


due diligence to secure the information to do so, so state and
answer to the cxtent possible, specifying and explaining your
inability to answer the remainder and stating whatever
information or knowledge you have concerning the unanswered
portion.

B. Each interrogatory, reques. for admission and/or
document request is a continuing one, and should be supplemented
as required by 10 C.F.R. §2.740(e).

C. If you claim that any information which is required to
be provided by yc 1in your response to any of these
interrcgatories, requests for admission and/or Jdocvument reqguests
is privileged or immune frcm discovery:

1. Identify the portion of the interrogatory, request
for admission and/or docv.ment romest to which such
information is otherwise tne response;

2. If the informatior is a document or oral
communication, identify the document's title or the oral
communication and state the general subject matter of the
document or oral communicatiou;

3. 1f the infurmation is a document or oral
communication, state the date of the documert or oral
cermunication.

4. 1If a document, identify its author(s; and the
person(s) for whom it was prepared or to whom it was sent,

including all persons who received copies;
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5. If an oral communication, identify all pifi%é?
present at the time of the oral communication; "

€. State the nature of the privilege or immunity
claimned; and

7. State in detail each and every fact upon which you
base y: ur claim of privilege or immunity from discovery.

D. 1In each case where you are asked to identify or to state
the identify of a document or where the answer to the
interrogatory, req&eat for admission and/or docunent request
refers to a document, state w. 1 rawpect to each such document :

1. The identify of (.e person who prepared it;

2, The identity of all perscns who reviewed or
approved it;

3. The identity of the person who signed it, or over
whose name it was issued.

4. The identity of the addressee or addressees;

5. The nature and substance of the document with
sufficient particularity to enable the same to be
identified;

6. The date of the document; and

7. The present location o2f the document and the
identity and addiecza of each person who has custody of the
document .

E. In each case where you are required to identify an oral
communication, or where the answer to this discovery request

refers to an oral communication, state with respect thereto:




1. The date and place thereof;

2. The identity of each person who participated in or
heard an, part of the communication;

3. If the communication was by telephone, so indicate
and state who initiated the telephone call;

4. The substance of what was said by each person who
participated in the communication; and

5. The location and the identi 'y and address of the
custodian of any document (including any mechanic:l,

magnetic, electrical or electronic recording) that reccrded,

| summarized, reported or confirmed the oral communication.
| F. In each instance where you are asked to identify or
state the identity of a person, or where the answer to an
interrogatory, request for admission and/or document request
refers to a peirson, state with respect to each such person:

1. h ./her name;

2. His/her last known business and residence addresses

and telephone numbers;

3. If an individual, his/her business affiliation or
employment at the date of the transaction, event or matter
referred to; and

4. 1If a corporation or association, the business or
activity in which it was engaged at the date of the
transaction, event or matter referred to.

G. As used herein, the term "detail" and the phrases "state

in detail" and "descrike in detail" shall mean that you are



requested to state, with specificity, each and every fact,
ultimate fact, circumstance, incident, act, omission, event and
date, relating to or otherwise pertaining to the matters inquired
of in said interrogatory.
IITI. DEFINITIONS

A. As used herein, the terms "NRC," and any derivative
therefrom are intended to, and shall, embrace and include any and
all offices within the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, including
NRC Staff, NRC Office of Investigations, and all their respectiv-
attorneys, agents, servants, associates, employees,
representatives, investigators, and others who are or have been
in possession of or may have obtained information for or on
behalf of the NRC in any manner with respect to any mattel
pertaining to information responsive to ..y inter-ogatory

question set out below as well as any and document requested

below.

B. As used herein, the terms "you", "your", "Georgia Power
Company", "GPC" and "Licensee" shall include Georgia Power
Company . Also, as used herein, the terms "SONOPCO," "Southern

Nuclear" and "Southern Nuclear Operating Corn ny, Inc.," shall
include an entity formerly known as the "SONUPCO project" as well
as a the current corporate entity now generally referred to as
"Southern Nuclear."

C. As used herein, the term "dccuments" includes any
written, recorded or graphic matter, however p..oduced or

reproduced, of every kind and regardless of where located,
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including but not limited to any summary, schedule, memo;'ﬁgii,
note, statement, letter, telegram, interoffice communication,
report, diary, desk or pocket calendar or notebook, daybook,
appeintment book, pamphlet, periodical, work sheet cost sheet,
list, graph, chart, index, tape, record, partial or complete
report of telephone or oral cog;ersation, compilation, tape
recordings made by Intervenor, tabulation, study, z.alysis,
transcript, minutes, and all other memorials of any
conversations, meetings, and conferences by telephone or
otherwise, and any cther writing or recording vhich is in the
possession, custody or control of the Intervenor or any
employees, representatives, attorneys, investigators, or others
acting on his behalf.

D. 43 used herein, the terms "and" and "or" shall each mean
and/u. .

E. As used herein, the "Allen Mosbaugh" and the term
"petitioner" or "intervenor" shall mean Allen Mosbaugh, the
Intervenor in this proceeding.

F. As used her. 2, the term "date" shall mean the exact
day, month, and year, if ascertainable, or if not, the best
approximation thereof, including reliationship to other events.

G. As used herein, the term "person" shall mean any
individual, partnership, firm, associatioan, corporation or other
government, legal or business entity.

H. As used herein, the term "detail" and the phrases "state

in detail" and "describe in detail" shall mean that you are
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requested to state, with specificity, each and every fact,
ultimace fact, circumstance, incident, act, omission, event and
date, relating to or otherwise pertaining to the matters inquired
of in said interrogatory.

4 As used herein, the term "NRC OI ROI" shall mean United
ftates Nuclear Regulatcory Commiesion (NRC) Office of
Investigations (OI) Report of Investigation (ROI) entitled Vogtle
Electric Generating Plant: Alleged False Statements Regarding
Test Results on Emergency Diesel Generators, Case Number 2-90-
020R, Report Date of December 20, 1994,

J. As used herein, the term "VCG Analysis" shall mean the
Vogtle Coordinating Group Analysis of Evidence and Conclusions
based vn the Ol Report referenced in Definition "I" above.

IV. REQUEST FOR ADMISSIONS

1) Attached tc this document is a copy of the VOGTLE
COORDINATING GROUP ANALYSIS OF EVIDENCE AND CONCLUSIONS based on
the OI Report of Case Number 2-90-020R, Report Date of December
20, 1993 [hereinafter this document shall be referred to as the
"VCG Analysis") Please admit that this doacument is a true,
genuine and authentic copy of the VCG Analysis.

Admit

Deny

2) If you deny the genuineness of the document identified
in Admission No. 1, please state the grounds for this denial and

produce a copy of the VCG Analysis which you claim is genuine.
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3) Each sentence and/o: atement in the document
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10) If in your anawer to Admission No. 9 you denied the =
accuracy or truta of the conclusion in the paragraph identified
on page 13 of the VCG Analysis, please explain why the conclusion
is not true or accurate. In answering this
interrogatory/admission question, please separately identify each
sentence or statement of the conclusion you believe is not true
end/or accurate, and state the precise grounds justifying your
denial that the sentence or statement is not true and/or
accurate. Jdentify all documents which support your answer to
this request for admission. For each such document identify
which sentence or statement of the conclusion to which it
relates, Produce each such document.

11) In regard to the VCG Analysis, please review page 21,

under the subheading of "Coordipnating Group Conclusion for
Allegation No. 4." Under th's subheading follows a paragraph

stating the Group's conclusion. Admit whether the conclusion
identified above is true and accurate.

Admit

Deny

10) If in your answer to Admission No. 11 you denied the
accuracy or truth of the conclusion in the paragraph identified
on page 21 of the VCG Analysis, please explain why the conclusion
is not true or accurate. In answering thiws
interrogatory/admission question, please separately identify each
sentence or statement of the conclusion you believe is not true

and/or accurate, and sta e the precise grounds justifying your

e 7
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denial that the sentence or statement is not;iruo and/or
accurate. Identify all documents which support your answer to
this request for admission. For each such document identify
which sentence or statement of the conclusion to which it

relates. Produce each such document.

13) In regard to the VCG Analysis, please review page 32,

under the subheading of "Coordinating Group Conclusion for
Allegation No. S§." Under this subheading follows a paragraph

stating the Group's conclusion. Admit whether the conclusion
identified above is true and accurate.

Admit

Deny

14) It in your answer to Admission No. 13 you deuied the
accuracy or truth of the conclusion in the paragraph identified
orn page 32 of the VCG Analysis, please explain why the conclusion
is not true or accurate. In answering this
interrogatory/admission que tiou, please separately identify each
sentence or statement of the conclusion you believe is not true
and/or accurate, and state the precise grounds justifying your
denial that the sentence or statement is not true and/or
accurate. Identify all documents which support your answer to
this request ior admission. For each such document identify

which sentence or statement of the conclusion to which it

relates. Produce each such document.




15) 1In regard to the VCG Analysis, please review page 40,

under the subheading of "Coordipnating Group Conclusion for ;
Allegation No. 6." "mder this subheading follows a paragraph
stating the Group's conclusicn., Admit whether the conclusion
identified above is true and accurate.

Admit

Deny

16) If in your answer to Admission No. 15 you denied the
accuracy or truth of the conclusion in the paragraph identified
on page 4uU of the VCG Analysis, please explain why the conclusion
is not true or accurate. In answering this
interrogatory/admission question, please separately identify each
sentence or statement of the conclusion you believe is not true
and/or accurate, and stcete the precise grounds justifying your
denizl that the sentence or statement is not true and/or
accurate. Identify all documents which support your answer to
this request for admission. For each such document identify
which sentence or statement of the conclusion to which it

relates, Produce each such document,

16.1) In regard to the VCG Analysis, please review page
44, under the subheading of "Coordinating Croup Conclugion for

Allegation No., 7." Under this subheading follows a paragcaph

stating the Group's conclusion. Admit whether the coenclusion
identified above is true and accurate.

Admit

Deny
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16.2) 1f in your answer to Admioiion No. 16.1:¥§uzﬁs;iod
the accuracy or truth of the conclusion in the paragraph
identified on page 44 of the VCG Analysis, please explain why the
conclusion is not true or accurate. In answering this
interrogatory/admission questicn, please separately identify each
senterice or statement of the conclusion you believe is not true
and/or accurate, and state the precise grounds justifying your
denial that the sentence or statement is not true and/or
accurate. Identify all documents which support your answer to
this request for admission. For each such document identify
which sentence or statement of the conclusion to whick it
relates. Produce each such document.

17) 1In regard to the VUG Analysis, please review page 2,

under the subheading of "Coordinating Group Analysis of the
Evidence For Allegation Nos. 1 and 2." Under this subheading

follow paragraphs stating the Group's analysis of the evidence
used in reaching its conclusion. Admit whether the statements in
the paragraphs identified above are true and accurate.

Admit

Deny

18) If in your answer to Admission No. 17 you denied the
accuracy or truth of the statements in the paragraphs identi®ied
on page 2 of the VCG Analysis, please explain why the statements
are not true or accurate. In answering this
interrogatory/admission question, please separately identify each

sentence or etatLement of the paragraph you believe is not true
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Deny

24) 1If in your answer to Admission No. 23 you denied the
accuracy or truth of the statements in the paragraphs identified
on pages 15-19, numbered paragraphs 1-39 of the VCG Analysis,
p'ease explain why the statements are not true or accurate. In
answering thir inte.rogatory/admission quastion, please
separatelv identify each sentence or statement of the each
paragraph you believe is not true and/or accurate, and state the
precise grounds justifying your denial that the sentence or
statement is not true and/or accurate. Identify all doc.ments
which support your answer to this request for admission. For
each such document identify which sentence or statement of the
paragraph to which it relates. Produce each such document.

25) 1In regard to the VCG Analysis, please review pages 21-

22, under the subheading of "Cooxrdipating Group Analysis of the
Evidence For Conclusion No. 4." Under this subheading follow

paragraphs stating the Group's analysis of tne evidence used in
reaching its conclusion. Admit whether the sta.ements in the
paragraphs identified above are true and accurate.

Admit

Deny

26) If in your answer to Admission No. 25 you denied the
accuracy or truth of the statements in the paragraphs identified
on pages 21-22 of the VCG Analysis, please explain why the
statements are not true or accurate. In answering this

interrogatory/admission guestion, please separately identify each
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sentence or statement of the paragraph you believoﬂil ﬁbﬁ true
and/or accurate, and state the precise grounds justifying 9our
denial that the sentence or statement is not true and/or

accurate., Identify all documents which support your answer to

this request for admission. For each such document identify

which sentence or statement of the paragraph to which ic relates.

Produce each such document.

27) In regard tc the VCG Analysis, please review pages 25-
31, under the subheading of "Evidence for Allegation No. 4.°"
Under this subheading follow paragraphs numbered 1-45. Admit
whether the statements in the paragraphs identified above are
true and accurate,

hamit

Deny

28) 1If in your answer to Admission No. 27 you denied the
accrracy or truth of the statements in the paragraphs identified
on pages 25-31, numbered paragraphs 1-45 cf the VCG Analysis,
please explain why the statements are not true or accurate. In
answering thie interrogatory/admission question, please
separately identify each sentence or statement of the each
paragraph you believe is not true and/or accurate, and state the
precise grounds justifying your denial that the sentence or
statement is not true and/or accurate. Identify all documents
which support your answer to this request for admission. For

each such document identify which sentence or statemeﬁt of the

paragraph to which it relates. Produce each such document.
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29) 1In regard to the VCG Analysis, please review pagoi 32-

34, under the subheading of "Coordinating Group Analysis of the
Evidence For Conclusion No, $£." Under this subheading follow

paragraphs stating the Group's analysis of the evidence used in
reaching its conclusion. Admit whether the statements in the
paragraphs identified above are true and accurate.

