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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

Before the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board

In the Matter of Docket Nos. 50-424-OLA-3
50-425-0LA-3

GEORGIA POWER COMPANY,
et al, Re: License Amendment
(Transfer to Southern
(Vogtle Electnc Generating Nuciear)
lant, Units 1 and 2)

’ N —

ASLBP No. 93-671-01-OLA-3
GEORGIA POWER COMPANY'S RESPONSE TO
INTERVENOR'S FIRST REQUEST FOR ADMISSIONS
l INTRC JUCTION.

Georgia Power Company ("GPC") hereby responds to Intervenor’s First Request for
Admissions to Georgia Power Company, dated May 17, 1994 ("Request for Admissions®)
During the May 26, 1994 status conference in the Licensing Board's offices, the parties agreed,
with the Board’s approval, that GPC's response to the Request for Admissions (1) would be due
by June 30, 1994, and (2) would respond only to the numbered factual statements under each
allegation of the December 20, 1993 Office of Investigations Report (Case No. 2-90-020R) (the
"OI Report”). Tr. 400-01, 407. On June 29, 1994, GPC requested an extension of time within
which to file its response to July 7, 1994, which the Board granted in its June 30, 1994 Order.
Consistent w.th the Moy 26, 1994 status conference discussions, GPC has endeavored to address

every one of the 657 evidentiary findings of the Ol Report, exclusive of the Investigator’s Notes,
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subject to the objections stated herein. GPC has not endeavored to respond to the "Investi-

gator's Notes" included in certain evidentiary findings since those notes were apparently not
intended as factual evidentiary findings, but rather were intended to be the surmises of the Ol

investigator,

II. GENERAL OBJECTIONS.

GPC objects to Intervenor’s definition of *Licensee,” "Georgia Power Company,” "The
Scuthern Company,” "SONOPCO,"” "you," and "your," and consequently to interrogatories
which request infermation known to "GPC" or "you" as defined by Intervenor. Intervenor
defines these terms as including every agent or employee of GPC, The Southern Company,
and/or SONOPCO, past or present, their counsel and all their respective agents, servants,
associates, employees, and others who have information with respect to any matter referred to
in Intervenor's Request. As a result, Intervenor would have GPC conduct an investigation as
to the knowledpe of every employce, agent or representative of each of these companies and
individuals. Such an investigation would be unduly burdensome and expensive as well as
oppressive and overbroad given the fact that the evidentiary findings, for the most part, involve
statements by individuals which were recorded on a tape or a transcript. Without waiving this
objection, GPC has endeavored to resnord to Intervenor’'s Request by making a reasonable
inquiry of those individuals who are identified in each evidentiary finding.

GPC objects to Instructions E and F of Intervenor's Request which require detailed
information concerning every oral communication and person referred to in each of GPC's re-

sponses. Compliance with such instructions would be unduly burdensome and oppressive given



that most of the 648 respoiscs refer to persons having oral comnunications. Furthermore, Inter-
venor is intimately familiar w'th these communications and the persens and involved.

GPC also generally objects to Intervenor's Request to the extent that it requires GPC to
identify and produce every do ment whnich supports GPC's answer to each request for
admission. Compliance with this request would be unduly burdensome and oppressive given the
large number of evidentiary findings. Moreover, Intervenor is well acquainted with the
documents relevant to such evidentiary findings and it is unlikely that any such documents have
not already been produced to Intervenor among whe nearly 60,000 pages of documentation made
available to Intervenor in 1993. Nonetheless, without waiving this objection, in connection with
any denial of an admission herein, GPC has endeavored to identify and produce any documents
which it reasonably believes is not among the documents previously produced to intervenor. No
such documents were identified.

Furthermore, GPC generally objects to the identification, or disclosure, of those
communications and documents which are subject to the aitorney work product doctrine or the
attorney-chent communication privilege. GPC has been defending actions initiated by Intervenor
since mid-1990. In addition to this proceeding, such actions include (i) NRC inspections, an
NR . Office of Investigations ("OI") investigation, ard an NRC enforcement action respecting
those allegations lodged by Intervenor in the Hobby/Mosbaugh Petition related to the diesel
generator statements issue, (2) three separate actions before the Department of Labor, (3) an
investigation by the Department of Justice, and (4) an inquiry by a Congressional Subcommittee,
GPC's legal counsel has been heavily involved in the defense of these actions and, as a result,

has generated a large number of documents in preparation of such defenses. It would be oppres-



sive and unduly burdensome and expensive for GPC to identify each and every one of such

documents which are subject to either or both of (1) the attorney work product doctrine (i.e.,

they were prepared by legal counsel in anticipation of litigation and their disclosure would reveal

the mental impressions of legal counsel). or (2) the attorney-client communication privilege (i.e.,

communications from GPC to its legal counsel made in confidence for the purpose of obtaining

legal advice and counsel).

ul. RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSIONS.
A Response to Evidentiary Findings for Allegation No. 1

ks

2.

Admit,

Deny. GPC disagrees with the characterization of Mr. Cash’s count in
that Mr. Cash has stated that he counted all starts, not just those
considered successful by Mr. Mosbaugh. Tape 58, Tr. 35-37.

