alleger, in this present allegation, asserted that there was a cover-up in that although the
issue was discussed in the event review team meeting, the issue is not included in the minutes.
This appeared to stem from the alleger’s involvement with some equipment operators who
expressed concern that the issue was being covered up.

During his inspection of the original allegation issue, the Callaway senior resident inspector
determined that the issue had already been recognized by individuals at the station. Two
corrective action documents (CARs) had previously been generated. These were CARs 2004-
8626 and 2004-0065. Operations department management response to these CARs was that
the ongoing practice of assigning outside equipment operators to the fire brigade was an
acceptable practice. Discussions between operations supervision and the inspector led the
inspector to conclude that the cognizant supervisor had already conclusively made up his mind

on the acceptability of the practice.

By establishing his policy on the use of outside equipment operators on the fire brigade, many
employees accepted and worked with the decision, like they would accept and work with other
policy decisions made by supervision. When Event Review Team members for the November
2004 fire brigade drill voiced their opinions on the use of the outside equipment operator on the
fire brigade, their expression of concern was therefore not the first one and the practice had
previously been determined to be acceptable.



The alleger asserts that by not including this concern in the meeting minutes, Callaway Plant
management was covering up the issue. In an e-mail sent to plant management after a public
meeting held between the NRC and Callaway management, the alleger writes that these
meeting minutes do not have to be an exact transcript and are required to only be a summary.
The inspectors were unaware of any regulatory requirements governing inclusion of the issue in
the transcripts. Therefore, the inspectors concluded that the failure to put information in a
summary where it was not required, and on an issue which management had previously
addressed in the corrective action program, did not represent enough evidence to substantiate
the presence of a cover-up of the issue.

As a result of his inspection of the original issue, the inspector was able to substantiate the
Allegation RIV-2005-A-0015 and proved the Callaway Plant operations department policy to be
incorrect and in violation of the Callaway Plant Fire Protection Program. This violation was
documented in NRC Inspection Report 05000483/2005002. In response to the non-cited
violation that was issued, the Callaway Operations Department changed the policy such that
outside equipment operators were and are no longer assigned to the fire brigade. The NRC
believes this issue has therefore been addressed.
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From: Vincent Gaddy

To: R4ALLEGATION

Date: Wed, Jan 16, 2008 1:41 PM

Subject: Closure Memo for Allegation RIV-A-2007-0117, Concern §

see attached



January 16, 2008

MEMORANDUM TO: Harry Freeman, Senior Allegations Coordinator
FROM: Vincent Gaddy, Chief, Projects Branch B, DRP, RIV
SUBJECT: ALLEGATION RIV-A-2007-0117 CONCERN 5 CLOSURE MEMG

This memorandum provides information to address the alleger’s concern regarding the subject
allegation. The NRC has completed its follow-up and inspection of Concern 5. As stated below,
the NRC did not substantiate the concern. An unsubstantiated concern does not mean that the
information that was provided was untrue, it only means that we did not find sufficient
information during our inspection to support the concern.

Unless the NRC receives additional information that suggests that these conclusions should be
altered, Branch B plans no further action and considered this concern close.



Resolution of Concern

Concern 5:

On September 20, 2004, during an Event Review Team meeting following a September 18,
2004, fire on the communications corridor roof, equipment operators questioned the practice of
using outside operators to staff the fire brigade. Your client is concerned that his issue was not
addressed. In November 2004, equipment operators expressed concem that this issue was
being covered up. Your client is concerned that although the issue was discussed in the event
review team meeting, the issue is not included in the minutes.

Resolution:
The NRC did not substantiate this concern.

The alleger asserted that there was a cover-up in that although the issue was discussed in the
event review team meeting, the issue is not included in the minutes.

The Callaway senior resident inspector and senior project engineering during December 2007,
determined that the issue had been recognized by individuals at the station. Two corrective
action documents (CARs) had previously been generated. These were CARs 2004-8626 and
2004-0065. Operations department management response to these CARs was that the
ongoing practice of assigning outside equipment operators to the fire brigade was an acceptable

practice.

When Event Review Team members for the November 2004 fire brigade drill voiced their
opinions on the use of the outside equipment operator on the fire brigade, their expression of
concern was therefore not the first one and the practice had previously been determined to be

acceptable.

The alleger asserts that by not including this concern in the meeting minutes, Callaway Plant
management was covering up the issue. The inspectors were unaware of any regulatory
requirements governing inclusion of an issue in the meeting minutes/transcripts. Therefore, the
inspectors concluded that the failure to put information in a summary where it was not required,
and on an issue which management had previously addressed in the corrective action program
(even though the corrective action was incorrect), did not represent enough evidence to
substantiate the presence of a cover-up of the issue.



/ ( Page 1 of 1
R4ALLEGATION - Re: Closure Memo for RIV-2007-A-0117, Concern 5

From: R4ALLEGATION

To: Vincent Gaddy

Date: 1/14/2008 12:35:38 PM

Subject: Re: Closure Memo for RIV-2007-A-0117, Concemn 5
CC: Judith Walker; Karla Fuller; Richard W Deese

Vincent,

I've skimmed through your response ta the subject concern and request that you madify it in response to the following
comments: ;

1. Since the alleger for the subject allegation is not the individual who raised the concern in RIV-2005-A-0015, do not include
reference to that allegation number.

2. Do not refer to the NRC's previous inspection of an issue in response to having addressed an allegation. We do not advise
the licensee when we are inspecting an issue as a response to an allegation, and therefore, we should not advise an alleger that

we had previously inspected an issue in response to an allegation.

Please just refer to the fact that we had previously inspected the concern as documented in inspection report # and provide any
clarifying information deemed appropriate. You could say for example, in (month) of 2005, the NRC inspected the licensee's use

of .... The NRC determined that . . ..
Thanks!

>>> Vincent Gaddy 1/12/2008 6:27:19 AM >>>
Closure Memo for the above allegation is attached.

file://C:\temp\GW}00001. HTM 01/14/2008
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Harry Freeman - Ameren UE Allegation Response

From: |00 |
To: <haf@nrc.gov>

Date: 1/17/2008 5:37 PM

Subject: Ameren UE Allegation Response

Mr. Freeman,
You should have received a Fax of our allegation response for RIV-2007-A-0117. The original is in the mail to you and

should go out in tomorrow’s mail. If you have any questions, please don’t hesitate to ask.

Have a great weekend!!!
(b)7)

(C)

(B)THC)

¥
A7

“Ameren UF

Callaway Plant

LRbwkkkkkkbdkkdnkkk sk kb kkk* ¥ ¥+ The information contained in this message may be privileged and/or
confideniiaramd-protected from disclosure. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, or an-empToyee or
agent responsible for de[iVering-this message to the intended recipient, you are hereby natified-tfal any dissemination,
distribution or copying of this communicatfom-is.strictly prohibited. Note that-arry"Views or opinions presented in this
message are solely those of the author and do not necessarttwsegreSent those of Ameren. All emails are subject to
monitoring and archival. Finally, the recipjent-skot!d check this messag€ amd-any attachments for the presence of
viruses. Ameren accepts no [iab#ityTor any damage caused by any virus transmitted by this~esail, If you have received
this in error, pleaseTBTfy the sender immediately by replying to the message and deleting the material TF0
gerliicr, Ameren Corporation e ok o ok ok ok ok ok sk e sk ok sk ok ok 3K ofe sk sk ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok sk

file://C:\temp\GW}00001. HTM 01/18/2008



AmerenUE PO Box 620
Callaway Plant Fulton, MO 65251

[DECEIVE
JAN 23 2008

January 17, 2007%

Mr. _Harry Frec?man ‘
Senior Allegation Coordinator REGION I'V-ALLEGATION

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission Region IV
611 Ryan Plaza Drive — Suite 400
Arlington, TX 76011-4005

"ﬁ ’/ ULNRC 05469
[N

%Amelgf Dear Mr. Freeman:

Reply to Allegation No. RIV-2007-A-0117

Callaway Plant
Union Electric Company

Our response to the allegation transmitted in Mr. Arthur T. Howell’s letter dated
December 7, 2007 is presented in the enclosure. As requested, this response is
not being submitted on the station docket and distribution is limited. We
understand that affidavit requirements are waived for this response. This response
does not contain any Safeguards Information as described in 10CFR73.21

If you have any questions regarding this response or if additional information is
required, please let me know.

Sincerely,

5// 11, A



UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

611 RYAN PLAZA DRIVE, SUITE 400
ARLINGTON, TEXAS 76011-4005

January 18, 2008

MEMORANDUM TO: Vincent G. Gaddy, Chief, Reactor Projects Branch B
FROM: Harry A. Freeman, Senior Allegation Coordinator 7 517
SUBJECT: LICENSEE’'S RESPONSE TO ALLEGATION RIV-2007-A-0117

The licensee has replied to our December 7, 2007, referral related to the subject allegation.
Please review the attachment to ensure that the licensee’s response to the concerns is

Attachments:
As Stated

cc w/attachment:
Allegation File



UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
611 RYAN PLAZA DRIVE, SUITE 400
ARLINGTON, TEXAS 76011-4005

February 19, 2008

MEMORANDUM TO: Vincent G. Gaddy, Chief, Reactor Projects Branch B

FROM: Harry A. Freeman, Senior Allegation Coordinator M
SUBJECT:  LICENSEE'S RESPONSE TO ALLEGATION RIV-2007-A-0117

The licensee has provided a supplemental response to their January 17, 2008, response to the
subject allegation. Please review the attachment to ensure that the licensee’s response to the



Instructions to Receiving Operator:

CA0021
01/21/98
N/A
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AmerenllE PO Box 620
Callaway Plant Fulton, MO 65251
February 13, 2008

Mr. Harry Freeman

Senior Allegation Coordinator

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission Region IV
611 Ryan Plaza Drive — Suite 400

Arlington, TX 76011-4005

ULNRC 05477

Al
> Dear Mr. Freeman:
2 meren
UE Reply to Allegation No. RIV-2007-A-0117
Callaway Plant
Union Electric Company

Reference: ULNRC 054635

Our response to the allegation transmitted in Mr. Arthur T. Howell’s letter
dated December 7, 2007 is presented in the enclosure. As per NRC's
telephone conversation with our Employee Concerns Coordinator, and at the
request of Mr. Vincent Gaddy, AmerenUE is transmitting a revised response
to address a technical question that was unanswered in the first transmission.
As requested, this response is not being submitted on the station docket and
distribution is limited. We understand that affidavit requirements are waived
for this response. This response does not contain any Safeguards Information
as described in 10CFR73.21

If you have any questions regarding this response or if additional information

is required, please let me know.
Sincerely,

Ly e

Luke H. Graessle
Manager, Regulatory Affairs
Ameren UE Callaway Nuclear Plant

Enclosure:  Response to Allegation
cc: Employee Concerns File

2 subsidiary of Amesen Corporation



February 20, 2008

MEMORANDUM TO: Harry A. Freeman, Senior Allegations Coordinator
FROM: Vince Gaddy, Chief, Projects Branch B
SUBJECT: AMERENUE RESPONSE TO ALLEGATION RIV-2007-A-0117

Callaway Allegation RIV-2007-A-0117 was referred to AmerenUE by letter dated December 7,
2007. The licensee provided a response to this referral in Letter ULNRC 05469, dated January
17, 2008. The original response was revised and resubmitted in Letter ULNRC 05477, dated
February 13, 2008 based on inspector questions. Based on our evaluation, the licensee did a
thorough review using a person independent of the following concerns. The evaluation appears
to be of sufficient depth to address the concerns raised. However, because of the nature of the
concerns, and since the investigator did not have an engineering background, the investigators
requested technical assistance from various groups within the Callaway organization in order to
assure that the details were technically accurate. PBB’s evaluation of the licensee’s response is

included below.