Admit

Deny

30) 1If in your answer to Admission No, 29 you denied the
accuracy cr truth of the statements in the paragraphs identified
on pages 32-34 of the VCG Analysis, please explain why the
statements are not true or accurate. In answering this
interrogatory/admission question, plieast. separately identify each
sentence or statement of the paragraph you believe is not true
and/or accurate, and state the precise grounds justifying your
denial that the sentence or statement is not true and/or
accurate. Identify all documents which support your answer to
this request for admission. For each such document identify
which sentence or statement of the paragraph to which it relates.
Produce each such document.

31) In regard to the VCG Analysis, please review pages 34-
39, under the subheading of "Evidence for Conclusion No. S."
Under this subheading follow paragraphs numbered 1-42. Admit
whether the statements in the paragraphs identified above are
true and accurate.

Admit

s 18"
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Deny

, 32) 1If in your answer to Admission No. 31 you denied the
accuracy or truth of the statements in the paragraphs identified
on pages 34-39, numbered paragraphs 1-42 of the VCG Analysis,
please explain why the statements are not true or accurate. In
answering this interrogatory/admission question, please
geparately identify each sentence or statement of the each
paragraph you believe is not true and/or accurate, and state the
precise grounds justifying your denial that the sentence or
statement is not true and/or accurate. Identify all documents
which support your answer to this request for admission. For
each such document identify which sentence or statement of the
paragraph to which it relates. Produce each such document,

33) In regard to the VCG Analysis, please review pages “1-

42, under the subheading of "Coordinating Group Analysis of the
Evidence For Conclusijon No. €." Under this subheading follow

paragraphs stating the Group's analysis of the evidence used in
reaching its conclusion. @2 " whether the statements in the
paragraphs identified above are true and accurate.

Admit

Deny

34) 1If in your answer to Admission No. 33 you denied the
accuracy or truth of the statements in the paragraphs identified
on pages 41-42 of the VCG Analysis, please explain why the

statements are not true or accurate. In answering this

interrocatory/admission question, please separately identify each
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sentence or statement of the pa:-graph you believe is not true

and/or accurate, and state the precise grounds justifying your

denial that the sentence or statement is not true and/or
accurate. Identify all documents which support your answer to
this request for admission. For each such document identify
which sentence or statement of the paragraph to which it relates.
Produce each such document.

35) 1In regard to the VCG Analysis, please review pages 42-
43, under the subheading of "Evidence for Allegatijon No. 6."
Under this subheading follow paragraph numbered 1-9. Admit
whether the statements in the paragraphs identified above are
true and accurate,.

Admit

Deny

36) If in your answer to Admissiog No. 35 you denied the
accuracy or truth of the statements in the paragraphs identified
on pages 42-43, numbered paragraphs 1-9 of tte VCG Analysis,
please explain why the statements are not true or accurate. 1In
answering this interrogatory/admission guestion, please
separately identify each sentence or statemer* of the each
paragraph you believe is not true and/or :.ccurate, and state the
precise grounds justifying your denial that the sentence or
statement is not true and/or accurate. Identify all documents
which support your answer to this request for admission. For
each such document identify which sentence or statement of the

paragraph to which it relates. Produce each such document.
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ENCLLEURE

- PREDECISIONAL INYORMATION -
NOT FOR RELEASE WITHOUT THE APP!OVAIL O THE DIRECTOK, NRR

COORDINATING GROUP ANALYSIS OF EVIDENCE
AND CONCLUSIONS

INTRODUCTION

The Vogtie Coordinating Group (Group) has undertaken a detailed
evaluvation of the evidence rnlated to Diesel Generator (DG)
reliability referenced by the Office of Investigations (0I) in OI
Investigation Case Number 2-50-020R. As a result of its datailzd

evaluation, and in accordance with che Group Charter of

September 16, 1993, the Greup identified vioclations of Nuclear
Regulatory Commission (NRC) requirements and developed a
recommended course of action, including a draft enforcement
action, for management consideration. The Group’s preliwinary
conclusions and a proposed enforcement action are vcngained in
its Memorandum ¢’ December 17, 1993.

In its Memorandum and the accompanying draft enforcement action,
2 Group set out the specific vxu;atx ons that it identified und
ief analysis of the causes of each vioclation. The Gr oup the
proceeded to prepare a more detailed analys‘s of the evidence in
support of its conclusions, as reflected in this d:;g“c“t.
pecific references to the evidence in support of th
conclusions are included.

[
o~
~
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ntemporaneous with the issuance of the Group’s Memorandum, on
pecember 17, 1993, OI issued its Report of Investigation (OI
Report) The Group has reviewed the 0OI Report Tha approact
1sed OI in 1ts Report was to set out numbered paragraphs
haracterizing 1ts view of the evidence associlated with e
1] legation which OI investigated. O©0I then set out a krief
sivn with regard to each allegation.
'he analysis below sets out the Group’s analysis and cenclusions
for each matter in the OI Pe*ort and a compar‘spr of each OI
onclusion with the conclusion reached by the Group Where the
roup agreed with an 0I evidentiary characteri at on and thuat
haracterization was an important piece in the Group’s analysis,
the Group includes that evidentiary statemant In instances
where the Group viewved evidence differently or relied on evidence
not citeC by 0I, such evidentiary paragraphs are marked with an
asterisk.

L
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Allegation No, J: roviding Inaccurate and Incomplete DG Test
ata in Oral Present. tion to the NRC on
April 9, 19%0,

Allegation ! Submission of Misleading, Inaccurate, and
Incomplete DG Test Data in Letter of Response
to Confirmation of Action Letter, Dated
April 9, 1990.

COORDINAT i GROUP CONCLUBION POR ALLEGATION NOB. 1 AND 2

The G v evaluated the events that occurred on April 9, 1990,
and luded that the April 9 presentation and letter contained
th¢ same inaccurate information. Accordirqgly, the Group analyzed
the failure tc p-ovide accurate DG start information in the
April 9 pr sentation and letter together. The root causes of
this failu & were (1) the Vogtle Electric Generating Plant (VEGP)
seneral Manager (BOCKHOLD) did nc: swxercise reasonable care )
directing the Unit Superintendent (CASH) to collect DG start
nformation and in assessing what CASH gave him and (2) CASH did
not exercise rrasonable care in performing and reporting his
int., rrese failures did not involve wvrongdoing. The

naccuracy was material in that the NRC relied, in part, upon the
information provided by GPC in an April 9 oral presentation and
letter in reaching the NRC decision to allow Unit 1 to return to
power operatior
COORDINATING GROUP AN*LYBIB OF THE EVIDENCE FOR ALLEGATION NOB. 1
AND 2:

April 9, 1950, Georgla Power Company (¢ made an oral
presentation to the NRC in the Region II (RI1I) office. The
presentation was in r snonse to a verbal regquest by the NRC and
the NRC Confirmation Action Letter of March 23 and was in
support GPC’'s reques VEGP, Unit 1 restart approval. in
addition, following \ ~+ral presentation of April 9, GPC

submitted a letter to he NRC which contained the same DG start
information that was presented during the oral presentation.
rior to the April 9 presentation, the Vice President - Vogtle
roject (McCOY) tasked BOCKHOLD with the responsibility of
resenting the results of the DG testing. Evidence exists to
upport that BOCKHOLD did not intend to present a complete
cecounting of all DG testing since the March 20 event.

JOCKHOLD intended to present a number of consecutive successful
)G star'.s to demonstrate that the DGs wouvld perform their
intei,..ed function, i.e., that they were operable. The Group
concluded that presenting a number of consecutive successful
starts would not have been inconsistent with u.. e« NRC’s requee™
for the licensee to address the reliability and rerformance of

e ot
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the DGs. Furthermore, presenting a number of consecutive
successful DG starts to demonstrate the capability of the DGs to
perform their intended safety function was not ‘nconsistent with
the NRC characterizat..n of DG testing in NUREG-1410, "Loss of
vital 2.C Puwer and the Residual Heat Removal System During Mid-
Loop Operations at Vogtle Unit 1 on March 20, 19%0."

BOCKHOLD was perscnally involved in the preparation of several
transparencies for use in the April 3 presentation. He stated
that he drafted the upper part of Slide 10, "Diesel Testing," and
subsequently tasked CASHL with collecting the number of successful
+ .arts associated with operability. Given CASH'’s position (Unit
Superintendent), it was reasonable for BOCKHOLD to ask CASH to
perform this task. BOCKHOLD was awvare of problems on DG 1B
during overhaul. However, BOCKHOLD failad to adequately specify
the starting and ending points for the count to ensure that the
count did not include *hese problems and failed to ensure that
CASH understood his oviteria for "successful starts." Similarly,
CASH failed to ensure that he understood specifically what
BOCKHOLD wanted before he performed the task.

CASH collected DG start data from the Control Room Log and the
shift Supervisor’s Log, counting starts without significant
problems (i.e., problems that would not have prevented the DG
from running during an emergency). CASH stated that he started
his count for both DGs after the March 20 event. After
collecting DG start count information, CASH reported back to
BOCKHOLD. Although CASH made conflicting statements regarding
what information he gave BOCKHOLD, the Group concluded that CASH
just gave BOCKHOLD oral 0G start totals for the 1A and 1B DGs,
namely 18 and 19 s.arts, respectively.

The Group concluded that BOCKHOLD failed tc ensure that the cata
CASH provided was the information BOCKHOLD asked for and intended
to present. Specifically, BOCKHCLD did not determine the point
at which CASH began his count (i.e., the specific start number,
date or time' or whether CASH’s data included any problems or
failures. CASH, in turn, failed to ensure that the data that he
had cullected and reported to BOCKHOLD was what BOCKHOLD waited.
Information was then presented to the NRC in the April 9 oral
presentation by BOCKHOLD and the April 9 letter that there were
18 and 19 successful consecutive starts on the 1A and 1B DGs,
respectively, without problems or failures.

The corporate Licensing Manager - Vogtle Project (BAILEY) drafted
the letter based on the slides und input from site personnel.

1ne information concerning the number of diesel starts and the
statement concerning "no problems or failures" was derived from
the slides later presented on April 9. This document was not
reviewed by the Plant Review Board (PRB), but was reviewed by
BOCKHOLD and McCOY prior to being signed by the GPC Senior Vice

3
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Jresident = Nuclear Operations (HAIRSTON). BOCKHOLD reviewed the
draft letter with the understanding that it was intended to
reflect the same information that was presented during the

April 9 presentati.i, He viewed the language "no problems or
failures™ ar a way o. explaining successful starts. The NRC
understood the oral presentation and letter as presenting the
number of consecutive successful starts without problems or
failures after the March 20 event.

Because of the performance failures identified above, GPC'’s
report of starts in the presentation and letter included three 1B
DG starts with problems that occurred during DG overhaul and
maintenance activities (a high lube oil temperature trip on
March 22, 199%0; a low jacket water pressure/turbo lube oil
pressure low trip on March 2), 1990; and a failure to trip on a
high jacket water temperature alarm occurring on March 24, 1990).
The correct number of consecutive successful starts without
problems or failures was 12 for 1B DG--a number significantly
less Lhan that reported by GPC to the NRC on April 9. The
inaccuracy was material in that the NRC relied, in part, upon the
information provi® d by GPC in an April 9 oral presentation and
letter in reaching the NRC decision to z'low Unit 1 to return to

power operation.
EVIDENCE FOR ALLEGATION NOB. 1 AND 2:

1, On March 23, 1990, the NRC issued a Confirmation of Action
Letter (CAL) tec GPC that, among other things, confirmed that
GPC agreed not to return VEGP Unit 1 to criticality until
the Regional Administrator was satisfied that appropriate
corrective actions had been taken, and that the plant could
safely return to power operations. (Exhibit 4)

2. BROCKMAN (NRC RII) called McCOY before the presentation and
told McCOY that he should be prepared to show the NRC the
reliability and performance of the DG’'s at the presentation.
(Exhibit 20, p. 1) (See also BROCKMAN’S response to
Interrogatory 3 of GPC First Set of Interrogatories,
Decenber 23, 19%3.) ¢+

3. In a letter dated April 9, 1990, GPC stated: "Since
March 20, 19%0, GPC has performed numerous sensor
calibrations (including jacket water temperatures),
extensive logic testing, special pneumatic leak testing, and
multiple engine starts and runs under various conditions.
Since March 20, the 1A DG has been started 18 times, and the
1B DG has been started 19 times. No problems or failures
have o:curred during any of these starts. In addition, an
undervoltage start test without air roll was conducted on
April 6, 1990, and the 1A D/G started and loaded properly."

(Exhibit 27, p. 3) ¢+



- PREDECISIONAL INFORMATION -

NOT FOR RELEASE WITHOUT THE APPROVAL OF THE DIRECTOR, NRR

10.

11.