De .y. GPC interprets the reference to Mr. Mosbaugh’s "master list* in
this evidentiary finding as referring to the list of EDG 1B starts included
in his allegation submitted on or about June 14, 1990. Mr. Mosbaugh's
"master list* shows inconsistencies between the control log and the data
sheets but makes no mention of the shift supervisor log. Furthermore,
Mr. Mosbaugh's master list makes no mention of Diesel Generator data
sheets that would have been generated by site procedure SOP-13145-1
"Diesel Generators. "

Deny. GPC disagrees with the characterization of Mr. Cash's count in



that Mr. Cash has stated that he counted all starts, not just those
considered successfui by Mr. Mosbaugh. Tape 58, Tr. 35-37.

Deny. Mr. Mosbaugh's lack of involvement in the preparation of
presentation maierials was not "extremely unusual.” Presentations made
to the NRC typically involve only those personnel responsible for the
presentation.  Mr. Mosbaugh had no responsibility for the presentation.
Deny. GPC agrees that the PEB normally reviews written correspondence
from GPC to the NRC regarding Plant Vogtle. However, GPC denies
that verbal communications or presentations made by site personnel are
"normally reviewed" by the PRB. See GPC's response tc evidentiary
finding No. 157. GPC agrees that the April 9, 1990 letter is the type of
correspondence normally reviewed by the PRB. However, even though
the letier was not forme  .eviewed by the PRB, it was reviewed and
commented on by many of the Vogtle managers who are also PPB
members. See GPC's response to Allegation No. 2, evidentiary finding
No. 60.

Deny. Mr. Mosbaugh did not have any reason to suspect that diesel start
numbers were incorrectly stated in the April 9, 1990 letter to the NRC.
On April 19, 1990, Mr. Mosbaugh stated to Messrs. Odom and
Aufdenkampe that he did not know if the number of successful diesel
starts was correctly stated and that it may, in fact, be correct. Tape 57,

Tr. 121.



10.

I1.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

Deny. GPC believes that Mr. Kochery's list was given to the Incident
Investigation Team and has been labeled IIT Document No. 05-180-90.
This document only lists starts through March 23, 1990.

Deny. See GPC's response to evidentiary finding No. 8 above.

Deny. See GPC's response to evidentiary finding No. 7 above.

Neither admit nor deny. The interview notes of the Ol investigator are
an insufficient basis for GPC to determine either the accuracy or
truthfulness of this evidentiary finding.

Neither admit nor deny. The interview notes of the Ol investigator are
an insufficient basis for GPC to determine either the accuracy or
truthfulness of this evidentiary finding.

Neither admit nor deny. The interview notes of the Ol investigator are
an insufficient basis for GPC to determine either the accuracy or
truthfulness of this evidentiary finding.

Neither admit nor deny. The interview notes of the O! investigator are
an insufficient basis for GPC to determine either the accuracy or
truthfulness of this evidentiary finding.

Neither admit nor deny. The interview notes of the Ol investigator are
an insufficient basis for GPC to determine either the accuracy or
truthfulness of this evidentiary finding.

Neither admit nor deny. The interview notes of the Ol investigator are

an insufficient basis for GPC to determine either the accurecy or



17.

18.

19.
20.

4

26.

truthfulness of this evidentiary Jnding.

Neither admit nor deny. The interview notes of the Ol investigator are
an insufficient basis for GPC to determine either the accuracy or
truthfulness of this evidentiary finding. Furthermore, GPC believes that
the "special Tech Spec amendment” referred to in this evidentiary finding
was approved on May 25, 1990 (not the end of April 1990).

Neither admit nor deny. The interview notes of the Ol investigator are
an insufficient basis for GPC to determi.2 either the accuracy or
truthfulness of this evidentiary finding.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit,

Admit.

Neither admit nor deny. GPC admits that this evidentiary finding
accurately summarizes this portion of the Ol interview transcript.
However, GPC lacks sufficient information to admit or deny the truth of
this statement because of the differing recollections of Messrs. Bockhold
and Burr.

Admit with the clarificatio.: that successful starts did have engineering

value to demonstrate that the diesels were capable of performing their




28,

29.

30.

31

32.

intended function. Exh. 13, pp. 11-12,

Neither admit nor deny. GPC admits that this evidentiary finding
accurately summarizes this portion of the Ol interview transcript.
However, GPC lacks sufficient informatiun to admit or deny the truth of
this statement because of the differing recollections of Messrs. Bockhold
and Burr.

Neither admit nor deny. GPC admits that this evidentiary finding
accurately summarizes the portion of the OI interview transcript.
However, GPC lacks sufficient information to admit or deny the truth of
this statement because of the differing recollections of Messrs. Bockhold
and Burr,

Admit.

Neither admit nor deny. GPC admits that this evidentiary finding
accurately summarizes this portion of the Ol interview transcript.
However, GPC lacks sufficient information to admit or deny the truth of
these statements because of the differing recollections of Messrs. Cash and
Burr.