Concern1:

Severely damaged A and B Train RHR suction relief valves were allowed to remain in service
for 20 months. The valves were damaged in Feb 2004 and removed from service in Oct 2005.
The valves were damaged due to an inadequate design of the Pressurizer Relief Tank common
relief valve discharge header. A similar event had occurred in 1988 with damage remaining
undetected until one of the valves failed in 1993.

NRC Review:
This concern is substantiated.

The licensee identified that the valves were found damaged during offsite testing in August
2006. A root cause team was initiated and determined that the disc assembly pins of the valves
were broken as a result of a water hammer event on February 11, 2004, due to the combination
of a safety injection (Sl) actuation and the actuation of the power operated relief vaives
(PORVs). The valves were removed from service in October 2005.

Once identified, the licensee declared the cold overpressure mitigation system inoperable from
the time the valve pin failure in 2004 until the time the valves were physically replaced in 2005.
During this period, the licensee did not enter Technical Specifications 3.4.12, 3.9.5, and 3.9.6 as
required, and subsequently reported as Licensee Event Report 2006-008. The inspectors
verified this notification was made.

The licensee did acknowledge that the cause of the damage was due to the design of the
common relief valve discharge piping. The identified corrective action will change the common
relief valve discharge piping configuration to the Pressurizer Relief Tank, removing a common
header between RHR suction relief and the Pressurizer PORVs. This modification will be
implemented during the next refueling outage. This outage is currently scheduled to begin
October 2008. The inspectors will monitor the implementation of this modification.



every refueling outage.
NRC Review:

This concern was substantiated to the extent that the valves were removed from service in Oct
2005 and not tested until August 2006. However it was not substantiated that the testing was
delayed due to the staggered testing method, and it was also not substantiated that Callaway
uses a staggered test method for these valves. The valves are tested by the group method by
removing both RHR suction valves every other refueling outage (once per 3 years) according to
the standards prescribed in the American Society of Mechanical Engineers (ASME) Code for
Operation and Maintenance of Nuclear Power Plants, 2001, Ed., 2003 Addenda and the
licensee’s IST Plan. The ASME code specifies the test frequency for these valves and this was
verified by the inspector. The licensee stated they recognize that these valves are vulnerable to
common mode failures, and have determined that both valves in the group will be tested
simultaneously because it is likely that a common mode failure could have the same impact on

both valves.
Concern 3:

During Fall 06, the concerned individual met with the Plant Director and Design Engineering to
emphasize the need to correct the inadequate design of the Pressurizer Relief Tank common
relief valve discharge header at the first opportunity (spring 2007 refuel outage, Refuel 15).
Despite acknowledgement of the problem, no one was assigned to work on a mod to correct the
problem until December 2006. The mod to correct the problem was subsequently removed
from Refuel 15. Since no one was assigned to work on the mod in Sep, Oct, and Nov 2006, is
this an indication of inadequate design engineering staffing or is it an indication of inadequate
design engineering experience? '

NRC Review.
The licensee did not substantiate this concern.
Condition Report 200607188 was initiated August 30, 2006, to document the valve damage

information. The inspector verified this report was written to document the failure. Following the
CR’s initiation, a root cause team was appointed and began meeting on September 12 to



safety concerns?
NRC Review
This concemn was not substantiated.

No specifics information describing the circumstances or the dates when the alleged statements
were made were included. Both Mr. Naslund and Mr. Herrmann deny making the attributed
statements with an intent to convey a lack of appreciation for Calllaway’s engineering force.
During interviews during the problem identification and resolution inspection in February 2008,
no engineering personnel expressed a concern that they were not valued by licensee
management.

Concern 5:

Since removing the practice of requiring outside operators to support the fire brigade in Spring
2005, only one of six operating crews is able to staff all required watch stations w/o overtime. -
Two crews are one equipment operators short, two crews are two equipment operators short,
and one crew is three equipment operators short. Why has it taken two and one half years for
Operations to fully staff the fire brigade?

NRC Review:

This concern was substantiated to the extent that the Operations Department had staffed the
operating crews to support the fire brigade using overtime. The use of overtime was within the
appropriated work hours limits specified in station procedure APA-ZZ-00905, Limitations of
Callaway Plant Staff Working Hours.”

The licensee recognized that there were occasional vacancies in the Operations Department
and recognized a legitimate business need to ensure adequate staffing for critical areas at
Callaway. The licensee indicated they hire classes of operators rather than taking in single
replacements due to the extent of training and qualifications needed to perform this work and try
at all time to maximize their staffing efforts. The licensee stated that their business plan and
staffing strategies were adequate to support the operational needs of the plant.



at that time. Since the CAR requested an evaluation as a result of a post job critique, the
licensee’s practice was to classify these low level concerns as Action Notices rather than
Adverse Conditions and track them administratively as a means to answer questions, complete

follow-up items, or evaluate improvement opportunities.

The following year, CAR 200509185 was initiated following an NRC concern and assigned a
higher significance. The licensee admits that the evaluation of CAR 200408626 was

inadequate.

The licensee stated they encourage individuals to identify problems and values a culture that
self identifies issues at lower and lower thresholds. Employees have many avenues for raising
concerns, including using the software CARS application, submitting paper copies of CARS
anonymously, discussing issues with supervision, using the ECP and approaching the NRC.
Callaway had included these options in training material and new employee indoctrination, and
advertises these options in many forms around the site. The inspectors verified this information

was available to plant employees.

Concern 7:

CAR 200408626 and CAR 200400065 (documents that in Jan 2005 during a drill the primary
equipment operators had to be used as a member of the hose team due to the length of time it
took the outside equipment operator to arrive). Both these CARs were screened as Action
Notices CARs. Due to the recent change in the CAP, these issues would now be assigned a
higher significance. What is being done to ensure that inappropriately screened historical
issues are now re-classified and addressed prior to recurrence of an adverse condition?

NRC Review:

This was more a question, rather than a concern. In response, the licensee indicated they had
made considerable changes to their corrective action system. These changes included an
evaluation of all open CAR documents at the time to rescreen to the appropriate significance
category in accordance with the new corrective action system procedure. The change
management plan addressed the need to review historical documents, but determined that
historical issues did not present a current or on going threat to plant safety or operability. As



licensee does admit that it is their practice to assign issues to individuals in the organization' that
are bested suited to resolve the concern and remedy the situation.

Callaway’s administrative procedure APA-ZZ-00500, Corrective Action Program, outlines
responsibilities for the lead of any corrective document as follows:

3.3 Lead

¢ Coordinates overall response for assigned ADCN CAR in accordance with the
requirements of the APA-ZZ-00500 appendix.

e Ensures cause of problem/concern is determined and Corrective Action(s) are
implemented to resolve this issue.
As required, assigns, revises, and monitors CAR actions, sub-actions and due dates.
Ensures resolution of degraded or non-conforming conditions is completed at the first
opportunity as defined in APA-ZZ-00500, Appendix 1, Operability and Functionality
Determinations.

e Ensures all CAR Actions are completed and appropriate keywords, trend codes,
components, locations, references, programs, and attachments have been added.

¢ Ensures quality response and proper closure of CAR.

Callaway uses a cross functional group called the CARS Screening Committee to determine the
proper lead for identified issues. It is the licensee’s practice to assign issues to those
individuals within the organization who are best suited to resolve the concern and remedy the
situation. This generally means that the technical concern raised in any CAR are evaluated
against the technical competencies and functional duties of individuals available with the
organization to ensure that the right people are assigned to problems are that important to the
plant, and that issues presented are prioritized commensurate with the risks they present to
personnel or plant safety.

Additionally Callaway’s senior leadership meets daily to review corrective action requests that
have been entered into the system. This group may elevate the significance of a CAR or
reassign the lead based on their review and discussion. This ensures all corrective action
documents are reviewed by site leadership. During discussion with licensee senior
management, the inspectors verified those meeting that place on a daily basis.



FINAL QA REVIEW

RIV-2007-A-0117
Performed by: Eduardo D. Uribe Date: June 4, 2008
YN |NA | # Audit Attribute Comments
1.0 RECEIVING ALLEGATIONS

: 1.1 Allegations received were forwarded to ACES within 5 days.

Y 1.2 | The Allegation Receipt Form was complete and clearly explained

the allegation and the circumstances surrounding it.

Y 1.3 | Name, address and telephone number were obtained from the Ci

: during the initial contact and was provided to ACES with the
allegation.

NA [ 1.4 | Ifthe allegation was received electronically, was the identification of
the individual confirmed via telephone or by a follow-up e-mail
containing the standard response paragraph, or the allegation
treated anonymously?

2,0 ALLEGATION REVIEW BOARD
Y 2.1 | Allegations were reviewed by an ARB within 30 days after the
allegation was received in Region IV,

B | The ARB consisted of the responsible Division Director (Chairman),
the SAC, Ol and the Regional Counsel for matters of suspected
wrongdoing. If Regional Counsel was not present for wrongdoing
case, she was briefed and concurred with the decision.

X 2.3 | ARB minutes were complete and clearly captured required actions

and assessments.

N 24 | Actions assigned at the ARB were completed in a timely manner. - | Various dates
were
exceeded

NA | 2.5 | The basis for referral to the licensee, if one or more of the referral
criteria were not met.

N 2.6 | Safety significance of the issue was discussed? Allegations of
significance safety significance were discussed at an ARB in a time
commensurate with their significance.

NA [2.7 | Fordiscrimination concerns, informatioh to establish a prima facia
case was discussed.

NA | 2.8 | The regulatory basis for issues referred to Ol was clear.