HAIRSTON stated that, "When I signed the letter out our
intent was to just communicate what had been said in the
meeting." (Extibit 31, p. 30) ¢

McCOY stated that he reviewed the April 9 letter in draft
form, and read it several times before it was sigred by
HAIRSTON, He said that he recalled reading the wordin
rozardinq 18 and 19 successful starts since March 20 with no
failures or preblems. He said that he thought the wording
was already in the letter during his reviews, and that the
letter attempted to capture the same information that was

presented orally. (Exhibit 29, p. 16)

McCOY tasked BOCKHOLD with the responsibility of presenting
the results of the DG testing at the presentation.
(Exhibit 13, p. §)

BOCKHOLD stated that GPC tried to do the most comprehensive
test sequence that they could think of to make the DGs
operable and that GPC shared the test seguence with the
Incident Investigation Team (IIT). BOCKHOLD stated that the
numbers of successful starts at the bottom of Slide 10, that
shoved the test segquence, were¢ just put on the slide because
GPC had made a lot of DG starts and he was not avare of any
problems “hat would have made the DGs inoperable at the «nd
of that test sequence. (Exhibit 12, pp. 4-5) ¢

CASH, BOCKHOLD, McCUY, and HAIRSTON believed, and expected
NRC personnel at the April 9 meeting to understand, that the
18 and 19 starts were consecutive successful starts. (GPC’s
Response to Interrogatory 7 (f and g) of the NRC Staff’s
First Set of Interrogatories, dated August 9, 19%93)

CASH sta.ed that the intent of the start count was to define
the scope of the test program. (Exhibit 10, p. 12) ¢

BOCKHOLD stated that the slide was not intended to show all
testing, but rather to show the nature of the testinn and to
show that GPC had run the machine a lot, and that it was not
a fluke when the DGs pass=d their operability tests.
(Exhibit 13, pp. 15-16)

BOCKYOLD explained his use of the term succas ful starts on
Slide 10 by making an analogy to a car. BOCKHOLD stated,
",..it’s kind of like you have a car "nd you put all new
parts on it, and you maybe stay with the original block and
cylinders because you know the)‘'ce good, and you put all new
controls on the car, and then you go and start it six times
or ten times or twelve tizes. And this flavor was, gee, you
started it and it started, fine."™ (Exhibit 13, pp. 13-14) »*
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BOCKHOLD stated that tha 1-B engine was in overhaul, and
right at the end of the overhaul period GPC tried to start
the engine and received "some failures to start and ve
chanyed some components. Then after the overhaul period wve
went into this extensive calibration and logic testing and
bubble testing and multiple starts, that’s when we started
counting these nineteen--that’s wher Jimmy Paul xcasu)
started counting these nineteen starts..." (Exhibit 12,

p. 18) *

In response to a guestion about the start point for the DG
count, the corporate General Manager - Nuclear Support
(SHIPMAN) stated on April 19 that BOCKHOLD said he started
his count after sensor calibration and logic testing.

(Exhibit 26, p. 21) *

On April 2, 19%0, the NRC IIT team leader (CHAFFEE) asked
BOCKHOLD for the number of "successful starts™ after GPC
replaced switches. (NRC IIT transcript, dated April 2,
1993, p. 47)

NUREG~1410, Appendix J, Section 3.1 describes a series of
tests as, "Control fystem Functioral Testing," that the
licoansee believed would provide "a comprehensive

t~ous leshooting plan for root-cause determination that
encompassed all suspect equipment involved in the incident."
The first test described in this section for the 1A DG is a
UV run test performed on March 29. (Appendix J, p. 13) *

NUREG-1410, Appendix J, Section 3.1 states, "On the basis of
the number of successive successf .l starts, the licensee
believes that emergency diesel generator 1A is fully
operazble and capable of performing its satety function."
(Appendix J, p. 20) »

GROUP NOTE: The Group could not identify the
definition of the term "successful start®™ in NUREG-

1410.

BOCKHOLD stated that ha was the overall architec’ of the
"Diesel Testing"™ transparency, and that he worked with BURR,
assigned to VEGP DG testing, and CASH on the details of the
chart. (Exhibit 13, p. 6)

Slide 10, "Diesel Testing," presented to the NRC on April 9
listed starts and other activities on DGs 1A and 1B after
March 20 and indicated that DG 1A and DG 1B had 18 and 19
successful starts, respectively. (Exhibit 7)

The VEGP Manager - Technical Support (AUFDENKAMPE) stated
that BOCKHOLD originally asked him to have one of his
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26,
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28.

employees perform the DG count. AUFDENKAMPE told him that
his staff did not normally perform this function--that he
got nis information from the VEGP Manager - Engineering
Support (HORTON). (Exhibit 38, pp. 10-11)

BOCKMOLD asked CASH to compile the number of successful
starts associated with operability. (Exhibit 12, p. 5) ¢

BOCKHOLD stated that, at the time he directed that the count
be performed, he knew about problems with DG 1B that
occurred during overhaul., (Exhibit 13, p. 47) ¢

BOCKHOLD stated that when he gave CASH his instructions on
what numbers he wanted him to obtain, he (BOCKHOLD) teld him
to get "successful starts," and was probably not "crystal
clear® with his instructions. (Exhibit 13, p. 10)

BOCKHOLD acknowledged that “l.e term "successful start" did
not have any statistical value when evaluating DG
reliability, but that it was, "just a subjective feeling to
say we ran the engine a lot and, you know, it proved to be
reliable.” (Exhibit 12, p. 12)

BOCKHOLD stated that he came up with the term "succesiful
start®™ without a great deal cf thought, but he Lnew 2t the
time he told CASH to go count successful starts that they
were, "very differe t than a valid test,™ and that he did
not want the "successful start" terminology to relate to the
"Reg., Guide" definition of a valid test. (Exhibit 13, p. 1§)

BOCKHOLD stated that he did not recall his instructions to
CASH regarding the point at which CASH was to start his
count of successful starts. (Exhibit 13, p. 10)

(Exhibit 12, p. 8)

BOCKHOLD stated that he used the term "successful start,"
but that he did not tell CASH any criteria to use before
CASH started counting DG starts. BOCKHOLD stated that he
assumed CASH had some criteria when CASH came back with the
number. BOCKHOLD stated that they did not go into a
discussion about the criteria on the successful starts.

(Exhibit 13, p. 19)

CASH stated that he did not recall BOCKHOLD’s specific
instructions, and acknowledged that somehow he knew before
he went to count starts that he was to count the starts
without any significant problems. (Exhibit 10, p. 11)

CASH stated that, to him, a significant problem meant

something that would have prevented the diesel from running
during an emergency. (Exhibit 10, p. 11)

9
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when he got there." He stated that he did not know how the
descriptions of the diesel tests that were abocve the lines
on the transparency were developed. (Exhibit 10, pp. 26-27)

In his August 14, 1990, STI testimony, CASH stated that the
18 and 19 successful starts shown on the transparency were
"all the starts that I was aware of at the time." He
further stated, "Those were the numbers that I came up with

at the time." (Exhibit 9, p. 8)

In his June 14, 1993, testimony, CASH stated that he did
give BOCKHOLD a specific start count, but that he could not
recall the specific numbers, and that he could not recall
writing down any numbers of starts for BOCKHOLD. CASH
advised that, based upon his reviev of the logs, the numbers
he gave to BOCKHOID would have been greater than 18 and 19.
(Exhibit 10, pp. 48-50)

BOCKHOLD stated that the DG count came, "Just verbally from
Jimmy Paul [CASH]." (Exhibit 12, p. 7)

CASH stated that he supplied BOCKHOLD with a start count.
(Exhibit 10, p. 24) #

CASH told AUFDUNKAMPE and the Acting Assistant General
Manager - Plant Support (MOSBAUGH) on April 19 that he gave
BOCKHOLD "uwvery start that we have done" and that he just
gave BOCKHOLD "totals."™ "I'm not xure if 1 told him
(BOCKHOLD) the failures or not." (Exaibit 36, p. 35) «

BAILEY stated that he prepared the GPC letter of April § to
NRC in parallel with the preparations for the April 9

meeting with NRC. He stated that different people reviewed
the letter at different times, but that he was doing most of
the preparation, working with the site people. (Exhibit 28,

P 7)
McCOY stated that the April 9 letter was nrepared under the

direction of the licensing manager, BAILEY. (Exhibit 29,
PP. 15-16) ;

45, BAILEY stated that it was his understanding that "we"

probably put the statement regarding 18 and 19 starts with
no problems or failures into the April 9 letter, prior to
the presentation, based on the information that was on the
"DIESEL TESTING" transparency. lle stated that he did not
recall who, at the site gave him that information, but he
knew that he had talked to AUFDENKAMPE and BOCKHOLD
regarding normal NRC correspondence during this time frame.

(Exhibit 28, pp. 11-12)
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AUFDENKAMPE then stated, after seeing a corporate Licensing
Engineer’s (STRINGFELLOW’s) initials on the April 5 letter,
and a recent conversation with BAILEY, that he recalled that
most of the April 9 letter had been done in conjunction with
his [AUFDENKAMPE’s) people and STRINGFELLOW. According to
AUFDENKAMPE, this was prior to the April 9 meeting with NRC,
and in response to the NRC Confirmation of Action letter.

(Exhibit 38, pp. 27-28)

AUFDENKAMPE said that he had alwvays assumed that the numbers
(18 and 19) in the April 9 letter cawe from the April 9
presentation, and that he could not recall jif BAILEY had
told him that. (Exhibit 38, p. 26)

STRINGFELLOW stated that he recalled BAILEY coming back to
Birmingham after the presentation and telling him that
"they" had rewritten a letter on the airplane on the way
back, and that he recalled helping to get that letter typed.
He stated that he did not recall having any involvement in
actually drafting the words in that letter. He stated that
he seemed to recall the "they" that BAILEY was talking about
as being on the plane was BAILEY and HAIRSTON, but that he
did not remember who all was on the plane. (Exhibit 30,

pp. 10-11)

BOCKHOLD £aid that he would speculate that Jim BAILEY had
drafted the April 9 letter, and that “people" reworked the
data from the transparency "into the letter form and the LER
form with some slight wording modifications to enhance its
readability, and because of that the error jot propagated
from the presentation into the letter #nd into the LER."

TExhibit 12, p. 185)

McCOY compared the statemant regarding diesel starts that
was in the letter, to the information on the "DIESEL
TESTING" slide. He said that "wanoeve: crafted this senterce
looked probably at this slide and tried to describe in one
sentence what's presented here (on the slide)." McCOY
stated, "It starts with the March 20th event on the slide
and ends with the numier of successful starts in both

cases." (Exhibit 29, p. 37)

BAILEY stated that he did net know whether the site or
Birmingham first inserted that language into the letter, but
that if Birmingham had done it, it would have beer based
upon information from the site. (Exhibit 28, p. 17)

BAILEY advised that although the VEGP PRB did not formally

review the April 9 letter and vote to recommend that the
General Manager send it, he stated that many of the VEGP

10
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managers who a: e PRB members reviewed and commented on the
letter. (Exhibit 28, p. 51)

BOCKHOLD stated that he did rot think the April 9 letter was
approved by the VEGP PRB prior to its issuance, but that
many documents iike that letter would go through the PRB.

(Exhibit 13, p. 39)

McCOY stated tr«t he did not know if the April 9 letter had
been reviewed .nd approved by the PRB. He advised that a
PRB review of :hat lette. 7as not required, but trat he
would have exp.:.ted that those people were aware of the
contents of the !«tter before it was submitted.

(Exhibit 29, p. 24)

HAIRSTON a ‘ised that it w+s his understanding that the VEGP
PRB did no' review the April 9 letter. (Exhibit 31, p. 23)

AUFDENKAMPE stated that he did not think the VEGP PRB * s
involved in the preparation or eview of the Apri’ .
(Exhibit 38, p. 27)

SHIPMAN stated that he did not know whether the ViGP PRE
reviewed the April 9 letter before it was issued. He
advised that this letter wovid normally be the type of thing
that the PRB would reviev, but he would speculate that, in
this ca“e, there night aot have been a review because of the
"¢imelinuss,” and be~.ause of BOCKHOLN’s direct involvement
with the \=formatira. (Exhibit 39, pp. 26-27)

BAILEY advised that, after the April & meeting with NRC, on
the way back to Birmingham in the corporate plane, he,
McCOY, and HAIRSTON made a few minor modifications to the
letter, and then sent it out that day. He said that the
modifications made did not involve t! 2 statement about the
18 and 19 starts with no problems or failures. He stated
that, to his recollection, the three of them were the only
people on the plane. (Exhibit 28, p. 18)

BOCKHOLD reviewed the April 9 letter prior to its submittal,
In discussing his review, he stated, in part, that, "I
didn’t write those sentences. 1 ~- my practice had been to
read this information rather quickly and see if anything
jumped out at me that was not correct. My practice had not
been to study this information, because we had a whole group
of people both at the site and in corporate whose job was to
do this.™ (Exhibit 13, p. 37) »

BOCKHOLD advised that the statement in the April 9 letter

that said no problems or failures occurred on either DG was
a rewording of successful starts, and that as "an attempt to

11
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make it clearer in Ken McCOY’s mind...I told Ken that yeah,
that change could be made...." (Exhibit 12, p. 16)

BOCKMOLD advised that he probably had a phone conversation
with McCOY or BAILEY concerning the statements in the
April 9 letter about successful starts with no failures or
problems, but those statements were just a narrative
description of what was on the "DIESEL TESTING"
transparency. (Exhibit 13, pp. 34+-36)

BOCKHOLD stated that, in his mind, “"Successful Starts" is
basically the same as, "no failures or problems."
(Exhibit 13, p. 236

BROCKMAN stated that he interpreted the stutement regarding
successful diesel starts in the April 9 GPC response to the
NRC Confirmation of Action Letter to mean basically the same
thing as in the April 9 presentation by GPC. (Exhibit 20,

P 2)

The Regional Administrator, NRC RII (EBNETER) stated that he
snderstood that the successful DG start counts presented
during the April 9 meeting began at the date of the March 20
event and ended at approximately the time of the April 9
presentation. (Exhibit 18, pp. 1-2) ¢

The GPC’s August 30, 1990, letter and Table 2 appended to it
indicate that there wvere 12 consecutive successful starts on
the 1B DG as of April 9, 1990. (Exhibit 45)

The NRC relied, in part, upon the information provided by
GPC in an April 9 oral presentation and letter in reaching
the NRC decision to allow Unit 1 to return to power
operation. ("NRC Staff Supplemental Response to Intervenor'’s
First Set of Interrogatories and Reguest for Documents,"
September 15, 1993, Responses 4 and 6) *

O CONCLUBIONS REGARDING ALLEGATION NOB. 1 AND 2:

01 zoncluded that on April 9, 1590, BOCKN. ' * Jeliberately
presented incomplete and inesccurate inforwsation to NRC regarding
the testing of the VEGP Unit 1 DGs conducted subsequent to a
March 20, 1990, Site Area Emergency (SAE) at VEGP. This occurred
at the NRC, RII offices in Atlanta, GA, during a GPC oral
presentation in support of their request to return VEGP, Unit 1
to power operatiors.

01 concluded that, based on BOCKHOLD’s deliberate actions, GPC
presented a misleading, inccmplete, and inaccurate statement of
diesel test results in its April 9, 1990, submittal.

12
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COMPARISON OF OI AND COORDINATING GROUP CONCLUBIONE FOR
ALLEGATION NOB. 1 AND 2:

01 concludes that BOCKHOLD deliberately withheld information from
¢che NRC about problems or failures that had occurred on the 1B DG
because he di ‘cted CASH to count only successful starts.

The Group concluded that incorrect information (19 successful
starts for DC 19 with no problems or failures) was presented as a
result of the failure of GPC personnel to exercise reasonable
care during data collection and use, rather than as a result of
deliberate action on the part of BOCKHOLD as concluded by OI.
Specifically, the Group concluded that BOCKHOLD did rot intend to
present a complete accounting of all DG starts following the
March 20 event. He wanted to show that the DGs had been tested
and started a large number of times fecllowing DG overhaul
activities. There were no unsuccessful starts or problems or
failures after ovarhaul activities. BOCKHOLD’s intent to present
successful starts after overhaul activities was not inconsistent
with the NRC’s regquest for the licensee to address the
reliability and performance of the DGs. However, BOCKHOLD failed
to clearly identify the start point for the count to CASH. As a
result, the 19 trouble~free starts presented included problems
and failures. The Group could not conclude that BOCKHOLD knew
that the information that CASH had given him included problems or
failures or that CASH’s start point for his count was not the
first start after overhaul activities for the 1B DG.

Allegation No. 3: Submission of False Statement of DG Test Data
in LER 90-006, dated April 19, 19%0.

COORDINATING GROUP CONCLUSION FOR ALLEGATION NO. 3:

GPC submitted an inaccurate statement of DG test data in Licensee
Event Report (LER) 90-006 dated April 19, 1990. Specifically,
the licensee failed to provide accurate information with respect
to th» number of consecutive successful DG starts suksegquent to
che completion of a "comprehensive test program" (C1P).

The root causes for this failure were as follows. First,
BOCKHOLD failed to exercise reasconable care in agreeing to the
use of the term CTP in the LER since this term failed to
adequately identify when the reported count of consecutive
successful DG starts began. Second, SHIPMAN and AUFDENKAMPE
failed to exercise reasonable care in the preparation of the
April 19 LER in that: (1) they did not fully understand the term
CTP, and (2) in light of the different interpretation of the ternm

13
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CTP raised by MOSEAUGH, they were aware that the term was e‘ther
imprecise or ambiguous. Third, MOSBAUGH acted unreasonably in
failing to resolve his concern about the definition of the term
CTP. This failure contributed to the inaccuracy in the April 19
LER. The inaccuracy was material in that knowledge by the NRC of
a lesser number of consecutive successful starts on 1B DG
following completion of the CTP without problems or failures
could have had a natural tendency or capability to cause the NRC
to inguire further.

COORDINATING GROUP ANALYBIB OF THE EVIDENCE FOR ALLEGATION NO. 3:

A draft of LER 90-006, which was approved by the PRB on April 19
was based in part on information presented to the NRC on April 9§
and adjusting the count of successful starts to reflect
additional DG starts that occurred following April 9. During
telephone calls on April 19, site and corporate personnel
discussed HAIRSTON’S request that "greater than 20 starts" be
verified and site concerns regarding accuracy of the start counts
reported on April 9. MOSBAUGH and AUFDENKAMPE questioned the
accuracy of the drait LER, given that there were trips in the 1B
DG after March 20. They did not think that the statement
concerning "no problems or failures" was correct.

buring a teleconference between site and corporate personnel to
address concerns that a count beginning on March 20 would include
trips, BOCKHOLD czonfirmed that the start count reported on

April 9 began later--after completion of the CTP. In agreeing to
the use of the term CTP in the LER, BOCKHOLD acted unreasonably
since that term was inadequate to specify the start point for the
April 9 start count. BOCKHOLD intended to convey that the count
began after testing of the DG contreol systems which did not
require diesel starts, i.e., the calibration of the Calcon
sensors and logic testing of the control systems. It was
reasonable to interpret, however, that the CTP was completed with
the first successful test to demonstrate operability, a point in
tine significantly later than the point intended by BOCKHOLD.
This was the interpretation given to this term by GPC and the

NOC.

In later discussions regarding the draft LER, SHIPMAN,
AUFDENKAMPE and MOSBAUGH acknowledged that they could not
identify the specific DG start that represenced the starting
point for the count presented to the NRC, i.e., the first start
following completion of Lhe CTP. SHIPMAN, AUFDENKAMPE and
MOSBAUGH were aware that BOCKHOLD had earlier stated that his
April 9 count began after instrument recalibration. MOSBAUGH
stated at that time that his understanding of the CTP would be a
test program to determine root causes and restore operability.
The three collectively failed to clarify the term before issuance
of the LER. As a result of the failure of GPC to adequately

14
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specify when to begin the start count as of April 19, the 1A and
1B DG start counts reported on April 19 overstated the actual
counts by including starts that wvere part of the CTP. The
inaccuracy was material in that knowvledge by the NRC of a lesser
numnber of consecutive successful starts on 1B DG following
completion of the CTP without problems or failures could have had
a natural tendency or capability to cause the NRC to inguire

further.

GROUP NOTE: The Group has not identified any evidence in
its review which addresses this materiality finding. Based
on its review of the evidence, however, the Group has
determined that the information of interest was material,
i.e., it had a natural tendency or capability to influence
an NRC decision maker.

EVIDENCE POR ALLEGATION NO. 3:

1. LER 50-424/90-06 dated April 99,1990, states "After the
3/20/90 event the control systems of both engines have been
subjected to a comprehensive test program. Subsequent to
this test program DG 1A and DG 1B have been started at least
18 times each and no failures or problems have occurred
during any of these starts." (Exhibit 37, p.6)

2. On April 19, 199%0, during a conierence call between
STRINGFELLOW, AUFDENKAMPE, and MOSBAUGH concerning
resolution ol corporate comments on the LER, AUFDENKAMPE, in
the presence of MOSBAUGH, told STRINGFELLOW that they think
the number of starts in the LER is a "material false
statement." (Exhibit 34, p. 91)

3 STRINGFELLOW told AUFDENKAMPE and MOSBAUGHK that, "It just
dawned on me what Al [MOSBAUGH) was saying a minute ago. In
other words, if we say, ‘and no problems or failures have
occurred in any of t..ese starts’ you’'re saying that's not
true." (Exhibit 34, p. 96)

4. In a conference call on April 19, 1990, STRINGFELLOW,
AUFDENKAMPE and SHIPMAN wvere told by MOSBAUGH that if the
LER states there wvere no problems or failures, then the LER
would not be correct. (Exhibit 34, p. 104)

5. SHIPMAN recognized that there is not only a problem with the
statement in the draft LER, but also with what, "George
([either HAIRSTON or BOCXHOLD) wrote and took and told the...
EBNETER last Monday in Atlanta." (Exhibit 34, p. 104)

6. SHIPMAN stated that we (GPC) need to find out what is
correct and make sure the correct information is presented.

(Exhibit 34, p. 107)
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10.

B

12.

13.

14.

15.

SHIPMAN requested MOSBAUGH to get the correct information on
the number of starts. (Exhibit 34, p. 107) ¢

SHIPMAN stated that if the information is not correct they
(GPC) need to get it out of the report regardless of what
George [HAIRSTON or BOCKHO.D) told EBNETER. (Exhibit 34, p.

108)

MOSBAUGH told his staff to check the logs to see if there
had been 19 starts on the 1B DG since 5:31 PM on March 23.
If it is less than 19, then the statement is false.

(Exhibit 34, p. 121) ¢

GROUP NOTE: A complete list of DG start data was not
available during this conversation.

In late afternoon on April 19 during a conference ¢ 1
between site and corporate personnel, AUFDENKAMPE stated
that his people (the people who prepared the LER) took the
18 and 19 starts based on the April 9 letter and added the
starts that had occurred subsequent to April 9 and came u’
with greater that 20. (This was in response to a guestion
raised by HAIRSTON that the staff was trying to answer.)

(Exhibit 36, p. 8)

BOCKHOLD agreed with the "greater than 20" terminology.
(Exhibit 36, p. 8)

McCOY stated that they need to be sure that we (GPC) know
the number of starts after comp.etion of the "comprehensive
test program.” (Exhibit 36, p. 8)

GROUP NOTE: This is the first known use of this term.

BOCKHOLD stated to the group that CASH verif.ed the numbers
presented in the conference (in Atlanta) were correct.
McCOY responded to this statement by saying that "You ought
to use those numbers" in the LER. (Exhibit 36, p. 8)

BOCKHOLD confirmed that the count of diesel starts presented

to the NRC on April 9 began after completion of the
comprehensive test of the control system on each diesel.

(Exhibit 36, p. 9)

BOCKHOLD stated that the 1-B engine was in overhaul, and
right at the end of the overhaul period GPC tried to start
the engine and received "some failures to start and wve
changed some components. Then after the overhaul period we
went into this extensive calibration and logic testing and
bubble testing and multiple starts, that’s when we started

16
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counting these ninateaen--that’'s when Jimmy Paul started
counting these nineteen starts .. ." (Exhibit 12, p. 18)

BOCKHOLD intended that the CTP refer to testing of the
diesel control systems which did not require diesel starts,
i.e., calibration of the Calcon sensors and the logic
testing of the control systems. (GPC’s response to the NRC
Staff’s First Set of Interrogatories. Response 1.a and 1.b,
dated August 9, 1993) ¢+

Referring to the diesel starts prior to the calibration of
all the Calcon sensors, SHIPMAN stated to AUFDENKAMPE and
MOSBAUGH on April 19 "...and they should not be included
because they were part of the return to service of the
diesel coming out of the overhaul, and this count only
included those starts after we had calibrated all these
sensors. John [AUFDENKAMPE), you heard George BOCKHOLD'’S
logic." (Exhibit 36, p. 20)

NUREG~-1410, Appendix J, Section 3.1, describes a series of
tests, "Control System Functional Testing," that the
licensee believed would provide "a comprehensive
troubleshooting plan for root-cause determination that
encompassed all suspect equipment involved in the incident."
The last test in this section for the 1A DG is the
Operability Test described therein as, "The final test of
the licensee’s troubleshooting plan test seguence was the
emergency diesel generator 6-month operability test used to
satisfy technical specification surveillance requirements."
(NUREG~1410, Appendix J, p. 11)

The numbers of consecutive successtul starts subseguent to
completion of the CTP as of April 19 were 10 and 12 for the
1A and 1B DG respectively. (Exhibit 41)

The Safety Audit and Engineering Review (SAER) audit report,
dated June 29, 1990, selected the first successful start
performed using the Diesel Generator Operability Test
procedure as the completion of the CTP. (Exhibit 43) »+

GROUP NOTE: To help resclve the uncertainty regarding

the definition of the end of the CTP, an end point had
to be designated to allow the report to be responsive

to HAIRSTON’S requirement that the audit determine the
correct information to report to the NRC.

In response to » question about the start point for the DG
count, SHIPMAN stated '~ April 19, 1990, that BOCKHOLD said
he started his coun: after sensor calibration. (Exhibit 36,

p. 21) ¢
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22. SHIPMAN stated that BOCKHOLD said that the count started
after GPC had completed the instrumentation recalibration
and somebody generated the data on that basis. (Exhibit 26,

p. 22) ¢

23. MOSBAUGH stated his understanding of the CTP would be a test
program to determine root causes and restore operability.