FINAL QA REVIEW

RIV-2007-A-0117
YN | NA # Audit Attribute Comments
NA | 2.9 | The priority of Ol investigation, and the basis for the priority, was
discussed.
Y 2.10 | Re-ARB of the transcripts following the staff reviews of new issues, | 1 of 10
change in priority, of closure recommended? concems was
’ closed.
NA | 2.11 | Deferral discussed for cases pending before the DOL with an open
Ol investigation, with the basis for the decision regarding whether to
defer clearly documented? The decision to defer a case was
reviewed after each DOL decision.
NA | 2.12 | An ARB was held after 6 months and every 4 months thereafter
except for cases involving only issues being investigated by Ol or
DOL. (Cases with Ol or DOL were reviewed through an Ol brief,
enforcement brief, or check of the DOL status).
3.0 ACKNOWLEDGING ALLEGATIONS
Y 3.1 Letters issued within 30 days Ack. Letter
was not sent
fo the
individual
Y -3.2 | Clearly and appropriately document concerns identified by ARB.
N 3.3 | Advised of DOL rights.
N 3.4 | Advised of Identity Protection Policy.
N 3.5 | The Cl was informed if concerns were or will be referred to the
licensee.
4.0 INSPECTIONS
NA | 4.1 Inspections are performed consistent with ARB recommendations
and commensurate with safety significance, and thoroughly
addressed the concern.
NA | 4.2 | Inspection documentation reflects area inspected without
fingerprinting the CI.
-NA | 4.3 | Inspection documentation is included in the case file
5.0 ALLEGATION RESOLUTION DOCUMENTATION
Y 5.1 Aliegation was resolved in a timely manner, given the
circumstances of the issue(s).
¥ 52 Closure documentation to the Ci clearly and accurately documents
each concern, what was done, and whether substantiated, & free of
errors. The specific examples provided by the Ci are addressed in
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YN | NA | # Audit Attribute Comments
the closure of the concern.

NA | 5.3 | Non-allegations are clearly explained as to why we are not
following-up

NA | 5.4 | If a violation, NCV or an IF! is identified, the disposition of the
violation is provided.

6.0 PERIODIC STATUS/MANAGEMENT REVIEWS

NA | 6.1 | Status letters were issued in writing every 6 months for cases open
greater than 180 days

NA | 6.2 | Status letters indicate what continues under review.

NA | 6.3 [ Status letters are clear, concise, and free of errors.

NA | 6.4 | Clisinformed of deferral of issues to the DOL.

7.0 LICENSEE REFERRALS
71 Referral criteria are met.
Y 7.2 | Referral letters provide sufficient information for the licensee to
: resolve the issue.

Y 7.3 | Licensee evaluations are independent and thorough.

Y 7.4 | Referral letter does not compromise CI's identity, requests an
evaluation, and response. If referral compromises identity, the Ci
first agreed to the identity release

\ #¥ | 7.5 | Ifthe allegation was referred to the licensee and no further action
) will be taken, contact the licensee to advise that the allegation is
closed.
8.0 STATE REFERRALS

NA | 8.1 The Cl was informed of the NRC'’s intent to refer and had no
objection.

NA | 8.2 | Allegations made against an Agreement State Official were
forwarded to the Director, Office of State Programs, for disposition

NA | 8.3 | If the Cl agreed to be identified to the State, the allegation case file
was closed after appropriate referral to the State and the Cl
informed of the Referral and POC.

NA | 8.4 | Forthose cases where the Cl does not want to be identified, the
case was held open until the State provided an adequate response
and that response was provided to the CI

8.5 | Referral information does not fingerprint the Cl or provide




FINAL QA REVIEW
RIV-2007-A-0117

Y/N | NA # Audit Attribute Comments

NA extraneous information

M ¥ | 8.6, | Referral letter provide sufficient information for review of the

f Nlﬂ' issue(s).
A | 8.7 Y| If Cl objected to referral to the State, the referral was made, but a
request not to send the issue to the licensee was made.

NA | 8.8 | Issues within the jurisdiction of an Agreement State and another
government agency were referred to the Agreement State and the
other government agency.

9.0 OTHER GOVERNMENT AGENCIES

NA | 9.1 | FEMA issues were referred to NRR.

NA | 9.2 | OSHA allegations were handled in accordance with Manual Chapter
1007. The ARB considered referring occupational health and safety
issues to the licensee.

NA | 9.3 | A POC for the referral agency was provided to the CI.

NA [ 9.4 | The CI's name was not released without the CI’s permission.

NA | 9.5 | If anissue was referred to another NRC office, the office was
contacted before the referral was made?

10.0 DISCRIMINATION COMPLAINTS

NA | 10.1 | Discrimination complaints being reviewed by the DOL and Ol
remain open upon completion of the Ol investigation pending the
results of the DOL evaluation.

NA | 10.2 | For cases deferred to the DOL, the Cl was informed of the deferral
and the AAA approved of the deferral?

NA | 10.3 | For cases in which a DOL complaint was filed, DOL was contacted
before the case was closed to ensure no appeals were outstanding.

NA | 10.4 | NRC considered taking enforcement action based on an ALJ
determination of discrimination.

NA | 10.5 | DOL DD, ALJ and ARB decisions are included in the allegation file
as appropriate.

NA | 10.6 | Ol synopses are transmitted to DOL participants as appropriate.

11.0 AMS/ALLEGATION FILE

Y [ 11.1 | All documentation from the CI which identifies the Cl is stamped Email pages
“THIS DOCUMENT IDENTIFIES AN ALLEGER.” not stamped.
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Audit Attribute

Comments

N -

AMS is accurate and correctly indicates concerns, follow-up and
disposition. A “file closed” entry was made in AMS.

AMS contains no names and minimizes fingerprinting information.

NA | 11.4 | For discrimination complaints, Ol provided transcripts of interview
with the Cl to EICS for review and coordination with the technical
staff.

NA | 11.5 | Ol Reports, Three-week memos, and staff evaluations are included
in the file as applicable.

NA | 11.6 | Ol synopsis provided to the Cl and the licensee, as appropriate (if

the licensee was unaware of the investigation or enforcement is
proposed against an individual and not the licensee, then providing
the synopsis may not be appropriate. OE should be contacted if
enforcement was taken only against an individual before the
synopsis is released).

E-mail'responsible branch that file is closed.
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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
REGION IV

611 RYAN PLAZA DRIVE, SUITE 400
ARLINGTON, TEXAS 76011-4005

March 6, 2008

Mr. Lawrence Criscione
1412 Dial Court
Springfield, IL 62704

SUBJECT: CALLAWAY ALLEGATION NO. RIV-2007-A-0117

Dear Mr. Criscione:

This refers to the November 16, 2007, letter from Mr. Harry A. Freeman, Senior Allegation
Coordinator, to Ms. Debra S. Katz, Katz Marschall & Banks, LLP. This letter acknowledged
receipt of the concerns you presented during an October 19, 2007, public meeting held to
discuss performance issues at the Callaway Plant.

Since you presented your concerns in a public manner, the NRC decided to forward the
concerns to the licensee and require that the licensee provide a formal response to each
concern. The NRC has completed its review and followup of the licensee’s response to your
concems. The enclosed “Resolution of Concerns” documents each of your concerns and

summarizes the NRC resolution.

Thank you for informing us of your concerns. We believe that our actions in this matter have
been responsive to your concerns. We take our safety responsibilities to the public very
seriously and will continue to do so within the bounds of our lawful authority. Unless the NRC
receives additional information that suggests that our conclusions should be altered, we plan no

further action and we consider this case closed.

Should you have any additional questions regarding our resolution, please contact
Mr. Vincent G. Gaddy, Chief, Reactor Projects Branch B, at 800-952-9677, Extension 141 or
you can call Mr. Freeman at 800-952-9677, Extension 245, Monday - Friday between 8:00 a.m.

and 4:30 p.m. Central time.

Sincerely,

&u% u@m
Dwight D Chamberiam Director

Division of Reactor Projects

Enclosure:
Resolution of Concerns

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED




RESOLUTION OF CONCERNS RIV-2007-A-0117

Callaway Allegation RIV-2007-A-0117, Concerns 1 -4, and 6 ~ 10, were referred to AmerenUE
by letter dated December 7, 2007. The licensee provided a response to this referral in Letter
ULNRC 05469, dated January 17, 2008. The original response was revised and resubmitted in
Letter ULNRC 05477, dated February 13, 2008, based on inspector questions. Based on our
evaluation, the licensee did a thorough review using a person independent of the following
concerns. The evaluation appears to be of sufficient depth to address the concemns raised.
Because of the nature of the concerns, and since the investigator did not have an engineering
background, the investigator requested technical assistance from various groups within the
Callaway organization in order to assure that the details were technically accurate. The
technical staff's evaluation of the licensee’s response is included below.

Concern 1
Severely damaged A and B Train RHR suction relief valves were allowed to remain in service

for 20 months. The valves were damaged in February 2004 and removed from service in
October 2005. The valves were damaged due to an inadequate design of the Pressurizer Relief
Tank common relief valve discharge header. A similar event had occurred in 1988 with damage

remaining undetected until one of the vaives failed in 1993.

Resolution 1
This concern is substantiated.

The licensee identified that the valves were found damaged during offsite testing in

August 2006. A root cause team was initiated and determined that the disc assembly pins of

the valves were broken as a result of a water hammer event on February 11, 2004, due to the
combination of a safety injection (Sl) actuation and the actuation of the power operated relief

valves (PORVs). The valves were removed from service in October 2005.

Once identified, the licensee determined that the cold overpressure mitigation system had been
inoperable from the time the valve pin failure in 2004 until the time the valves were physically
replaced in 2005. This was subsequently reported as Licensee Event Report 2006-008. The
inspectors verified this notification was made.

The licensee acknowledged that the cause of the damage was due to the design of the common
relief valve discharge piping. The identified corrective action will change the common relief
valve discharge piping configuration to the Pressurizer Relief Tank, removing a common header
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Concern 2
Although the valves discussed in Concern 1 were removed from service in October 2005, they

were not tested until August 2006, due to the licensee’s test staggering method. Had the valves
been tested sooner, the damage would have been identified earlier. Also, why did the plant
reject the suggestion that the RHR system suction relief valves be tested on a staggered test
basis so that instead of doing both valves during even numbers refueling outages, one valve

would be tested every refueling outage.

Resolution 2
This concern was substantiated to the extent that the valves were removed from service in

October 2005 and not tested until August 2006. However, it was not substantiated that the
testing was delayed due to the staggered testing method. The valves are tested by the group
method by removing both RHR suction valves every other refueling outage (once per 3 years)
according to the standards prescribed in the American Society of Mechanical Engineers (ASME)
Code for Operation and Maintenance of Nuclear Power Plants, 2001, Ed., 2003 Addenda and
the licensee's IST Plan. The ASME code specifies the test frequency for these valves and this
was verified by the inspector. The licensee’s response indicated they recognize that these
valves are vuinerabie to common mode failures, and have determined that both vaives in the
group will be tested simultaneously in subsequent outages because it is likely that a common
mode failure could have the same impact on both valves.