(Exhibit 36, p. 26) ¢

24 Puring the final conference call, in which the LER was
approved by the site, AUFDENKAMPE, MOSBAUGH and SHIPMAN
discussed language in the LER with regard to the CTP and
acknowledged that they are unclear as to what the term
means. (Exhibit 36, pp. 21-26) ¢

25. During PRB Meeting 90-60, the chairman (KITCHENS)
instructed, apparently AUFDENKAMPE, that he should either
verify that the number of starts wvas correct or take the
numbers out, and indicated that the LER should not include
the words "no problems or failures." (Exhibit 34, p. 62)

26. During PRB Meeting 90-60, KITCHENS stated to AUFDEJKAMPE
(assumed) that he should make sure whatever numbers are used
do not result in a false statement., (Exhibit 34, p. 63)

27, During a conference call on April 10, 1990, members of the
NRC TIT asked GPC for diesel starts and stops and explained
to AUFDENKAMPE that the IIT could not come up with the same
number of starts that was presented by GPC to the NRC during
the restart briefing the previous day. KENDALL (an NRC IIT
member) indicated that if GPC had additional information not
provided to the IIT, it should be provided so that the tean
would have a complete record. (Exhibit 105, p. 4-6) ¢

28. Regarding the final words in the LER concerning DG start
counts, AUFDENKAMPE asked MOSBAUGH if he (MOSBAUGH) took
exception to the words., MOSBAUGH did not respond to this
question. (Exhibit 36, p. 26)

29, After the final conference call in which the LER was
approved by the site, MOSBAUGH tells AUFDENKAMPE that he
(MOSBAUGH) cannot find "“enough starts,™ i.e., as many starts
as specified in the LER. (Exhibit 36, p. 34)

30. After the final conference call in which the LER was
approved by the site, CASH told MOSBAUGH and AUFDENKAMPE
that he started his counts on March 20, 1990. (Exhibit 36,
p. 36) *

31. CASH told AUFDENKAMPE and the Acting Assistant General
Manager - Plant Support (MOSBAUGH) on April 19 that he gave
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BOCKHOLD "every start that we have done" and that he just
gave BOCKHOLD "totals.™ "I'm not sure if I told him
[BOCKHOLD] the failures or not." (Exhibit 36, p. 35) #

32. AUFDENKAMPE stated to MOSBAUGH that th: comprehensive test
program is not defined but you have to assume that BOCKHOLD
told SHIPMAN that it started after the 3rd failure that
occurred on the 1B DG, (Exhibit 36, pp. 36-37)

33. MOSBAUGH stated that when he saw that successive LER drafts
were carrying over the same, apparently false, statement of
diesel starts as set forth in the April ¢« letter, he started
looking inte it, but until he had the whosle list of all the
starts, he couldn’t affirmatively say th t the statements
wvere wrong. (Exhibit §, pp. 217-219)

34, MOSBAUGH stated that the LER got signed out without an
adequate review of the nev basis of "subsegquent to the test
program,” and we had «nown failures. (Exhibit §, p. 227)

GROUP NOTE: MOSBAUGH was with AUFDENKAMPE when the
final site approval was given for the LER.

35. McCOY stated that there was no effort to cover up, because,
"we had all kinds of NRC people there throughout this period
participating, watching the tests, looking at the logs,
everything else.” (Exhibit 2%, p. 34)

3J6. McCOY acknowledged that, when the final April 19 LER went
out to NRC, he was satisfied that any issues involved had
been resolved and clarified. (Exh.bit 29, p. 60)

37. ™McCOY stated during his OI interview that, to his knowledge,
which was based on what he just heard on Tape 58 (Exhibit
35), the end point of the test program was defined by the
time the LER went out on April 19. He stated that BOCKHOLD
had indicated that the start count information was after the
completion of the test program, so he (McCOY) had every
reason to believe that they knew when the end of the test
program was, and they were counting the starts from that
peint, (Exhibit 29, p. 63)

J8. HAIRSTON stated that when he signed out the LER, he believed
it was accurate and consistent with the information in the
April 9 letter. (Exhibit 31, p. 50)

29. HAIRSTON stated during the 1993 interview that his general
impression on April 19, 19%0, was that different people had
recounted and verified the DG start data. (Exhibit 31,

p. 107)
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01 CONCLUSION REGARDING ALLEGATION 3:

HAIRSTON, with, at a minimum of careless disregard, submitted a
false statement of DG test results to the NRC in LER $0-006,
dated April 19, 19%0, This false statement was submitted as a
direct result of deliberate actions by HAIRSTON, McCOY, SHIPMAN,

and BOCKHOLD.

COMPARIBON OF OI AND COORDINATING GROUP CONCLUBIONS FOR
ALLEGATION NO. 3:

Although HAIRSTON submitted an inaccurate statement to the NRC in
that he signed the letter transmitting the LER to the NRC, the
Group could not conclude that he acted with careless disregard or
negligence in his actions associated with this LER. The Group
also could not conclude that the inaccurate statement was the
result of deliberate actions by HAIRSTON, McCOY, SHIPMAN and
BOCKHOLD. OI relies, in part, on a tape purported to contain a
statement, "I’1] testify to that" by McCOY and "Just disavow" by
SHIPMAN, as evidence that GPC senior managers knowingly changed
words in the LER and created a false statement, The Group has
reviewed those tape excerpts in detail and reached the following
conclusions. The Group concluded that the words, "I’l]l testify
to that" werea spoken by McCOY, but the Group was unable to
conclude that the words "Just dis: ow" were spoken by SHIPMAN,
The Group further concluded that the tape captures fragments of
simultaneous conversations and it is unclear as to which words
apply to which conversation. Finally, the Group conzluded that
even if the statements had been spoken as determined by OI, they
are equally susceptible to interpretations that do not reflect

wrongdoing.

In addition, the Group found that a pattern of poor performarce
by BOCKHOLD began to emerge as the Group reviewed the evidence
associated with Allegation No. 3. As noted in the Group’s
conclusions for Allegation Nos. 1 and 2 concerning April 9, 1990,
BOCKHOLD failed to exercise reasonable care when directing CASH
to collect information for the restart presentation to the NRC
and again when assessing what CASH had given him.

After April 9, site personnel questioned the accuracy of the
statement concerning the number of consecutive DG starts without
problems or failures. Given these questions and that BOCKHOLD
was uniquely aware of the informal means by which the data was
developed for the April 9 letter, a reexamination of the April 9
data was warranted before submission of the LER 90-006. Illowever,
the erroneous information (characterized with specific reference
to a CTP) was again reported to the NRC prior to the completion
of efforts to validate the underlying data.
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There was no evidence to show that BOCKHOLD, knowing that the
April 9 information was quickly assembled and reported to him
informally, directed any review of the data to assure that the
information in the April 19 LER was accurate. BOCKHOLD's
statement during an April 19 phone call that the count he
presented on April 9 had been "verified correct®™ by CASH implied
that no further investigation of the data vas necessary and may
have led some GPC personnel to conclude that an adequate review
of the DG start data had been completed. McCOY’s response that
"You ought to use those numbers® indicated that McCOY relied on
BOCKHOLD's assurances that the data was correct. HAIRSTON also
stated that he thought the April 19 data had been checked.

In light of the guestions raised about the accuracy of the DG
start information, BOCKHOLD failed to take sufficient action to
ensure that these guestions were resolved. Sufficient actions,
if taken, could have enabled GPC to identify errors in the
April 9 letter before the issuance of the LER.

Allegation No. 4: submission of False Statement of Reasons Why
DG Test Data in LER 90-006 Was Inaccurate, as

stated in Revision 1 to LER %0-006, Dated
June 29, 1990,

COORDINATING GROUP CONCLUBION FOR ALLEGATION NO. 4:

The Group concluded that there were three exanples where
inaccurate or incomplete information was provided in the
June 29, 1990, letter.

The first example involves GPC’'s failure to include informatien
clarifying the April 9 letter. The root cause for this failure
was that GPC staff and management acted with careless disregard
when it failed to correct the omission after being n..ified by a
GPC employees that the letter failed to inciude information to
clarify the DG start counts reported in the April 9 letter. The
incompleteness was material in that the NRC subsequently
requested GPC to make a submittal clarifying the April 9 letter.

Th» second example involves GPC’s failure in erroneously
attributing DG start record keeping practices as a reason for the
difference between the DG starts reported in April 19 LER and in
the June 29 LER revision, The root cause of this failure was
that GPC acted with careless disregard when it failed to
adequately determine the root cause for the reporting errors on
April 9 and April 19 and, as a result, stated reasons in the
cover letter that were inaccurate. The inaccuracy was material
in that it could have led the NRC to conclude that the correct
root causes for the difference in the number of diesel starts
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reported in the April 19 LER and the June 29 letter had been
identified by GPC.

The third example involves GPC’s failure to state that the root
causes for the difference between the DG start counts in the
April 19 LER and the June 29 letter were personnel errors. The
root cause for this failure was that GPC acted with careless
disregard when it failed to adeguately determine the root cause
for the reporting errors or April 9 and April 19 and, as a
result, stated reasons in the cover letter that were incomplete.
The incompleteness was material in that, had the correct root
causes for the differences in the number of diesel starts been
reported in the April 19 LER and the June 29 letter, it could
have led the NRC to seek further information.

GROUP NOTE: With regard to examples two and three above,
the Group has not identified any evidence in its review
which addresses these materiality findings. Based on its
review of the evidence, however, the Group has determined
that the information of interest was material, i.e., it had
a natural tendency or capability to influence an NRC

decision maker.

COORDINATING GROUP ANALYSIB OF THE EVIDENCE FOR CONCLUBION NO. 4!

On April 30, 1990, MOSBAUGH gave BOCKHOLD a listing of 1B DG
starts, BOCKHOLD returned the list to MOSBAUGH the same day with
an attached note to MOSBAUGH and KITCHENS directing them to have
Engineering and Operations work together to verify the list and
have Technical Support prepare proposed changes to documents as
required. The listing was confirmed on May 2 and showed that the
start counts reported in the April 9 presentation, the April 9
CAL response letter and the April 19 LER were incorrect.
MOSBAUGH provided the validated list to BOCKHOLD on May 2, when
they agreed that the LER needed to be revised to reflect the
correct number of starts. They also agreed that the April 9
letter needed to be corrected and proposed that it be

done in the planned May 15, 1990, letter.

On May 8, MOSBAUGH prepared a draft revision of the LER for PRI
review, which included revised DG start data. A PRB-approved
draft was forwarded to corporate offices on May 14. GPC als-
issued a May 14, 1990, letter which addressed corrective act.ouns
related to the event, but did not mention the error in DG starti

reported in the April 9 letter.

After being informed that the April 19 DG start counis were in
error, HAIRSTON informed EBNETER in May that a revision to the
April 19 LER would be submitted, in part, to correct the DG start
counts. In early June, after being provided conflicting data for
the second time about the actual number of DG starts as of
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April 19, HAIRSTON again notified EBNETER. He also regquested a
GPC audit be conducted to establish the correct data and to
determine why the errors were made. The audit, conducted from
June 11 to June 29, 1990, narrowly focuse” on a reviev of diesel
records (Test Data Sheets, Shif* ®.perv.sor’s Log ard Diesel
Generator Start Log) to verify the number of DG starts. The
audit did not identify any specific cause for the error in the
number reported in the LER. The audit stated, however, that
“(t)he error introduced in the LER appears to be the result of
incomplete documentation.® The audit report stated that there
were incomplete and missing entries regarding DG operations in
the Shift Supervisor’s Log (which was one of the sources used by
CASH in collecting data fo. the April 9 presentation and CAL
response letter). The audit also noted, "It appears that
confusion about the specific point at which the fe¢st program was
completed exists.® The Group concluded that the audit was
insufficient in scope. It should have exzmined the performance
of BOCKHOLD and CASH in collecting the initial data and could
have jidentified their inadequate performance as the root causes
for the erroneous information reported on April 9 and in the
April 19 LER,

various drafts of the cover letter for the LER revision had buen
prepared and were subsegquently reviewed by HAIRSTON, Due to the
failure of the drafts to address the causes of the reporting
errors, HAIRSTON and McCOY became perscnally involved in drafting
language as to those causes and counted DG starts 1 sted in the
audit report. A revised LER was sent to the site for review on
June 29. The June 29 draft of the cover letter for the LER
revision, that was reviewed by BOCKHOLD and other site personnel,
also mentioned that it would clarify the April 9 letter DG
information.

puring the review of the June 29 draft, a VEGP Technical
Assistant (TA) (MOSBAUGH - formerly the Acting VEGP Assistant
General Manager - Plant Support) notf:d that the letter was
incomplete and challenged the accuracy of the reasons stated in
the draft cover letter in conversations with the Supervisor ~SAER
(FREDERJICK), the VEGP Assistant General Manajer - Plant Support
(GREENF), HORTON, and a corporate Licensing Engineer -~ Vogtle
Project (MAJORS). '«OSBAUGH stated that: (1) even though the
letter specifica’ly claized it would clarify the DG starts
reported on April 9, it neither provided the clarification nor
provided any further discussion of the concern, (2) DG record
keeping practices were not a cause of the difference in the DG
starts reported in the April 19 LER because adequate information
was available when the counting errors were made, and (3) the
erroneous counts resulted from personnel errors in developing “he
count. The Group concluded that FREDERICK, HORTON, MAJORS, and
GREENE acted with careless disregard in failing to resolve one or
more of these concerns.
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and he pointed out the erronecus causes stated for the reasons
for the difference in the June 2% DG start counts. The Group
concluded that GREENE acted with careless disregard in that he
was indifferent to these concerns and, as a voting member of the

PRB, approved the June 2% submittal.