Concern 3 :
During Fall 06, you met with the Plant Director and Design Engineering to emphasize the need

to correct the inadequate design of the Pressurizer Relief Tank common relief valve discharge
header at the first opportunity (spring 2007 refuel outage, Refuel 15). Despite
acknowledgement of the problem, no one was assigned to work on a mod to correct the
problem until December 2006. The mod to correct the problem was subsequently removed
from Refuel 15. Since no one was assigned to work on the mod in September, October, and
November 20086, is this an indication of inadequate design engineering staffing or is it an
indication of inadequate design engineering experience?

Resolution 3
This concern was not substantiated.

Condition Report 200607188 was initiated August 30, 20086, to document the valve damage
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Concern 4
The following statement is attributed to Mr. Naslund (CNO/VP), “Engineers come and engineers

go.” A statement attributed to Mr. Herrmann, (VP — Engineering) was “engineers are a dime a
dozen.” Mr. Herrmann told an engineer that had been at the plant since construction days that
“If you leave, | can have two engineers for the price of you.” Based on these comments, does
Caliaway Plant value experienced englneers who are capable of properly assessing nuclear

safety concerns?

Resolution 4
This concern was not substantiated.

No specific information describing the circumstances or the dates when the alleged statements
were made were included. Both Mr. Naslund and Mr. Herrmann deny making the attributed
statements with an intent to convey a lack of appreciation for Calllaway's engineering force.
During interviews during the problem identification and resolution inspection in February 2008,
no engineering personnel expressed a concern that they were not valued by licensee

management.

Concern 5
On September 20, 2004, during an Event Review Team meeting following a

September 18, 2004, fire on the communications corridor roof, equipment operators questioned
the practice of using outside operators to staff the fire brigade. You were also concerned that
this issue was not addressed. In November 2004, equipment operators expressed concern that
this issue was being covered up. You were concerned that although the issue was dtscussed in
the event review team, the issue is not included in the meeting minutes.

Resolution 5
This issue was partially substantiated.

In December 2007, the Callaway senior resident inspector and senior project engineer
determined that the practice of assigning outside operators to the fire brigade had been
previously addressed at the station. Two corrective action documents (CARs) had previously
been generated. There were CARs 20048626 and 20040065. Operations departmerit
management response to these CARs was that the ongoing practice of assigning outside
equipment operators to the fire brigade was an acceptable practice. The NRC subsequently
determined that this practice was a violation of Technical Specification 5.4.1.d for failing to
maintain the minimum number of fire brigade members on-site. This issue is documented in
NRC Inspection Report 0500483/2005002.

The inspectors also verified that this issue was discussed during the November 2004 event
review team. It is correct to state that although this topic was discussed during the event review
team, the issue was not captured in the meeting minutes. The inspectors determined that there
was no regulatory requirement governing inclusion of an issue in the meeting
minutes/transcripts. Therefore, the inspectors concluded that the failure to include information
in a summary where it was not required did not represent a cover-up of this issue.

Concern 6
Since removing the practice of requiring outside operators to support the fire brigade in Spring
2005, only one of six operating crews is able to staff all required watch stations w/o overtime.

-3- Enclosure
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Two crews are one equipment operators short, two crews are two equipment operators short,
and one crew is three equipment operators short. Why has it taken two and one half years for

Operations to fully staff the fire brigade?

Resolution 6
This concern was substantiated to the extent that the Operations Department had staffed the

operating crews to support the fire brigade using cvertime. The use of overtime was within the
appropriated work hours limits specified in station procedure APA-ZZ-00905, Limitations of

Callaway Plant Staff Working Hours.”

The licensee recognized that there were occasional vacancies in the Operations Department
and recognized a legitimate business need to ensure adequate staffing for critical areas at
Callaway. The licensee indicated they hire classes of operators rather than taking in single
replacements due to the extent of training and qualifications needed to perform this work and try
at all times to maximize their staffing efforts. The licensee stated that their business plan and
staffing strategies were adequate to support the operational needs of the plant.

Concern 7 :
CAR 200408626 was written by Callaway personnel to address equipment operators concerns

related to the fire brigade. CAR 200501985 was written following an NRC finding associated
with inadequate staffing of the fire brigade. CAR 200408626 was screened as an Action Notice
(lower significance). CAR 20050501985 was screened as an Adverse Condition (higher
significance). The problem was assigned a low significance until an NRC finding was issued.
Does Callaway Plant value the concemns and input of its employees into the corrective action

process?

Resolution 7
This concemn was substantiated.

The licensee reported that CAR 200408626 was written to evaluate the practice of using the
outside operator as a member of the fire brigade, and was screened by the standards in place
at that time. Since the CAR requested an evaluation as a result of a post job critique, the
licensee’s practice was to classify these low level concerns as Action Notices rather than
Adverse Conditions and track them administratively as a means to answer questions, complete
follow-up items, or evaluate improvement opportunities.

The following year, CAR 200509185 was initiated following an NRC concern and assigned a
higher significance. The licensee acknowledges that the evaluation of CAR 200408626 was

inadequate.

The licensee stated they encourage individuals to identify problems and values a culture that
self identifies issues at lower and lower thresholds. Employees have many avenues for raising
concerns, including using the software CARS application, submitting paper copies of CARS
anonymously, discussing issues with supervision, using the ECP and approaching the NRC.

Callaway had included these options in training material and new employee indoctrination, and

advertises these options in many forms around the site. The inspectors verified this information
was available to plant employees.

-4- . Enclosure
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Concern 8
CAR 200408626 and CAR 200400065 (documents that in January 2005 during a drill the
primary equipment operators had to be used as a member of the hose team due to the length of
time it took the outside equipment operator to amive). Both these CARs were screened as
Action Notices CARs. Due to the recent change in the CAP, these issues would now be
assigned a higher significance. What is being done to ensure that inappropriately screened
nistorical issues are now re-classified and addressed prior to recurrence of an adverse

condition?

Resolution 8
This concern was substantiated. In response, the licensee indicated they had made

considerable changes to their corrective action system. These changes included an evaluation
of all open CAR documents at the time to rescreen to the appropriate significance category in
accordance with the new corrective action system procedure. The change management plan
addressed the need to review historical documents, but determined that historical issues did not
present a current or on going threat to plant safety or operability. As such, it was believed that

an e e o Ao B . AR o A I

3.3 Lead
o Coordinates overall response for assigned ADCN CAR in accordance with the

requirements of the APA-ZZ-00500 appendix.
e Ensures cause of problem/concern is determined and Corrective Action(s) are

implemented to resolve this issue.
e As required, assigns, revises, and monitors CAR actions, sub-actions and due dates.

e Ensures resolution of degraded or non-conforming conditions is completed at the first
opportunity as defined in APA-ZZ-00500, Appendix 1, Operability and Functionality
Determinations.

-5- Enclosure
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e Ensures all CAR Actions are completed and appropriate keywords, trend codes,
components, locations, references, programs, and attachments have been added.

e Ensures quality response and proper closure of CAR.

Callaway uses a cross functional group called the CARS Screening Committee to determine the
proper lead for identified issues. It is the licensee’s practice to assign issues to those
individuais within the organization who are bast suited to resolve the concern and remedy the
situation. This generally means that the technical concemn raised in any CAR are evaluated
against the technical competencies and functional duties of individuals available with the
organization to ensure that the right people are assigned to probiems are that important to the
plant, and that issues presented are prioritized commensurate with the risks they present to
personnel or plant safety. The inspectors concluded that the licensee does have appropriate
processes in place to ensure adverse conditions are thoroughly evaluated.

Additionally Callaway’s senior leadership meets daily to review corrective action requests that
have been entered into the system. This group may elevate the significance of a CAR or
reassign the lead based on their review and discussion. This ensures all corrective action
documents are reviewed by site leadership. During discussion with licensee senior
management, the inspectors verified those meetings take place on a daily basis.

Concern 10
A former shift supervisor was promoted to Assistant Operations Manager last year. However,

this individual was onshift during the October 2003 event in which the crew left the control rods
withdrawn following an inadvertent reactor shutdown; during an inadvertent safety injection in
Feb 2004 and in Nov 2005 when poor decisions were made while synchronizing to the grid,
resulting in a letdown isolation on low pressurizer level. Additionally, this individual vacations
with the Operations Manager. Your client is concemned that Callaway Plant fills critical positions

through cronyism.

Resolution 10
The NRC concluded that this concern was actually an opinion or criticism of the employment

practices by a licensee; and therefore, were not within the NRC's regulatory jurisdiction. This
concern was forwarded to the licensee for their information and action as they deemed

appropriate.

-6- Enclosure



- UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
REGION IV

611 RYAN PLAZA DRIVE, SUITE 400
ARLINGTON, TEXAS 76011-4005

December 7, 2007

Mr. Charles D. Naslund, Senior Vice
President and Chief Nuclear Officer

AmerenUE

P.O. Box 620

Fulton, MO 65251

SUBJECT: ALLEGATION NO. RIV-2007-A-0117

Dear Mr. Naslund:

During the NRC public meeting held on October 19, 2007, the NRC received information related
to activities at the Callaway Plant. This information was also relayed to you and members of
your staff. Our review of that information has identified several concerns that require resolution.
The enclosure provides specific details. We are providing this information as received and have
not assessed its credibility or validity. The enclosure to this letter must be controlled as
sensitive information and distribution limited to personnel having a legitimate “need-to-know.”

We request that you conduct inspections or investigations as may be necessary to reasonably
prove or disprove the issue. Please provide the results of your review to NRC, Region IV,
ATTN: Harry Freeman, Senior Allegation Coordinator, within 30 days of the date of this letter
and make records available for possible NRC inspection. Your response to this request should
not be docketed, and the distribution of your response should be limited. Please note that
Concern 9 is being provided for your information and action as you deem appropriate. No
response to this concern is required.

We also request that your response contain no personal privacy, proprietary, or safeguards
information. If personal privacy or proprietary information is necessary to provide an acceptable
response, then please provide a bracketed copy of your response that identifies the information
that should be protected and a redacted copy of your response that deletes such information. If
you request withholding of such material, you must specifically identify the portions of your
response that you seek to have withheld and provide in detail the bases for your claim of
withholding (e.g., explain why the disclosure of information will create an unwarranted invasion
of personal privacy or provide the information required by 10 CFR 2.390(b) to support a request
for withholding confidential commercial or financial information). If safeguards information is
necessary to provide an acceptable response, please provide the level of protection described

in 10 CFR 73.21. S

In order to help us assess the adequacy of your response, please provide the following
information as appropriate: (1) the independence of the individual conducting the evaluation
from the organization affected by the concern; (2) the qualifications of the evaluator in the
specific functional area; (3) the depth and scope of the evaluation; (4) the root causes and any
generic implications considered; and (5) any corrective actions planned or implemented.



Should you have any further questions concerning our requests, our role in this matter, or
require additional time to accomplish this request, piease contact Mr. Freeman at 817-860-

8245,
Sincegely, /
Arthur T\ Howe
Division of Rea

Enclosure:

Statement of Concerns

Docket: 50-483
License: NPF-30
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STATEMENT OF CONCERNS 1 RIV-2007-A-0117
Allegedly:
Concern 1 =

Severely damaged A and B Train RHR suction relief valves were allowed to remain in service
for 20 months. The valves were damaged in Feb 2004 and removed from service in Oct 2005.
The valves were damaged due to an inadequate design of the Pressurizer Relief Tank common
relief valve discharge header. A similar event had occurred in 1988 with damage remaining
undetected until one of the valves failed in 1993.

Concern 2 M
Aithough the valves discussed in Concern 1 were removed from service in Oct 2005, they were

not tested until August 2006, due to the licensee's test staggering method. Had the vaives been
tested sooner, the damage would have been identified earlier. Also, why did the plant reject the
suggestion that the RHR system suction relief valves be tested on a staggered test basis so that
instead of doing both valves during even numbers refueling outages, one valve would be tested

every refueling outage..

Concern 3 - M
During Fall 06, the concerned individual met with the Plant Director and Design Engineering to

emphasize the need to correct the inadequate design of the Pressurizer Relief Tank common
relief valve discharge header at the first opportunity (Spring 2007 refueling outage, Refuel 15).
Despite acknowledgement of the problem, no one was assigned to work on a mod to correct the
problem until Dec 2006. The mad to correct the problem was subsequently removed from
Refuel 15. Since no one was assigned to work on the mod in Sep, Oct, and Nov 2006, is this
an indication of inadequate design engineering staffing or is it an indication of inadequate
design engineering experience?

Concern 4 p
The following comment is attributed to Mr. Naslund (CNO/VP), "Engineers come and engineers

go." A statement attributed to Mr. Herrmann, (VP-Engineering) was "Engineers are a dime a
dozen." Mr. Herrmann told an engineer that had been at the plant since construction days that
"If you leave, | can have two new engineers for the price of you." Based on these comments,
does Callaway Plant value experienced engineers who are capable of properly assessing
nuclear safety concerns?

{ Concern5 ; 3
“-8ince-renfoving the practice of requiring outside operators to support the fire brigade in Spring
2005, only one of six operating crews is able to staff all required watch stations w/o overtime.
Two crews are one equipment operator short, two crews are two equipment operators short,
and one crew is three equipment operators short. Why has it taken two and one half years for

Operations to fully staff the fire brigade?
Concern Y

CAR 200408626 was written by Callaway personnel to address equipment operators concerns
related to the fire brigade. CAR 200501985 was written following an NRC finding associated
with inadequate staffing of the fire brigade. CAR 200408626 was screened as Action Notice
(lower significance). CAR 200501985 was screened as Adverse Condition (higher significance).
The problem was assigned a low significance until an NRC finding was issued. Does Callaway
Plant value the concerns and input of its employees into the corrective action process?

ENCLOSURE



Concern 9

A former shift supervisor was promoted to Assistant Operations Manager last year. However,
this individual was onshift during the October 2003 event in which the crew left the control rods
withdrawn following an inadvertent reactor shutdown; during an inadvertent safety injection in
Feb 2004, and in Nov 2005 when poor decisions were made while synchronizing to the grid,
resulting in a letdown isolation on low pressurizer level. However this individual vacations with
the Operations Manager. How does Callaway ensure critical positions are filled by qualified
candidates and not through cronyism?

Note: This concern is being provided for your information and action as you deem appropriate.
No response to this concern is required.

ENCLOSURE



bce w/Statement of Concerns:
Allegation File
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NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
REGION iV

611 RYAN PLAZA DRIVE, SUITE 400
ARLINGTON, TEXAS 76011-4005

NOV 16 2009

Ms. Debra S. Katz

Katz, Marshall & Banks, LLP
1718 Connecticut Avenue, NW
Sixth Floor

Washington, DC 20009

SUBJECT: ALLEGATION NO. RIV-2007-A-0117

Dear Ms. Katz:

This letter refers to an October 19, 2007, e-mail your client sent to Mr. Vincent Gaddy, an NRC
branch chief whose responsibilities include regulatory oversite of the Callaway Plant. In the
attachment to the e-mail, your client expressed concerns related to Callaway Plant that he had
presented during a public meeting. Enclosure 1 to this letter documents our understanding of
your client’s concerns. We will initiate actions to examine the facts and circumstances based on
our understanding of those concerns. Therefore, if the summary of concems is not accurate,
we request that your client contact us so that we can correct any misunderstanding before we

complete our review.

An evaluation of the technical concerns should normally be completed within 6 months,
although complex issues may take longer. In resolving your client’s concerns, the NRC intends
to take all reasonable efforts not to disclose his identity. However, your client is not considered
a confidential source unless an explicit request of confidentiality has been formally granted in

writing.

We will advise you and your client when we have completed our review of this matter. Should
you have any questions or comments during the interim regarding this matter, please call me
Monday - Friday between 8:00 a.m. and 4:30 p.m. Central time at 800-852-9677, Extension

245.

Sincerely,

Harry A. Freeman
Senior Allegation Coordinator

Enclosure:
Statement of Concerns

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECIEPT REQUESTED
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Concern 1
Severely damaged A and B Train RHR suction relief valves were allowed to remain in service for 20

months. The valves were damaged in February 2004 and removed for service in October 2005. The
valves were damaged due to an inadequate design of the Pressurizer Relief Tank common relief valve
discharge header. A similar event had occurred in 1988 with damage remaining undetected until one of
the valves failed in 1993,

-

C
Although the vaives discussed in Concern 1 were removed from service in October 2005, they were not
tested until August 2006, due to the licensee’s staggered test method. Had the valves been tested
sooner, the damage would have been identified earlier. Also, your client is concerned the RHR system
suction relief valves are tested on a staggered test basis so that both valves are tested during even
numbers refueling outages versus one valve being tested every refueling outage.

Concern 3
During Fall 06, your client met with the Plant Director and Design Engineering to emphasize the need to
correct the inadequate design of the Pressurizer Relief Tank common relief vaive discharge header at the
first opportunity (Spring 2007 refueling outage, Refuel 15). Despite acknowledgement of the problem, no
one was assigned to work on a modification to correct the problem until December 2006. The
modification to correct the problem was subsequently removed from Refuel 15. Since no one was
assigned to work on the mod in Sep, Oct, and Nov 20086, your client is concerned this is an indication of
inadequate design engineering staffing or is it an indication of inadequate design engineering experience.

Concernd »

The following comment is attributed to Mr. Nasiund (CNO/V/P), "Engineers come and engineers go." A
statement attributed to Mr. Herrmann, (VP-Engineering) was "Engineers are a dime a dozen." Mr.
Herrmann told an engineer that had been at the plant since construction days that "If you leave, | can
have two new engineers for the price of you." Based on these comments, your client is concemed that
Callaway Plant does not value experienced engineers who are capable of properly assessing nuclear

safety concems.

Concern 5
On Sept 20, 2004, during an Event Review Team meeting following a September 18, 2004, fire on the

communications corrido 2 ent operators questioned the practice of using outside operators to
staff the fire bri - Your client is concerned that this issue was not addressed. In Nov 2004, equipment
operators expres irn.that this issue was being covered up. Your client is concemed that

aithough the issue was discussed in the event review team, the issue is not included in the meeting
minutes. '

Concern 6 \
Since removing the practice of requiring outside operators to support the fire brigade in Spring 2005, only
one of six operating crews is able to staff all required watch stations without overtime. Two crews are one
equipment operator short, two crews are two equipment operators short, and one crew is three equipment
operators short. Your client is concerned it has taken two and one half years for Operations to fully staff

the fire brigade.

T
CAR 200408626 was written by Callaway personnel to address equipment operators concerns related to
the fire brigade. CAR 200501985 was written following an NRC finding associated with inadequate
staffing of the fire brigade. CAR 200408626 was screened as Action Notice (lower significance). CAR
200501985 was screened as Adverse Condition (higher significance). The problem was assigned a low
significance until an NRC finding was issued. Your client is concerned Callaway Plant does not value the
concerns and input of its employees into the corrective action prccess.

ENCLOSURE 1



Co

A former shift supervisor was promoted to Assistant Operations Manager last year. However, this
individual was onshift during the October 2003 event in which the crew left the control rods withdrawn
following an inadvertent reactor shutdown; during an inadvertent safety injection in Feb 2004 and in Nov
2005 when poor decisions were made while synchronizing to the grid, resulting in a letdown isolation on
low pressurizer level. Additionally, this individual vacations with the Operations Manager. Your client is
concerned that Callaway Plant fills critical positions through cronyism.
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I3 Facllftyl Docket Number: 150-483 J

Callawag Plant

Nam UL SR
Responslble Division: DRP ARB Date: 10/29/2007 _‘}
[Received Date 30 Days 150 Days ~ |180 Days |
{f0rie2007 " |A1Asizoor”  * osrizzo08  |lo4jieizoos ” i
Purpose of the ARB: !inlﬂér T = ___!
Basis for Another ARB: After RPBB's review _gf concems 4 and 5 _ T

! g = i s i

Does Alleger Object to Referral E Yes IZ No I‘Z N!A
! if any of the following factors apply, an allegation shall not be referred to the licensee. I

[ Information cannot be released in sufficient detail to the licensee without compromising the identity of the \
alleger of confidential source.

‘ [T The licensee could compromise an investigation or inspection because of knowledge gained from the referral.

[T The allegation is made against the licensee's management or those parties who would normally receive and
address the allegation.

["‘ The basis of the allegation is information received from a Federal or State agency that does not approve of
the Information bein relaased in a raferral

|
o
|

Chairmap: ' } ‘f ; I T

| AVegel RCanlano RDeese CHolland |
KFuller - JWalker HFreeman AFairbanks |
| ATGody DPowers ~_|MHaire ‘

- Svelydamd Aand B in suo relief vav allowed to main in seoe
ifor 20 months. The valves were damaged in Feb 2004 and removed for service in Oct |
'2005. The valves were damaged due to an inadequate design of the Pressurizer Relief Tank

liLow Safety Sigmﬁcan Basis: Conditions udage not occurred since the |
i last inspection/maintenance.
Check if question is applicable to the concern.

'_' [¥ Is it a declaration, statement, or assertion of impropriety or inadequacy?
| ¥ Is the impropriety or inadequacy associated with NRC regulated activities?




¥ Is the validity of the issue unknown?

If all of the above statements are checked, the issue s an allegation,

Action : Assigned Branch Assigned Date  Planned Date
Refer to Licensee for Response ' ACES 10/28/2007
*cbmmen_ts: RPBB to review response.