EVIDENCE FOR ALLEGATION NO. 4:

1.

GPC’s June 29, 1990, cover letter to the revised LER stated:
"This revision is necessary to clarify the information
related to the number of successful diesel generator starts
as discussed in the GPC letter dated April 9, 1990, and the
LER dated April 19, 1990, and to update the status of
~orrective actions in the LER. . . . The number of
iccessful starts included in the original LER included sone
{ the starts that wvere part of the test program. Th:
Jifference is attributed to diesel start record keeping
practices and the definition of the end of the test progran.

(Exhibit 41) ¢

In an attempt to resclve his concerns about the accuracy of
information provided to NRC, MOSBAUGH compiled a list of 1B
DG starts and gave it to BOCKHOLD with a cover note, dated
April 30, 1590, stating, "I believe that previocus statements
made to the NRC regarding 1B Diesel starts were incorrect in
light 2f this data."™ (The cover note is GPC’s Exhibit 7 in
Attachment 3 of GPC’s letter to NRC of April 1, 1991. The
list was given to the NRC by MOSBAUGH as part of his

allegation.)

On April 230, 1990, BOCKHOLD responded to MOSBAUGH’s note and
list of the same date. "Have Engineering and Ops (JP Cash)

work together to agree with the list, then have Tech Support
propose changes to documents as reguired." (GPC Exhibit 7
in Attachment 3 of its letter to NRC of April 1, 1991) .

MOSBAUGH stated that BOCKHOLD told him to verify his list
with CASH and he (MOSBAUGH) had some trouble getting Z\SH to
participate. He said that CASH never sat down with him and
went over his (MOSBAUGH'’s) list, but CASH finally said
MOSBAUGH’s list was correct. He stated that he also had
STOKES involved in the validation process. (Exhibit §,

p. 229)

On May 2, 1990, MOSBAUGH gave BOCKHOLD a listing of starts
for DG 1A and confirmed that his previous list of April 30
for DG 1B was correct. (Listing titled "DG1A Start History
For March and April"® provided by MOSBAUGH to OI during
in*erview on July 19, 1999, and identified as "Start

in:. -mation on 1A Diesel given to George Bockhold on 5-2-50
sa. ng 1B & 1A information was correct.") *
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After MOSBAUGH gave BOCKHOLD a validated list of starts,
BOCKHOLD and MOSBAUGH agreed that the LER should be revised
and MOSBAUGH indicated that site personnel were already
working on it. BOCKHOLD questioned if the April 9 letter
also neede” to be revised. BOCKHOLD and MOSBAUGH agreed
that the April 9 letter could be corrected via the planned
May 15th letter. They also agreed that it would be best to
use the same termirology in these documents. (Group

Transcript of Tape 90, Side A, p. 2) *

A May 14, 1990, letter to the NRC provided information on
corrective actions after the event and u'!d nct address any
errors in the April 9, 1950, letter. (GPL lutter to NRC,
*"Vogtle Electric Generating Plant Corrective Actions for
Site Area Emergency," dated May 14, 1950.) *

HAIRSTON was told by either McCOY or SHIPMAM about
mid-May 1960 that there was an error in the DG count data
submitted to NRC on April 1%, 19%0. (Exhibit 31, pp. 76-77)

About May 24, 1990, HAIRSTON phoned EBNETER and reported
that the number in the April 1% LER was incorrect. HAIRSTON
gave EBNETECR new numbers and stated that an LER revision
would be submitted with the correct number for the start
data, HAIRSTON stated that he told EBNETER that he was
going to give him two revisions to the April 19 LER. He
stated that one revision would give him (EBNETER) the
correct number of starts, and the other would provide the
lab test data on the temperature switches. (Exhibit 31,

pp. 78-79)

HAIRSTON stated that when he receive’ a draft of a revision
to the LER on June 8, 9, or 10, 1990, it had both the lab
results and diesel start counts in it. He advised that the
counts at that point were 10 and 12. He stated that right
at that point he went to SHIPMAN, and they got the QA
representative at the VEGP site on the phone and ordered the
audit. (Exhibit 31, pp. 79-80)

HAIRSTON, in the presence of SHIFPMAN, called FREDERICK
(because AJLUNI, the QA Manager, was out of town) and
requested that an SAER audit be performed. "This number (in
the draft LER revision) had changed [from the one HAIRSTON
had phoned in to EBNETER), and I wanted to know what the
correct number was, and I wanted to know why we were having
trouble counting these numbers and to give me a report."

(Exhibit 31, pp. 78-81) *

HAIRSTON advised that, in his June 14, 1990, call to
EBNETER, he told EBNETER that he was going to have an audit

”
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BOCKHOLD for the oral presentation to NRC. (Exhibit 40,
p. 50) ¢

FREDERICK could not recall asking BOCKHOLD or CASH about how
CASH performed his count. FREDERICK said the audit group
"looked at various documents and didn’t necessarily work off
of hearsay from anybody or worry about what anybody else had
done before us." (Exhibit 40, pp. 3&-39)

CASH stated, in his June 14, 1993, testimony, that in early
1993 was the first time anyone had ever asked him to
reproduce his count of diesel starts. (Exhibit 10, p. 36)

HAIRSTON stated that there were several revisions to the
"cover sheet®™ of the revision to the LER. He advised that
he could not rerall who he worked with on that, but it could
nave been MAJORS. §Since the several revisions that he had
received had not provided reasons for the reporting errors
in the April 19 LER, HAIRSTON stated that he directed that
“he cover letter was to explain what those reasons were.

(Exhibit 31, pp. 87-39)

MOSBAUGH provided O six iterations of the cover letcer to
the June 29 revision to the LER., The first five drafts did
not make any reference to the April 9 letter. (Exhibit 5,
Pp. 242-248, and Exhibit 16-20 in Attachment 3 to GPC’s
April 1, 1§91, 2.206 petition response) +¢

MAJORS stated, on June 29, 199C, that the ter.:inology, "The
discrepancy is attributed to diesel start record keeping
practices" was a "George [HAIRSTON) and Ken McCOY designed
sentence, and they’re referring there to this audit
re,ort..." (Exhibit 57, p. £5). MAJORS advised that if he
said that, it‘'s probably accurate, and that he was referring
to HAIRSTON, not BOCKHOLD. (Exhibit 42, pp. 24<27) «

McCOY advised that he was involved in the preparation and
review of the cover letter to the June 2% revision to LER

90~006. (Exhibit 29, p. 60)

BOCKHOLD stated that he did not recall being involved in the
preparation of the June 29 cover letter, but that he
probably revieved it. He did not recall anything "jumping
out™ at him as being wrong with the cover letter.

(Esxhibit 13, p. 84)

FREDERICK, on June 29, 1990, told MOSBAUGH and HORTON that
his understanding from MAJORS was that HAIRSTON may have
written the last sentence of the cover letter to the LER
revision himself. (Exhibit 57, p. 19)

28



PREDECISIONAL INFORMATION
JR RELEASE WITHOUT THE APPROVAL OF THE DIRECTOR, NRR

* aet

- JE€ 5

eping
"




HOISTONAL INFORMATION -

-HOUT THE APFROVAL OF THE

nj

DIRECTOR, NRR

NOT FOR RELEAS

O

O 5

cw
<

£ &

4

- 4

T ¢

-4 e

LI

o o

4 =

- x

,e “/
» [

v .ul

& x B
L [

=< ki

“« & -
O

o . - 1

Q™ &

| R ¥ ™y

~ . r“

| - -

LR & 5 M

€ s50)
1d wa

1
.
i

leL

r

e
il

*

Y

-
5

-
il

t

that

1>

Ao

.

Y
“
e B2
W N
o
(L
=
(S 1
lad £
' 4 L
- 4
Mo
o
™ 4 -
@ >
i
e
-4
v
L) b
S ™

r

[

e
| ¥
<
e
*)




- PREDECISIONAL INFORMATION -
NOT FOR RELEASE WITHOUT THE APPROVAL OF THE DIRECTOR, NRR

4! The PRB (KITCHE: GREENE ORTON, CC d CASH)
J 1sly recommended approval of t letter to the
1 ision (VEGP PRB Minuvtes for G y0=91,
iated June 2%, 1990) .
01 CONCLUBION REGARDIN LL 4:
Based on the evidence developed during tr ilnvestigation, 1t 1is
r led that HAIRSTON with, at a minimum of careless
| regard, submitted a false statement to NRC n the letter of
mittal of Revisi) 1 ¢t LER 90~006, dated June 29, 198C
It false statexent pertained to the re stated as to
the k statement f diesel testing in the original 1 30~
wa na irate
OMPARIBOA OF OI COORDINATING GROUP UBIONS FOR
ALLEGATION NO. 4:
he up found insufficient evidence *? nclude that HAI TON
icCteqd with Areless dlsSregard 1n ensuring complete and accurate
formation was nrovided t the NRC. To Lhe contrary, he
Al spoke with EBENETER t inform hil that mistakes had
i ered i1n informat previ sly provided ¢t the NR A
t t rrected ilniormati w a eveloped He further
t ted !} Y inform BI FMAN and ¢ ensure that & Ll
neéd the NFT resldent Inspector IRETON 1initiated actior
!
t ‘ ire the revised information would be rrect by rdering
that a QA audilt be performed t etermine t correct data t
r¢ ret 3 the NPT ang ¢ ietermine why mistakes had been made 1ir
the tial data He di ;ed this with EBNETER and stated that
f T’ 5 ¢ re: rt b i b "y 4 ’ LT 1om*
that KHOI M Y, and HAIRSTON failed t
{ 1S€ rea A ¢ ire t ensure informatic 1ded ¢t the
w a T McC and HAIRSTON were acti ly 1r lved 11
the preparatior f the Ju 29 ver letter. BOCKHOLD and McCOY
wed and HAIRSTON s1 3 the June 29 sver lette wh
tated that 1ts purpose was, 1n part te larify informatior
)
DY ded t the NRC on April 9 However r such clarificatior
I even a relevant discussion of the ril 9 informatior Wac
provideQ 1n the June 29 bmittal
hé X P also concluded that FREDERICK, HORTON and
MAJ acted with careless disrcgard as ik in the analysi
ection for this ns of these individuals
o ted 1ir £ fforts to provide complete
and a Jrate infc ardi the root of
the errors i1n GPC and 19 195C
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Allegation No. S: Submission of False and Misleading Statements
of Reason Why DG Test Data in April 9, 1990,
Letter Was Inaccurate, as Stated in the GPC
Clarification Letter, dated August 30, 19%0.

COORDINATING GROUP CONCLUSION NO. §:

The Group concluded that SPC failed to provide complete
information with respect to the root causes of the error in the
April 9 letter and the April 19 LER., The August 30 letter stated
that the errur in the April 9 letter and presentation (and the
April 19 LER) were caused, in part, by an error made by the
individual who performed the count of DG starts (CASH). This
statement is incomplete in that it failed to identify all
personnel errors made by BOCKHOLD and CASH. The root causes of
the incompleteness was the faiiure of GPC to exercise reasonable
care in adeguately identifying the causes for the error in the
April 9 letter and the April 19 LER. The incompleteness was
material in that, had the correct root causes for the error in
the April 9 letter regarding DG start counts been reported, this
information could have led the NRC to seek further information.

GPC also failed to provide accurate information with respect to
the correct root cause of the errors in the April 9 letter. The
August 30 letter also stated that the errors in the April 9
letter and presentation (and the April 19 LFR) were caused, in
part, by confusion in the distinction between a successful start
and a valid test. This information was inaccurate. The root
cause for providing this inaccurate information was careless
4jeregard displayed by BOCKHOLD after concerns abosut the accuracy
of tne statement were raised. The inaccuracy was material in
that it could have led the NRC to conclude that the correct root

causes for the error in the April 9 letter had been identified by

GPC.

GROUP NOTE: With regard to above examples, the Group has
not identified any evidence in its review which addresses
these materiality findings. Bz 1 on its review of tne
evidence, however, the Group ha. determined that the
information of interest was material, i.2., it had a natural
tendency or carability to influence an NRC decision maker.

COORDINATING GROUP ANALYSIS OF THE EVIDENCE FOR CONCLUSION NO. 5:

GPC was clearly aware as early as May 2 that the April 9 letter
was incorrect. Such notice was provided by MOSBAUGH’S
verification with Operations of the accuracy of his April 30,
1990, listing of diesel starts. GPC failed to take sufficient
actions to rorrect the April 9 letter and to determine the
reasons for the errors it contained. While GPC undertook efforts
to correct the April 19 LER, it narrowly focused only on that

32

TR T




- PREDECISIONAL INFORMA . ON -
NOT FOR RELEASE WITHOUT THE APPROVAL OF THE DIRECTOR, NRR

submittal. Specificaily, GPT conducted an audit from June 11-29,
1990, the scope of v.hich was limited to review of DG records in
an attempt to correct the start count reported in the April 15
LER. HAIRSTON and McCOY were directly involved in the
development of the June 29 letter and used the audit report to
develop reasons for the error in the April 19 LER. Although the
June 29 submittal stated that the purpose of the LER revision was
to clarify information related to the number of DG starts
reported in the April 9 letter and the April 19 LER, the cover
letter only stated the number of successful starts subsequent to
the completion of the CTP as of April 19 and attempted to explain
the reasons for the error in only the April 19 LER. The June 29
LER revision submitted with the letter also did not clarify the
DG start data as of April 9 in that it only reported the number
of valid tests conducted March 21 through June 7. As of June 29,
GPC had not initiated any action to determine the root cause for

the error in the "pril 9 letter.