Disclpline | Reactor Department
Engineering Engineering
IResponsible Branch:  RPBB |OI Case Number:

IConcern Description:

Although the valves discussed in Concern 1 were removed from service in Oct 2005, they

| were not tested until August 2006, due to the licensee's test staggering method. Had the
valves been tested sooner, the damage would have been identified earlier. Also, why did the
plant reject the suggestion that the RHR system suction relief valves be tested on a
staggered test basis so that instead of doing both valves during even numbers refueling
outages, one valve would be tested every refueling outage.

Regutatory Requirement: :

TS 5.4.1/Test Control

Safety Significance -  Select...

Basis:
Low Safety Significance- Basis: Conditions that caused damage has not occurred since the
last inspection/maintenance.

Check if question is applicable to the cdncérn.

_! V Is it a declaration, statement, or assertion of impropriety or inadequacy?
I] W 1s the impropriety or inadequacy associated with NRC regulated activities?
| [V Is the validity of the issue unknown?

-| If all of the above statements are checked, the Issue is an allegation,

Action " Assigned Branch Assigned Date  Planned Date
| |Befer to Licensee for Response ACES 10/29/2007
| Icomments: RPBB fo review response.

Dlsclpli o o Reactor Dertmenta
Engineering Engineering

Responsible Branch:  RPBB !OI Case Number:
[Concern Description:




(

During Fall 06, the concerned individual met with the Plant Director and Design Engineering
to emphasize the need to correct the inadequate design of the Pressurizer Relief Tank
common relief valve discharge header at the first opportunity (Spring 2007 refueling outage,
Refuel 15). Despite acknowledgement of the problem, no one was assigned to work on a
mod to correct the problem until Dec 2006. The mod to correct the problem was
subsequently removed from Refuel 15. Since no one was assigned to work on the mod in
Sep, Oct, and Nov 2006, is this an indication of inadequate design engineering staffing or is it
an indication of inadequate design engineering experience?

Regulatory Requirement:

Criterion XV}
Safety Significance - = Select...
Basls:

Low Safety Significance- Inadequate staffing/experience could eventually adversely affect
engineering performance.
Check if question is applicable to the concern.

v Is it a declaration, statement, or assertion of impropriety or inadequacy?
¥ Is the impropriety or inadequacy associated with NRC regulated activities?
¥ 1Is the validity of the issue unknown?

If all of the above statements are checked, the issue is an allegation.

on Assigned Branch Assigned Date Planned.Date
Refer to Licensee for Response ACES 10/29/2007 _
Comments: RPBB to review response.

Additional Comments

oncern 4 Discipline ; : Reactor Department Code
Chilling Effect Engineering

Responsible Branch:  RPBB _ Ol Case Number:

ncern Description:

The following comment is attributed to Mr. Naslund (CNO/VP), "Engineers come and
engineers go." A statement attributed to Mr. Herrmann, (VP-Engineering) was "Engineers
are a dime a dozen." Mr. Herrmann told an engineer that had been at the plant since
construction days that "If you leave, | can have two new engineers for the price of

you." Based on these comments, does Callaway Plant value experienced engineers who are

capable of properly assessing nuciear safety concerns?
Regulatory Requirement:

Criterion XVI

Safety Significance -  Select...

Basis:
Safety Significance is Low- Basis: Potential chilling environment.

Check if question is applicable to the concern.

V' Is it a declaration, statement, or assertion of impropriety or inadequacy?



™ Is the impropriety or inadequacy associated with NRC regulated activities?
¥ Is the validity of the issue unknown?

If all of the above statements are checked, the Issue is an allegation.

Action - Assigned Branch Assigned Date  Planned Date
Other (Describe) RPBB 10/29/2007 11/13/2007
F°mm¢“t5= RPBB to review concern again for clarification before referring.

on Assigned Branch Asslgned Date Planned Date
Other (Describe) ._ ACES
Comments: Bring back to ARB after RPBB's review. -

o = | Dhoae | Feec Deparment ot |
! Saf ulture Operations ‘
IResponsible Branch:  RPBB o Case Number: 1

‘- oncern Description:

On Sept 20, 2004, during an Event Review Team meetmg followmg a September 18, 2004,
fire on the communicatlons corridor roof, equipment operators questioned the practice of
using outside operators to staff the fire brigade. This issue was not addressed. In Nov 2004,
equipment operators expressed concern that this issue was being covered up. Although the
issue was discussed in the event review team, the issue is not included in the meeting
minutes.

Regulatory Requirement:

SCWE

Safety Significance - Normal
Basis:

¥ Is it a declaration, statement, or assertion of impropriety or inadequacy?

¥ Is the impropriety or inadequacy associated with NRC regulated activities?
' Is the validity of the issue unknown?

If all of the above statements are checked, the issue is an allegation.

Action Assigned Branch Assigned Date Planned Date
Other (Describe) RPBB 10/22/2007

IComr_nents:

'RPBB to Review past history of previous allegation related fo this issue.

Action Assigned Branch Assigned Date  Planned Date
No Further Action ACES 11/13/2007

Check if question is applicable to the concern. | | l




~ Reactor Department Code
Operations

Discipline
Operations
RPBB IOI Case Number:

Since removing the practice of requiring outside operators to support the fire bngade in
Spring 2005, only one of six operating crews is able to staff all required watch stations w/o
overtime. Two crews are one equipment operator short, two crews are two equipment
operators short, and one crew is three equipment operators short. Why has it taken two and
one half years for Operations to fully staff the fire brigade?

Regulatory Requirement:
Criterion XVIi

Using OT, fire brigade is fully staffed
Check if question is applicable to the concern

™ Is it a declaration, statement, or assertion of impropriety or inadequacy?
| ™ Is the impropriety or inadequacy associated with NRC regulated activities?
[ 1s the validity of the issue unknown?

HIf all of the above statements are checked, the Issue is an allegation.

__Assigned Branch Assigned Date  Planned Date
e_g_gs 10/29/2007

RPBB to review response

Discipline . ~ Reactor Department Code
Safety Cuiture Operations

Responsible Branch: RPBB OI Case Number:

Concern Description:
CAR 200408626 was written by Callaway personnel to address equipment operators
concerns related to the fire brigade. CAR 200501985 was written following an NRC finding
associated with inadequate staffing of the fire brigade. CAR 200408626 was screened

as Action Notice (lower significance). CAR 200501985 was screened as Adverse Condition
(higher significance). The problem was assigned a low significance until an NRC finding was
issued. Does Callaway Plant value the concerns and input of its employees into the
corrective action process?




Regulatory Requirement:
TS 5.4.1/Fire Protection Program

ISafety Significance -  Select...

IBasis:

| Safety Significance- low.

Check if question is applicable to the concern

i Is it a deciaration, statement, or assertion of impropriety or inadequacy?

' 1s the impropriety or inadequacy associated with NRC regulated activities?
| ¥ Is the validity of the issue unknown?

lI1f all of the above statements are checked, the Issue is an allegation.

| JAction Assigned Branch Assigned Date  Planned Date
Refer to Licensee for Response ~ ACES ~ 10/29/2007
[Comments: . RPBBto review response.

Additional Comments

“Disclpline | Reactor Department Code_
Carrective Action Operations

|[Responsible Branch: RPBB 0Ol Case Number:

oncern Description:

| CAR 200408626 and CAR 200400065 (documents that in Jan 2005 during a drill the primary
equipment operator had to be used as a member of the hose team due to the length of time it

If took the outside equipment to arrive). Both these CARs were screened as Action Notices

| CAR. Due to recent changes in the CAP, these issues would now be assigned higher

| significance. What is being done to ensure that inappropriately screened historical issues
are now re-classified and addressed prlor to recurrence of an adverse condmon'?

IRegulatory Requirement:

{ Criterion XVi

Safety Significance- Low
Check if question is applicable to the concern.

¥ Is it a declaration, statement, or assertion of impropriety or inadequacy?

¥ 1s the impropriety or inadequacy associated with NRC regulated activities?
¥ Is the validity of the issue unknown?

if all of the above statements are checked, the issue Is an allegation.

Action Assigned Branch Assigned Date  Planned Date
Refer to Licensee for Response ACES 10/29/2007

Comments: RPBB to review response.




REeYUuialury Mequireimen:

Criterion XVI _
fety Significance -  Select...
Basis: '

Safety Significance- Low Problem may still be occurring.
ICheck if question is applicable to the concern.

¥ 1Is it a declaration, statement, or assertion of impropriety or inadequacy?

¥ 1s the impropriety or inadequacy associated with NRC regulated activities?
| V" Is the validity of the issue unknown?

If all of the above statements are checked, the Issue Is an allegation.

| |Action : __ Assigned Branch Assigned Date  Planned Date
Refer to Licensee for Response ACES 10/29/2007

r
' }Comments: RPBB to review response.

Discipline Ee Reactor Department Code

Other
Responsible Branch:  Select... 'OI Case Number:
Concern Description:

A former shift supervisor was promoted to Asst Operations Manager last year. However, this
individual was onshift during the October 2003 event in which the crew left the control rods
withdrawn following an inadvertent reactor shutdown; during an inadvertent safety injection in
Feb 2004, ard in Nov 2005 when poor decisions were made while synchronizing to the grid,
resulting in a letdown isolation on low pressurizer level. However this individual vacations
with the Operations Manager. How does Callaway ensure critical positions are filled by
qualified candidates and not through cronyism?

Modifications




Reguiatory Requirement:
None
Safety Significance -  N/A

Basis:

Check if question is applicable to the concern.

¥ Is it a declaration, statement, or assertion of impropriety or Inadequacy?
¥ Is the impropriety or inadequacy associated with NRC regulated activities?
¥ Is the validity of the issue unknown?

If all of the above statements are checked, the issue is an allegation.

Action ' ' Assigned Branch Assigned Date  Planned Date
Forward to Licensee for Information ACES 110/29/2007
Comments: T T T T T —— T LS i

Additional Comments




iVVhat is the potential safety impact? s this an ongeing concem?
Relief valve could be damaged

'CONCERN 2




CONCERN

|Summary of Concern (be briel)

l| Cronyism in the Operations Department - for specifics see attached email [
Obtain ?}“Jﬂmw“‘m Is the concem, when did it occur, who was invoived, etc._ If the concem invaives discrimination, fill in the last
| individual promoted to Asst Ops Manager based relationship to Ops Manager, not qualiications

THIS DOCUMENT IDENTIFIES AN ALLEGER



ALLEGATION RECEIPT FORM

ALLEGER INFORMATION

Employer: AmerenUE/Callaway Plant Relationship to Fackly:
3 Licensee Employee
Occupation: Ops Department
Preference for method and time of contact. Was the individual advised of identity protection?
Method Telephone Other Method
Time Select.. Select. Comments I Yes F'- No
Referral Explain that if the concerns are referred to the licensee, that alleger’s identity will not be revealed
and that the NRC will review and evaluate the thoroughness and adequacy of the licensee’s
) response. If the concerns are an agreement state Issue or the jurisdiction of another agency, explain
M ves T No that we will refer the concern to the appropriate agency, and if the alleger agrees, we will provide the
alleger's identity for follow-up.
Does the individual object to the referral? |Does the individual object to releasing their identity?
I Yes [¥ No ™ Yes ¥ No

Regulations prohibit NRC licensess (Including contractors and subcontractors) from discriminating against individuals who engage in protected
activities (alleging violations of regulatory requirements, refusing to engage in practices made unlawful by statutes, etc.).

Does the concern Involve discrimination?

M Yes ¥ no

Was the individual advised of the DOL process?

M vYes ¥ o

What was the protected activity? When did it occur?
|

Who in management/supervision was aware of the protected activity? When did they become aware? How were they awara?
Licensee management (CNO, VP engr, Plant director) all copied on the attached email.

What adverse actions have been taken (termination, demotion, not being selected for position)? When did it occur?

‘What was managements reason for the adverse action?

does the Indhridual' believe the actions were taken as a result of engaging In a protected activity?

THIS DOCUMENT IDENTIFIES AN ALLEGER



The first issue | wish to address is the reason why Callaway was unable to address the
known design deficiencies in the Pressurizer Relief Tank during Refueling Outage 15.

On February 11, 2004 the operating crew at Callaway Plant increased the Reactor Coolant
System pressure above the Safety Injection Signal block permissive reset point before Steam
Header Pressure was above the Steam Line Pressure Safety injection set point. This caused all
six pumps in the Emergency Core Cooling System to start and inject water into the core. As
water was injected into the core, the pressure in the Pressurizer rose until it exceeded the iift set
point of the Pressurizer Power Operated Relief Valves. Over the next 15 minutes, the Power
Operated Relief Valves lifted about a dozen times. With each lift, radioactive steam at greater
than 2300 psig and greater than 600°F was evacuated from the Pressurizer into the Common
Relief Valve Discharge Header of the Pressurizer Relief Tank.

Because of an, at the time, unknown, inadequate system design, the pressure transient in the
header caused by the high enthalpy steam induced a water hammer event which significantly

. damaged both the 'A' and 'B' train Residual Heat Removal system Suction Relief Valves. The
assembly pin of one of the vaives was sheared into eight pieces and for the other valve the pin
was broken into three pieces. The fact that these valves were severely damaged went
unrecognized at the time; the damage was not discovered for more than 31 months. For 20 of
the 31 months, the valves remained in the system. A similar event had occurred in 1988 with the
damage remaining undetected until one of the vaives failed while raising Reactor Coolant System
Pressure in 1993.

Because these valves are not tested on a staggered test basis, their inability to perform their
design function was not noticed for an entire 18 month fuel cycle. (A staggered test basis means
that for components with a certain test frequency, which in this case is 36 months, the testing of
the two trains would be staggered such that one train would be tested during the middle of the
other train's test frequency. If these valves had been on a staggered test basis, then during
Refueling Outage 13 in the Spring of 2004 one valve would have been removed and tested and
then 18 months later during Refueling Outage 14 in the Fall of 2005 the opposite train's valve
would have been removed and tested. Because a staggered test basis was not in affect at the
time, no valves were removed during the Spring of 2004, but instead both valves were removed
during the Fall of 2005.)

We unknowingly had two damaged valves in the system during the entire 18 months of fuel cycle
14. In October 2005, both Residual Heat Removal system suction relief vailves were removed
from the system; this was 20 months after they had been damaged. Because the testing of these
valves has been contracted out to an off-site facility, the valves were not tested until August 20086;
this was 31 months after they had been damaged. On September 12, 2006 the Root Cause team
for CARS 200607 188 met to determine what caused the valves to be damaged. | was the
Operations representative on that team. During the first week, | proposed that both Residual Heat
Removal system suction relief valves may have been damaged due to a back pressure transient
on the Pressurizer Relief Tank common refief discharge header during the February 2004 Safety
Injection. By the end of the second week the team had enough evidence to prove this
proposition. On September 22, 2006 a Night Order was issued to the Operating crews waming
them that if a Pressurizer Power Operated Relief Valve were to lift from Normal Operating
Pressure, it would be likely that neither Residual Heat Removal system suction relief valves
would be capable of performing their function. -

During every autumn month in 2008 | personally met with Fadi Diya and with Tim D. Hermann of
the Design Engineering group to emphasize the need to correct the inadequate design of the
Pressurizer Relief Tank common relief valve discharge header by the first opportunity; the first
opportunity being Refueling Outage 15 during the Spring of 2007. Despite their .
acknowledgement of the problem, no one was assigned to modify the piping design until
December 2006. In late March 2007, more than six months after the inadequate design was
noted, the modification package to correct the design deficiencies was removed from Refueling



Outage 15.

| have several questions regarding this issue. The first set is with regard to being unable to
prepare the modification package to correct the inadequate piping design in a six month time
frame:

1. Is the fact that no one was assigned to the task of preparing the modification package
during the monihs of September, October and November an indication that the staffing
level of the Design Engineering group is insufficient?

2. s the fact that a critical design modification could not be performed in six months an
indication the experience level of the Design Engineering group is insufficient?

3. Several engineers at Callaway Plant have complained to me in recent weeks regarding
statements made by Mr, Naslund and Mr. Hermann. A statement attributed to Mr.
Naslund was "Engineers come, engineers go." A statement attributed to Mr. Herrmann
was "Engineers are a dime a dozen." Supposedly Mr. Herrmann recently told an
engineer who had been at the plant since construction days that "If you leave, | can have
two new engineers for the price of you." In light of these comments, does Callaway Plant
value experienced engineers who are capable of properly assessing and addressing
nuclear safety concemns?

4. The next question | have is why the Residual Heat Removal system suction relief valves,
which were removed from the system in October 2005 were not tested until 10 months
later in August 2006. What necessitated the 10 month delay?

5. The next question | have is why the plant rejected the suggestion that the Residual Heat
Removal system Suction Relief Valves be tested on a Staggered Test Basis so that
instead of doing both valves during even number Refueling Outages, one valve would be
done in every Refueling Outage. Had a Staggered Test Basis plan been in affect during
Refueling Outage 13, then one of the damaged vaives would have been removed an
entire fuel cycle earlier and the degraded condition of the other vaive (the vaive still in the
system) would have been known prior to using it for the Cold Overpressure Mitigation
System during the first half of Refueling Outage 14. In response to this request, the
company has stated the following: .

Testing on a staggered schedule is not recommended because if the removed
valve has indications of degradation, the same must be assumed of the installed
valve which will require immediate replacement because the internal condition of
the vaive cannot be determined with the valve in service. The current test
frequency of both vaives every other refueling outage is the preferred method
because both valves are tested af the same time and as such a failure of one
valve does not question the operability or material condition of the installed
certified valves. As such a Tech Spec Action statement entry is not required.

The statement just read is interpreted by me to state that Callaway Plant would prefer not
to have an indication that a valve installed in the system is degraded because then they
could possibly have to take the piant off-line to fix the degraded valve (thereby losing
some revenue from electricity generation). In other words, we would rather have two
unknown degraded valves for an extra 18 months than one known degraded valve for 18
months because we would have to take action to correct a known degraded valve. If this
is not a fair summary of the response, please let me known how | should be interpreting

this response.

The next issue | wish to address is adequate staffing of the Fire Brigade.



occurred.

In November 2004 | attended Fire Brigade Training with the crew which fought the
Communications Corridor roof fire. Their supervisors were not present at the training and | was
the only salaried person from Operations in attendance. The equipment operators expressed a
concern that issues brought up during the Event Review Team meeting in September were being
covered up by the company. The specific issue was using the Outside Operator for a Fire
Brigade assignment. | informed the operators that my experience was the ERT minutes are
typically a verbatim transcription of the meeting and | doubted that anything said at the meeting
would not appear in the meeting minutes (I was wrong on this issue. ERT minutes are only
sometimes verbatim transcriptions and are more often summaries). | took an action from the
training session to investigate the matter and if necessary to generate a Callaway Action Request
to address the operators' concemns.

| was able to obtain the tape of the September ERT meeting from a clerk in the Performance
Improvement department. | wrote CAR 200408626 to address the Equipment Operators'
concerns and attached a partial transcription of the ERT minutes to that CAR. While writing CAR
200408626 | was challenged by my supervisor that the union operators were merely using the
issue of not assigning the Outside Operator to the Fire Brigade in order to force the company to
aliot more overtime. | continued writing CAR 200408626 anyway and when | was finished it my
supervisor told me the issue would merely be answered the same way it had been answered in

the past.

Despite my request that CAR 200408626 be screened as an Adverse Condition, it was assigned
to my supervisor by the CAR Screening Commitiee as an Action Notice. With the exception of
one minor side issue (the whereabouts of the Fire Brigade trainers during the September 2004
ERT meeting), CAR 200408626 was answered the same day it was screened with no further
consideration of the issues in light of the experiences from the September 2004 fire.

In early 2005, the US NRC Senior Resident Inspector at Callaway Plant (Michael Peck) took up
the issue of the Outside Operator being credited for the Fire Brigade. That resulted in CAR
200501985 being written by the Department Performance Coordinator of Operations. Because of
the NRC Resident's attention to the issue, CAR 200601985 was screened as an Adverse
Condition and ultimately resulted in the discontinuance of assigning the Outside Operator to the

Fire Brigade.

Upon leaming about CAR 200501985, | wrote CAR 200502683 concerning how the issue of
assigning the Outside Equipment Operator to the Fire Brigade was brought to the attention of



e g — ——— — ~ -

This argument was inane because | sent CAR 200408626 to screening as an Adverse Condition
and stated in the Description (with reasons provided) that it was an Adverse Condition; yet, it was
screened as an Action Notice anyway. Aithough it can be argued that the standards were
different in 2004, this argument is itself inane since the screening of CAR 200501985 (due to
NRC attention) as an Adverse Condition proves CAR 200408626 was inappropriately screened.
Regardless, by October 2006 CAR 200400065 and CAR 200408626 would have both met the
criteria of Adverse Condition and so claiming they were outside the Corrective Action Process is
merely unproductive quibbling designed to avoid acceptance of a valid comment from the NRC.

| have several questions regarding the above events:

1. Since the Spring of 2005 Operations has adopted the practice of not assigning the
Outside Operator to the Fire Brigade. Currently only one of the six operating crews is
able to staff all the required watch stations and Fire Brigade positions without using
overtime. Two of the crews one Equipment Operator short. Two of the crews are two
Equipment Operators short and one of the crews is short three equipment operators. Is
there a reason that after more than two and one half years Operations has not staffed the
Equipment Operator ranks to the point that all the crews can support the required watch
stations as well as the Fire Brigade?