During the STI exit interview on August 17, 1990, BOCKHOLD and
McCOY were specifically notified by the NRC that the revised LER
did not adegquately clarify the DG start information contained in
the April 9 letter, and NRC regquested GPC to provide
clarification of this submittal. Despite having been advised of
NRC concerns and of the need for a submittal, GPC did »t

adequately examine the root causes of the April 9 er: . Rather,
GPC forwarced a submittal to the NRC on August 30 rey = J the
April 9 letter that was drafted at corporate headquarti under

the direction of McCQY, without an assessment of the actions of
BOCKHOLD and CASH who developed the erroneous information for the
April 9 letter. Such an assessment would likely have identified
the personnel errors in requesting the count, reporting the caunt
and assessing what the results represented (see discussion of
Allegation 1 and 2, above). As a result, no adeguate evaluaticn
of the root causes of the error in the April 9 letter was
available to GPC at the time of the August 30 submittal. By
stating that an error was made by the individual who performed
the count of DG starts for the April 9 letter, GPC’s August 30
letter was incomplete with respect to identifying the root causes
for the error in the April 9 letter. The incompleteness was
material in that, had the NRC known of the rool causes for the
error in the April 9 letter regard.ng DG start counts, it could
have led the NRC to seek further information.

In addition, the letter errcneously suggested that one of the
reasons for the error in the April 9 letter and the April 19 LER
was confusion in the distinction between a succesrful start and
a valid test"™ by the individuals who prepared the DG start
information for the April 9 letter. During the August 29 PRB
meeting, the VEGP Manager - Technical Support (AUFDENKAMPE)
raised concerns about the accuracy of the statement. BOCKHOLD
admitted that CASH was not corfused about the distinction between

a3
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successful starts and valid tests when the start data was
collected for the April 9 letter, but stated that the sentence
wvas not in error because other people were confused. BOCKHOLD
acknowledged that there was confusion among individuals after
April 9, but admitted that CASH was not confusad vhen he
developed the information. Confusion after April 9 was not
relevant to reasons for the error in the April 9 letter. By
retaining this wording, the first reason was inaccurate.

BOCKHOLD acted with careless disregard in failing to adejuately
deal with concerns raised regarding this statement. The Group
also concluded that the members of the PRB (GREENE, AUFDENKAMPE,
HORTON, COURSEY, AND BURMEISTER) collectively failed to erercise
reasonable care in not adeguately resolving the concerns that had
been raised about the accuracy of the first reason. As a result,
the August 30 letter was inaccurate. The inaccuracy was material
in that it could have led the NRC to conclude that GPC had
identified the root cause . the errors in the April 9 letter and

the April 19 LER.
EVIDENCE POR CONCLUBION NO. S:

GROUP NOTE: Evidence supporting the Group'’s
conclusion that GPC failed to provide comglete
information with respect to the root causes of the
error in tne April 9 letter and the April 19 LER
is, in part, identified in the earlier discussion
supporting Conclusion No. 4. The evidence cited
earlier addresses GPC’s actions up to and
including activities on June 29.

¥s On August 30, 1990, GPC, under signature of McCOY,
submitted a letter to the NRC captioned "Vogtle
Electric Generating Plant Clarification of Response to
Confirmation of Action Letter."™ This letter states,
"The confusion in the April 9th letter and the original
LER appear to be the result of two factors. First,
there was confusion i1n the distinction between a
successful start and a valid test. ... Second, an
error was made by the individual who performed the
count of DG starts for the NRC April 9%th letter."

(Exhibit 45)

2. McCO” identified a fundamental issue among the concerns
raised by the NRC during the STI conducted in August 1990,
McCOY identified this issue as whether what was presented to
the NRC on April 9, 1990, was accurately presented and
whether--if there was an error--there was a rational basis
for the error or was it an intentional error. (Exhibit 68,

PP. 32-33)
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McCOY stated “hat his notes of an August 17 meeting with the
STI team showed GPC discussed the error in the report of DG
starts and made a commitment to supply additional data and
clarifization. (Exhibit 29, p. 76-77) +*

McCOY stated that he was briefed daily on the progress of
the diesel testing after the March 20 event, and was
involved in some of the discussions with the NRC inspectors
regarding the diesel test results. (Exhibit 29, p. 10)

McCOY told OI that he called BROCKMAN on August 2& to
discuss several things, including the DG letter that he was
preparing as a result of an NRC request, and his commitment,
during the NRC STI to clarify DG starts in the April 9§
letter. (Exhibit 29, p. 72)

STRINGFELLOW stated that when the NRC was at VEGP for their
STI during August 1990, he recalled McCOY directing him to
write a letter to the NRC clarifying the April 9 letter.
(Exhibit 30, pp. ©5-86)

GREENE advised that the reason behind the August 30 letter
was that the NRC STI team didn’t feel that the April 9
letter had been corrected properly. He stated that GPC’s
efforts in the August 30 letter were to recount GPC'’s
understanding, as of August 30 how GPC believed the counts
were done. (Exhibit 47, pp. 36-137)

STRINGFELLOW stated that the August )0 letter was a detailed
listing of diesel starts between March 20 and April 9§ that
was intended to clarify the diesel starts during that
period, and that was the purpose of that letter.

(Exhibit 30, pp. 27-29)

STRINGFELLOW stated that he started with the QA report on
diesel starts, discussed the report with AJLUNI, FREDERICK,
McCOY, and RUSHTON, and he came up with a first draft of the
August 30 letter. He said that he distributed the draft
letter to those people he had talked to for their review and
comment. He said the letter went through several sets of
comments, and it got to the point where he sent it to the
site for their review. (Exhibit 30, p. 86)

STRINGFELLOV said that he had developed two tables, based
upon the QA r~port, that were attached to the letter, and
that the site did their own verification cof the tables. He
advised that the sitc sent their reviewed copy of the
letter, with their own tahles attached, and that was what
McCOY ultimately signed out. (Exhibit 30, pp. 86-87)

as
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B " McCOY acknowledged that he did recall reading and signing
the August 3 letter of clarification of the April 9 lette: i
from GPC to NER (Exhibilt 29, p
L 4 HAIRSTON stated that he was not involved in the preparati
' review of the August 30 letter of clarification t NRC
He stated that he belileved that he was out of the offi 5
when 1t was signed out (Exhibit 31, p 94)
1 HIPMAN advised that he uld have reviewed the August 3
letter of clarification from GPC to NRC as he had reviewe
the othe: er letters and bodies of LERs Exhibi 39,
4) |
L4 MAJOF acknowledged that he had n«¢ involvenent with the
preparation or review of the August 3 letter from GPC ¢t
NRC regarding the clarification of the April 9 letter
Xt D1t 4. F 3
i MCDONAILD acknowledged hat he 11d not recall having any part ‘
n the preparation or review £ the ¥ August lette: {
larificati t NI : ril 9 lette:
Exhiblt 4E 4 1
! K stated that he part lpated ag AN 1nterface wvit!
the team leade: { the NI ST1 and he helped keep track of
the ncerry f the N} and the position of GPC with regard
: tl ¢ err He stated that if that information wa :
ed n the preparatior f the Aug t 3 letter he woul
3V § b e s » lved ¥ - ther * ™ a that ™ ¢ 2 v
vement Exhibit 4 p. ¢
"
L
. ‘.‘v. » & ™ ¢ 2% T | . ,( A" g L ‘, s»‘ : Y .
etter t He stated that W worked wit
M : n the devel ent of that letter
L
RINGFELLOW acknowledged * , TO the best f{ his
Knowledge the reascns sta in the letter for the
i1 rrect lnformation provi to NRC in the April 9 letter
\re orrect He acknowledged that he did not have first-
hand knowledge that the reasons were correct, but the lette *
was prepared from his discussions with McCOY, FREDERICK,
AJLUNI a RUSHTON. Exhiblt 3C Pp. 88-89)
19 ld OI that reviewed every final draft
went out but he did not recall
r apg 30 letter (Exhaibit 13,
™ R F
L - /
36
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20. GREENE indicated that a copy »f a draft of the August 30
letter (Exhibit 46) appeared to :ontain BOCKHOLD'’s
handwritten note to the PRB which says, "Please review and
recommend approval or provide comments today. G. Bockhold."

(Exhibit 47, pp. 41-42)

21. The PRB discussed drafts of the of August 30 clarification
lecter in meetings held on August 28, 29 and 30. The voting
members (and voting alternates) present were GREENE
(Chairman), AUFDENKAMPE, HORTON, COURSEY, AND BURMEISTER.
FREDERICK attended as a non-voting member. BOCKHOLD
attended the August 29 and August 30 meetings as a
guest/technical advisor. MOSBAUGH attended the August 30
meeting as a guest,technical advisor. (VEGP PRB Meeting
Minutes for Meeting Nos. 90-~109, 90-110, $0-111)

22. On August 28, FREDERICK questioned whether providing the
tables prepared by corporate was 2 good idea. (VEGP PRB
Minutes for Meeting No. 90-109)

23. AUFDENKAMPE stated that he was at the PRB when the August 230
letter was discussed. He also stated that HORTON had stayed
at the plant until J:00 or 4:00 a.m. checking the tatles
attached to this letter, before HORTON would vote in the PRB

on it. (Exhibit 38, pp. 129-130)

24. HORTON reviewed the data presented in the tables for the
August 30 letter, reformatted the tables, and added a colu=mn
with comments for each start. (VEGP PRB Minutes for Meeting

No. 90~-110) *

BOCKHOLD’s response to comments that the draft be revised %o
state its purpose at the outset is that, "[(i)f Birmingham
likes this letter written this way, . . . that's what we
shoula do." BOCKHOLD states his view that the organization
of the information in the letter does not affect its
accuracy. BOCKHOLD further states that he wants a unanimous
recommendation from the PRB before he concurs in the

August 30 letter. (Exhibit 60, p. 43-45) »

(5 ]
wn

26. On August 30, BOCKHOLD changed the word "errors" to
"cornfusion" and changed "valid start" to "valid test" on
Fage one, paragraph three of the draft clarification letter,
(Exhibit 60, p. 35; see VEGP PRB Meeting Minutes for Meeting

No. 90-111) «»

27. During the August 30 PRB meeting, AUFDENKAMPE questioned
whethar there was confusion between successful starts and
valid tests. BOCKHOLD admitted that CASH was not confused
about the distinction between a successful start and a valid
test when he performed his count. AUFDENKAMCE stated that
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e sentence 1is 1in error. (Exhibit 60 pp. 39-41; see VEG

s
Minutes for Meeting No. %0-111) ’

et

x

i

26 BOCKHOLD replied to AUFDENKAMPE that "[t
in error and maybe should go scmeplace e
everybody else, the more we got into it, got confused.
On that date, Jimany [(CASH) wasn’t confused. He thought he
successful starts." (Exhibit 60, p. 41) .

s

ta 0
-+
0
"

b ]

J BOCKHOLD acknovwledged to Ol that his reading of the
August 30 letter indicated that the confusion mentioned in
the lette:r was not that the NRC was confused, and not that
confusion existed between the NRC and GPC, but that there
was confusion within GPC. He stated that, "Our ([(GPC)
communications was not clear enough on diesel starte and
g essful starts and valid tests and ~- and we did not have
~-=- we did not realize how difficult it was to come up wit!
the right set of tables and numbers assoclated with those
things." Exhibit 13, pp. 89-90)
BOCKHOLD told I that he has not been nfused akout the
1ist t r tween a successful start and a valid test
Exhibit 1 B7)
ASH indicated that he was not confused about what BOCKHOLI
asked him to count for the April 9 presentation.
'y it 1 ; BR
y AS tated that h did not recall being involved 1n the
pre Arat f the GPC letter t NRC dated August !
further tated that he was not nvolved with the table
esel starts that wvere attached toc the letter
/\b »> »
i bi 1 I
A did not believe that he made a mistake 1n what he was
ting at the time. (Exhibit 10, p. 91
i. CASH stated that he did not recall anycne from GPC ever
iiscussing with him what kind of error he made, and he
stated he never saw the August 30 letter until 1993
Exhibit 10, p. 92)

As ¢ July 1, 1993, JNALD had not talked to BOCKHOLD or
CASH about how they arrived at the data for the April 9,
1991, presentation, and had not asked any of the other

< <

managers in his chain of command about that s

(Exhibit 48, pp. 19-20)

316, McDONALD acknowledged that he did not know what kind of an
error CASH made 1in counting the starts. (Exh t 48
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37. In 1993, CASH indicated that the only start he would not
have counted (as indicated by the typed list that GPC
offered during the interview as being representative of his
count) was an April 1 start that never occurred.

(Exhibit 10, p. 21)

J8. AUFDENKAMPE stated that there wasn’t confusion between a
successful start and a valid test, but rather there was
confusion about exactly what we were cnunting, and when we
started to count. (Exhibit 38, p. 130)

39. McCOY stated that he could not speculate on whether or not
there was any confusion in the mind of CASH, with respect to
valid tests versus successful starts, when CASH went to get
his data. He said that he did not have any basis for
speculation on that. (Exhibit 29, p. 79)

40. FREDERICK acknowledged that there was no confusion in his
mind between a successful start and a valid test. He had no
knowledge that there was any confusion in BOCKHOLD or CASH's
minds regarding successful starts and valid tests, either.