2. Many Equipment Operators at the plant believe the company attempted to cover up the
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ARB DISPOS!'HON HECORD Allegation Number BW- 2007 -A-0117
I;acmty Callaway Plant - Docket Number 50.433
el :
Responsible Division: DRP ARB Date: 11/26/2007 ' I

Received Date 30 Days 150 Days 180 Days

10/19/2007 |1imner007 |o3nzr008 ww/aooa

Purpose of the ARB: Followup afler FIPBB reviews Conoems 4and5.
uBasis for Another ARB:

Does Alleger Oblectto Fleferral T Yes M No T NA

if any of the following factors apply, an allegation shall not be referred to the llcensee

— Information cannot be released in sufficient detail to the licensee without compromising the identity of the
alleger of confidential source.

[~ The licensee could compromise an investigation or inspection because of knowledge gained from the referral.

[~ The allegation is made against the licensee's management or those parties who would normally receive and

address the allegation.
[~ The basis of the allegation is information received from a Federal or State agency that does not approve of

the informatlon belng released in a referral
AVegel RCaniano MShannon DWhite
VGaddy JWalker HFreeman CMaier
|JGroom MVasquez

it Severely damaged A and B Traln RHR sucnon rellef valves were allowed to rernain |n service
for 20 months. The valves were damaged in Feb 2004 and removed for service in Oct
2005. The valves were damaged due to an inadequate design of the Pressurizer Relief Tank
lcommon relief valve discharge header. A similar event had occurred in 1988 with damage
f remaining undetected until one of the valves falled in 1993.

Reg uiatory Requirement: .

Sl e

I ‘Low Safety Slgnlflcanoe- BQSIS Conditlons that caused damage has not OCCUI'I'Bd since the
| last inspection/maintenance.
Check if question is applicable to the concern.

¥ Is it a declaration, statement, or assertion of impropriety or inadequacy?
j ¥ Is the impropriety or inadequacy associated with NRC regulated activities?
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# 1Is the validity of the issue unknown?

If all of the above statements are checked, the issue is an allegation. “
Refer foLicenseefor Responge =~ ACES 10292007
Commm HPBBto review "r_ee ponse st 0T R TR

Additional Comments m

f were not tested until August 2006, due to the licensee's test staggering method. Had the
Fvalves been tested sooner, the damage would have been identified earlier. Also, why did the
plant reject the suggestion that the RHR system suction relief valves be tested on a
I staggered test basis so that instead of doing both valves during even numbers refueling
} outages, one valve would be tested every refueling outage
[Regulatory Requiremeht: = " i T T
i TS 5.4.1/TestControl
|Safe smnmance - '--'-"'se!_eg...
I [l —_—
‘ Low Safety Slgmflcance- Basis Condit:ons that caused damage has not occurred since the
| last inspection/maintenance.
ICheck if question is applicable to the concern

¥ 3 ! " [ - ‘

Although the valves dlscus.sed in Concem 1 were removed from serv:ce-ln Oct 2005 they "
!

|

| ¥ Is it a declaration, statement, or assertion of impropriety or inadequacy?
| ¥ 1Is the impropriety or inadequacy associated with NRC regulated activities?
| ¥ 1s the validity of the issue unknown?

If all of the above statements are checked, the Issue is an allegation.

| IAcion: R BY St B N " Assignéd Branch. Assigned Date’ - ‘Planned Date
| |Refer to Licensee for Response Aggs _10129:2007_

|commens: P8 o review response.

“ Reactor Deper!:ment Code 1
Engineering |
| l

[or Case Number:




. | (
it During Fall 06, the concerned individual met with the Plant Director and Design Engineering
to emphasize the need to correct the inadequate design of the Pressurizer Relief Tank
lcommon relief valve discharge header at the first opportunity (Spring 2007 refueling outage,
I Refuel 15). Despite acknowledgement of the probiem, no one was assigned to work on a:
mod to correct the problem until Dec 2006. The mod to correct the problem was
| subsequently removed from Refuel 15. Since no one was assigned to work on the mod in
Sep, Oct, and Nov 2006, is this an indication of inadequate design engineering staffing or is it

B Aslinad Branch Assigned Date ;- | Planned Date
LT A

2 L0 Lg—i‘- ST i e g U

| engineers go." A statement attributed to Mr Herrmann, (VP-Englneering) was "Engineers
tare a dime a dozen." Mr. Herrmann told an engineer that had been at the plant since
| ccnstructlon days that "If you leave, | can have two new engineers for the price of

you." Based on these comments, does Callaway Plant value experienced engineers who are
| capabie of properly assessing nuclear safety concems? :

Regulatory Requirement: RO B SR e S S RS TR e
SCWE O
l’etySlgniﬂm- Select...

Safety Signiﬁcance is Low- Bas:s Potentlal chilling envlronment
heck if question is apphcable to the concern.

¥ 1Is it a declaration, statement, or assertion of Impropriety or inadequacy?



—

|'(- {
¥ 1s the impropriety or inadequacy associated with NRC regulated activities?
¥ Is the validity of the issue unknown?

If all of the above statements are checlcecl, the Issue Is an allegation.

:~Assigned Branch. Assigned Date .~ PlannedDate'
'BPBB 10/26/2007 11/13/2007

e FiPBB to review concern again for ciariflcatlon before referring.

- .. oot o Assigned Branch Assigned Date Planned Date.
| |Beferfo LicenseeforResponse @™  'ACES 11f23f2007 .
AHion L e e ‘Assigned Branch ‘Assigned, Date" . - Planned Date.

! Referto licensee. There is no higher nuclear authonty than Mr. Naslund. Callaway
| ‘management has thrsmformaﬂon also.

'_ On Sept 20, 2004 during an Everrt Review Team meeting followrng a September 18 2004
| fire on the communicaﬂons corridor root equipment operators questioned the practice of

equipment operators expressed concern that thrs issue was being covered up. Although the
| issue was discussed in the event review team, the issue is not included in the meeting

| minutes.

CE R o Tt e o T R TR T Bt T
Rt i : a4 ! L oA, e s

Check If q’ueEtlon is appllceble to the concern,

¥ 1s It a declaration, statement, or assertion of impropriety or inadequacy?
™ 1s the impropriety or inadequacy associated with NRC regulated activities?
v Is the validity of the issue unknown?

If all of the above statements are checked, the issue Is an allegation.

Action _ow o e e Assigned Branch ‘Assigned Date - Planned Date
Other (Describe) | ‘RPEB 10/22/2007
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. ~Assigned Branch Assigned Date  Planned Date
.2 BEBB 111/26/2007

| |C°mm¢f*5= . RPBB to Review past history of previous allegation related to this issue. l

[Additional Comments

| This was the subject of a previously closed allegation (confirmed by Deese). The allegation
of a cover-up appears to be a stretch. The cognizant supervisor had already made up his

| mind on the use of the outside equipment operator (he was wrong and we issued a violation

| afterward) in the fire brigade and could have easily dismissed it for that reason. No merit is

| seen in pursuing the potential cover-up aspect.

esponsible g [O1 Case Number:

{Concery Desariptiont=ii: 1" U0 0T T s eI e S R .

| Since removing the practice of requiring outside operators to support the fire brigade in

!- Spring 2005, only one of six operating crews is able to staff all required watch stations w/o
overtime. Two crews are one equipment operator short, two crews are two equipment

| operators short, and one crew is three equipment operators short. Why has it taken two and |
one half years for Operations to fully staff the fire brigade?

i P i

A S s S T S e
SEE g S

R e B S AR L IR R A T AT I 3 e
e SRR SRR R

s fully staffed.

ERa0

“B'aéis"" b»-’.'u E‘,L. -
i} Using OT, fire brigade i

[~ Is the impropriety or inadequacy associated with NRC regulated activities?
| ¥ 1Is the validity of the issue unknown?

j|If all of the above statements are checked, the issue Is an allegation.

& Branch Assigned Date - *-Planned Date
gomaeo07

| |comments: . . © RPBB to review response.

ditional Comments




\ ‘CAR 200408626 was written by Gallaway personnel to address equipment operators
jconcerns refated to the fire brigade. CAR 200501985 was written following an NRC finding

as Action Notice (lower significance). CAR 200501985 was screened as Adverse Condition
[ (higher significance). The problem was assigned a low significance until an NRC finding was
issued. Does Callaway Plant value the concerns and input of its employees into the
corrective action process? S _

: M'Rﬂq‘llih‘ﬂm !l'lt" L e L T T A T TR L
TS 5 4.1/Fire Protection Program

Sign‘lﬂm = Salsszrﬂ. T

D
o

| ¥ Is the impropriety or inadequacy associated with NRC regulated activities?
¥ Is the validity of the issue unknown?

T P R R . Assigned Brarich’ Assigned Date Planned Date:
BMJ-MM . AQES - 1°f29/2°°7 T

REC AT LR i T

mments: .~ RPBB lo review response.

|Additional Comments

‘ole nbesm o 2 . ,,._.,{,._\ T M
CAR 200408626 and CAF{ 200400065 (documenu-: that in Jan 2005 during a drill the prlmary
'equipment operator had to be used as a member of the hose team due to the length of time it
| took the outside equipment to arrive). Both these CARs were screened as Action Notices

t CAR. Due to recent changes in the CAP, these issues would now be assigned higher

i significance. What is being done to ensure that inappropriately screened historical issues
are now re-classlﬁed and addressed pnor to recurrence of an adverse cendition?

:Safety Significance- Low
ICheck If question is applicable to the concern.

1 ¥ Is it a declaration, statement, or assertion of impropriety or inadequacy?
‘ ¥ Is the impropriety or inadequacy associated with NRC regulated activities?
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l Befer to Licensee for Response - ACES 102822007
{ |[comments: ~ RPBB to review response. o

IRespansible Branch: | Select...




I A former shift supervisor was promoted to Asst Operations Manager last year. However, this
t individual was onshift during the October 2003 event in which the crew left the control rods
twithdrawn following an inadvertent reactor shutdown; during an inadvertent safety injection in
iFeb 2004, and in Nov 2005 when poor decisions were made while synchronizing to the grid,

I resulting in a letdown isolation on low pressurizer level. However this individual vacations

| with the Operations Manager. How does Callaway ensure critical positions are filled by

| qualified candidates and not through cronylsm'?

Regulatory Requitement: o . | . & i o

Check 'If qu'estlon is applicable to the concern.

| Is it a declaration, statement, or assertion of Impropriety or inadequacy?
‘ ¥ 1s the impropriety or inadequacy associated with NRC regulated activities?
¥ 1s the validity of the issue unknown?

l1f aif of the above statements are checked, the issue is an allegation.

"7 Assigned Branch Assigned Date ~ Planned Date
.10{29!2007




Gaddy, Vincent