(Exhibit 40, p. 68)

41. FREDERICK stated that the letter is poorly worded, and did
not express wvnat the confus.cn really was, but it was his
belief that GPC had not clarified it for the NRC staff.

(Exhibit 40, p. 72)

42. BOCKHOLD told OI that none of his managers in the corporate
offices in Birmingham had asked him, during the period
April 8 to August 30 to specify exactly how he had arrived
at the numbers of successful diesel starts that he had
presented to the NRC on April 9, 19%0. He stated that if
they had, he would have responded that he had used numbers

verified by CASH. (Exhibit 95)
OI CONCLUBION REGARDING ALLEGAT ON S:

OI concludes that McCOY, with, at a minimum of careless
disregard, submitted both a false and a misleading statement in
the August 30, 1950, letter to NRC. These false and misleading
statements pertained to the reasons why the statement of diesel
testing in the GPC Confirmation of Action Response letter, dated
April 9, 1990, was inaccurate.

COMPARISON OF OI AND COCRDINATING GROUP CONCLUSIONS ON
ALLEGATION 5:

The Group could not identify evidence that McCOY acted with
careless disregard. BOCKHOLD, nnt McCOY, specifically knew that
CASH was not confused about successful starts vs. valid tests on
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NRC relied, in part, upon the information presented by GPC in its
letter of April 9 in reaching the decision to allow Unit 1 to
return to power operation.

COORDINATING GROUP ANALYBIS8 OF THE EVIDENCE POR CONCLUBION NO, 6:

The air for starting a DG and operating its instruments and
controls is derived from the starting air system. The starting
air system contains dryers designed to control moisture (i.e.,
dew point) at acceptable levels. GPC presented an incomplete
discussion regarding control of dew points in its April 9 letter
by only stating that initial reports of high dew points were
attributed to faulty instiumentation. The root cause of this
problem was the failure of GPC to exercise reasonable care.
Specificelly, an adequate review of maintenance records and
ceficiency cards associated with Unit 1 would have revealed tl .t
high dew points were also attributable to system air dryers
occasionally being out of service for extended periods and to
system repressurization following maintenance, as documented in
NRC Inspection Report No. 50-424, «25/90-19, Supplement 1, dated
November 1, 1991. These additional reasons for the high dew
points shoul. have been included in the April 9 letter. The
Group concluded that the discussion regarding dew points was
incomplete and the Group concludoed that GPC as an entity { iled
to act reasonably to assure that the information vas complete.
The incompleteness was material in that the NRC relied, in part,
upon the information presented by GPC in its letter of April 9 in
reaching the decision to allow Unit 1 to return to power
operation.

The evidence gathered by OI does not indicate how or by whom the
air quality portion of the April 9 letter was prepared. It was
likely prepared by corporate licensing personnel and reviewed at
the site. BOCKHOLD was one of the reviewers of the April 9
letter. The nature of his review was a gquick review placing
reliance on people at both corporate and the site whose job was
to prepare the letter.

Although BOCKHOLD did review the April 9 letter, the Group did
not conclude that he acted unreasonably in failing to identify
the omission. Dew points are a measure of air quality. The
significant technical issue is that air quality be satisfactory.
While a low dew point can assist in assuring air guality, air
gquality may be satisfactory even where high dew points are fou..d.
This was the case at Vogtle. Vogtle had a history of high dew
points. This was confirmed by the NRC inspection. However, the
air quality at Vogtl: was found satisfactory for the reasons
stated in the 7?pril » letter as confirmed by the NRC inspection
effort. The Group concluded that a review of the letter by
BOCKHOLD likely would have focused on the primary technical
issue, i.e., air guality and the reasons given to support the
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lusion that ail on

in the letter was £
BOCKHOLD'’S review g t
concerns brought t quality
April 11 In response to concerns regarding dew point control
BOCKHOLD participated in a full discussion of the issue with
MOSBAUGH and his engineers. BOCKHOLD’S focus during this
discu was on the substantive issue - air quality. At th

t

£
0
1“1
-
™
-

t
lsCussion, the consensus was that air g
>

. Q18C ) Y
acceptable and that the statement in the April 9 letter regarding
alr qualilty was correct.

In addition, the failure in this case involved an omission, The
tatement in the letter regarding faulty instrumentation is

rrect, however, the statener 18 inconmplete. A reviewver would
inherently have greater difficulty in identifying an omission
than in i1dentifying an inaccuracy

PC, as an entity, should have prepared an accurate di of
Alr gquality The Group did not believe, however, that
As a reviewer, should have necessarily identified the
with respect Unit 2, even though he was aware short
the April 9 pr entation that high dew points had occu
t 2 due ¢t Air dryers belng out of servize. _Althoug!
] lor f alr quality in the Apri © i1etter was gener
ature, the f{ 1S f the April 9 letter was Unit 1 and not
R
EVIDENCE FOR LLEGATION NO. 6:
e April Sk letter requesting restart focused r nit
and stated that, "GPC has reviewed air quality of the DC !
stem including dewpoint control and had concluded that ai:
juality 1 satisfactory Initial reports of higher thar
expected dewpoints were later attributed to faulty
instrumentation.”™ (Exhiblit 27 D 3
: KHOLD reviewed and commented on the April 9 letter prio:
t 1t being signed out. (Exhikblit 13, p. 34 *
High dew points a )

t Vogtle were due to fault

b 4
strumentation, system alr dryers occasicnally be.ng out of

service for extended periods, and system repressurization
following maintenance. Air quality at Vogtle at the time of
restart of Unit 1 in April of 1990, was satisfactory. {NRC
Inspection Report No. 50-424, 425/90-19, Supplement 1, dated
November 1 1991, P 18) *

4 BOCKHOLD would review documents quickly. "l -- my practics
had been to read this informaticn rather quickly and see 1if
anything imped out at me that was not correct. My practice
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had not been to study this information, because we had a2
whiole group of people both at the site and in corporate
wvhose job was to do this." (Exhisit 13, p. 37) +

5. On April 11, 19%0, BOCKHOLD stated in a conversation with
Vogtle engineers KOCHERY, STOKES and HCRTON that he knew
about a bad dew point reading on the Unit 2 DG shortly
before he made his presentation o the NRC. (Exhibit 66,

p. 51)

6. The faulty dew point readings on the Unit 2 DG that BOCKHOLD
discussed with his engineers were attributable to the
failure to use air dryers. (Exhibit 66, pp. 42-48; p. 51) +

7. On April 11, 1950, BOCKHOLD was aware of what the April 9
letter to the NRC said about air quality and dew point
readings and believed it focused on Unit 1. (Exhibit 66,
pp. 40-41)

8. BOCKHOLD discussed the air quality and the related dew point
issue with his engineers on April 11, 1990, in response to
concerns raised by MOSBAUGH. The consensus at the end of
that discussion was that air quality at Vogtle was
satis®actory and that statements in the April 9 letter
rega“. ng air quality remained valid. (Exh'.bit 66,

Pp. 42-48) @

9. The NRC relied, in part, upon the information regarding
control air dew points provided by GPC in the April 9, 1950,
letter in reaching the NRC decision to allow Unit 1 to
return to power operation. ("NRC Staff Supplemental
Response tu Intervenor’s First Set of Interrogatories and
Request for Documents,™ September 15, 1993, Response 16) +

OI CONCLUBION REGARDING ALLEGATION 6:

Based upon the evidence developed in this investigation, it is
concluded that BOCKHOLD had knowledge, at the time of his oral
presentation to NRC on April 9, 1990, that there continued to be
out-of-tolerance dewv point readings on the cortrol air of the
VEGP, Unit 2 DGs as recently as the day before his presentation.
In addition, BOCKHOLD knew that GPC, as part of their
justification for restart of Unit 1, was claiming that VEGP DG
was satisfactory, and that GPC was attributing their bad dew
point readings to faulty instrumentation. BOCKHOID deliberately
withheld from NRC, his knowledge of the relevant, material
information regarding the recent bad dew point readings, and
permitted the GPC claims of sacisfactory air quality, and bad
readings due to faulty instrumentation, to be issued in the GPC
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April 9, 1990, letter of response to the NRC Confirmation of
Action

COMPARIBON OF OI AND COORDINATING GROUP CONCLUBIONE -OR
ALLEGATION NO. 6:

I concluded that BOCKHOLD deliberately withheld information
regarding the re n

X asons for high dew ;“L t readings from the NRC on
April 9, 1990 The Group found insufficient evidence to suppc

4 any dew point representations were made at the oral
resentation to the NRC on April 9. With regard to the April 9
letter, the evidence does not discleose the origins of the letter
BOCKHOLD <&id iew the letter which discussed the substantive
issue of air gquality and the related issuve of dew point control
The Group concluded that it would not have been unreasonable fo

v
¥

s
 J
'

1

; KHOLD to focus on the substantive issue of whether air anl; Y
was satisfactory ra 'rn' than the related issue of dew point
ntrol That his focus would be so directed is bup;\rteo by his
part ipation with HALLATQH and Vogtle engineers when discussing
this issue on April 11 where his focus was on air guality. In
adaditi the April 9 letter was focused on Unit 1 while the higt
iew points of whic BOCKHOLD was aware occurred on Unit 2
Aliy t"e matter in lved an omission rather than an
3 iracy wl h would be more diffi lt for a reviewer to
:'0. 3
A t N ubmission of Inaccurate Information
Regarding the Participation of the GPC Se -
vP of N lear Operations 1n a Late Afternc
hone Call on April 19, 1990, in Which t!
Wwording of LER $0-006 was Revised
COORDINATING GROUP CONCLUBION PYOR ALLEGATION NO. 7:
¢ I OUE r Jded that there 1s a reasonable basils for the
formation submitted by GPC in its April 1, 1991, response tc
the MOSBAUGH and HOBBY 10 C.F.R.§ 2.206 petition and the
egation. Therefore, the Group could not conclude that GPC
bmitted inaccurate information, as alleged

COORDINATING GROUP ANALYBIS OF THE EVIDENCE FOR CONCLUBION NO.

-3

T e Group has reviewed the footnote set out in GPC’s April 1,

i1, response to the MOSBAUGH and HOBBY 10 C.F.R.§ 2.206
petition and the allegation. The allc<gation misquotes the
footnote by using the word "revised" instead of "reviewed." The
sroup concluded that a reasonable interpretation of the foot .iote
is that it refers to the last taped phone call on April 19, 590
during which the final draft o the LER was reviewed and approved
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t the earlier taped phone cail on April 19 in which HAIRSTON did
;zr\.':;ate briefly owever, since it 1s reasonabls to conclude
that the footncte refers to the later telephone call on April 19

wvhere the language concerning CTP was "“rev .Puowi, the Group couid
not find that GPC submitted inaccurate information.

OMPARIBON OF OI AND COORDINATING GROUP CONCLUBIONE ON OVERALL
¢ PERYORMANCE:

Q
o C

(@ 8

ded, based on the combination of the findings containe
€ Case ©. 2=-90~020R) and 1ts overall review of
Us audio tape recordings of internal GPC conversations
lng thelr communications with the NRC on a range of issues,
t in the March-August 1950 time frame, there was
' d, deceptive, adversarjial attit qie toward NRC
f GPC cenior management. OI found that this
- ceable degree of frustration on the part
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{ various GPC te nical support and engineering personnel with
! pect to GP providing information not known to NRC, that had
the potential of resulting in NRC enforcement actior
h e I nclus ns are based upon their review of numerous aud
tape re rdings of internal GI conversations on a range of
sues during the March-August 19%0 time rame. The Group’

\ f v
1 f !
evaluation addresses the same period but has been limite

\ raance with 1ts Charter, to determining what the tAges and
ther evidentlary materials revealed about GPC’s performance
elated to the reporting of diesel gernerator testing. Based or
the scope f this review, the Group developed an assessment of
performance that 1s narrower than the I nclusion ['t
I ncluded that there were multiple faillures within GP(
ng the peri fror April through August 1990, These failur
{ lted 1ir } providing to the NRC incomplete and lnaccurate
nformation as: lated with DG testing and, thercafter,
3 irate and incomplete reasons as to why the initial
information submitted to the NRC was inaccurate. The Group
ientiflied tw instances wvhere managers and supervisors acted
with careless disregard (wrongdoing) and numerous st
managers and superviscrs failed to exeircise reas )1
pr 1ding information to the NRC. n h: case was
t find that any individuval deliberately provided
mplete information to the NRC,
'he Croup, in its review of the t‘pes assoclated with 1its
harter, did observe a number of instances where GPC employees
made statements and toc ons wh:ch could be viewed as
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for the Group to reach a general consensus with regard te the
statements or conduct at issue, the conduct was not used as a

basis for any conclusions reached by the Group.

that it also observed instances where

statements and took actions which could be viewed as indicative
of an attitude consistent with providing the NRC with complete

GPC employees made

and accurate information. The Group could not identify
sufficient evidence to reach an overall conclusion as to a

prevailing attitude toward the NRC on
employees ldentified in the 2nalysis.
that GPC performance during this time
communications with the NRC regarding
deficient,

48

the part of the GPC
The Group did conclude
period in its
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The Group notes