Deny. GPC admits that the evidentiary finding accurately summarizes this
portion of the OI interview transcript. However, GPC believes Mr. Burr
assisted Mr. Bockhold in developing the Diesel Testing overhead.

Deny. GPC admits that the evidentiary finding accurately summarizes this

portion of the Ol interview transcript. However, GPC believes Mr. Burr



33

35.

36.

37.

assisted Mr. Bockhold in developing the Diesel Testing overhead.
Admit with the clarification that Mr. Bockhold, later in this Ol interview,
recalls that his definition of a successful start was one “that didn't show
a significant problem that would have caused the engine to trip or cause
the engine not to meet its intended purpose,” (Exh. 13, p. i8) and Mr.
Cash understood the ierm to mean essentially the same thing. See GPC's
Response to the NRC Staff’s First Set of Interrogatories, August 9, 1993,
Responses 7a. and b., at 12,

Admit with the clarification that Mr. Bockhold, later in his August 1990
interview, recalls that Mr. Cash started his count after the overhaul period
on EDG 1B. Exh. 12, p. 18,

Admit with the clarification that Mr. Bockhold's testimony was that Mr.
Cash started his count "sometime about that time or after that time" and
that Mr. Bockhold, later in his August 1990 interview, recalls that Mr.
Cash started his count after the overhaul period on EDG 1B. Exh. 12, p.
18.

Admit.

Deny. The evidentiary finding mischaracterizes Mr. Bockhold's
testimony. The question posed « Mr. Bockhold differs from the summary
in the evidentiary finding in that the summary adds the words "with no
Carther instructions.” Those woras were not included in the question

posed 10 Mr. Bockhold in his interview.



38.
39.

41.

42,

43,

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Deny. Mr. Cash began his review of the control room logs for successful
starts by reviewing entries beginning before the March 20, 1990 event,
and ending someiime shortly befoie April 9, 1990. Mr. Cash reported to
Mr. Bockhold that there were 19 successful starts on Ela5 1B during this
time period. Mr. Cash's data included more than 19 starts, therefore, Mr.
Cash must have exrluded some of the starts as not being successful. Sec
Exh. 11 and Tape 58, Tr. 35.

Deny. The evidentiary finding accurately reflects the interview transcript
of Mr. Cash but GPC believes Mr, Cash provided Mr. Bockhold with
only the summary of the diesel start information (i.e., the total starts for
each diesel) and assisted the secretary with more than just format changes
(Exh. 10, p. 26). See GPC's response to evidentiary finding No. 43 and
Tape 58, Tr. 35.

Admit with the clarification that GPC believes Mr. Cash gave only the
total number of successful starts for each diesel to Mr. Buckhold.
Neither admit nor deny. GPC admits that this evidentiary finding
accurately summarizes this portion of the Ol interview transcript.
However, GPC lacks sufficient information to admit or deny the truth of

these statements because of the differing recollections of Messrs. Cash and

10



45,

46,

47,

48,

49,

50.

al.

52.

53.

Burr.

Deny. The evidentiary finding accurately reflects the Ol interview
testimony of Mr. Cash. However, GPC does not believe Mr. Cash
supplied Mr. Bockhold with the sequence of testing activities shown on
the April 9, 1990 diesel testing transparency. See GPC's response to
evidentiary finding Nos. 23 and 24, and Exh. 13, p. 16.

Admit,

Admit.

Admit with the clanfication that the Ol interview transcript shows that
Mr. Cash’s response meant that the successful starts shown on the
transparency were all the successful starts of which he was aware.
Deny. GPC believes this evidentiary finding accurately reflects Mr,
Cash’s Ol interview testimony. However, GPC believes Mr. Cash gave
Mr. Bockhold the successful diese! start numbers of 18 and 19. Exh. 12,
pp. 7, 8.

Deny. GPC believes this evidentiary finding accurately reflects Mr.
Cash’s Ol interview testinony. However, GPC believes Mr. Cash gave
Mr. Bockhold the successtul diesel start numbers of 18 and 19. Exh. 12,
pp. 7, 8.

Admit,

Admit.

Admit with the clarification that GPC observes that the numbers above the

11



54,
a3
56.

57.

58.

59.

6l.

62.

63.

line appear to add up to the numbers below the line.

Admit,

Admit.

Admit,

Admit with the clarification that Mr. Cash's testimony was that he
obtained his count from the Unit 1 Control Log and the Shift Supervisor's
Log. Exh. 9, p. 4,

Admit.

Admit.

Admit with the clarification that while neither Mr. Bockhold nor Mr. Cash
can recall such discussion, Mr. Cash does recall that he understood Mr.
Bockhold wanted him to count starts without significant preblems, where
the diesel had started properly and reached the required voltage and
frequency. See GPC's Response to NRC's First Set of Interrogatories,
August 9, 1993, at 12,

Neither admit nor deny. GPC admits that the evidentiary findings
accurately summarize this portion of Mr. Bockhold's Ol interview
transcript. However, GPC lacks sufficient information to admit o. deny
the truth of this statement because of the differing recollections of Messrs.
Bockheld and Burr,

Adinit,

Admit.



67.

68.

70.

71.

73.

74.

75.

76.

Admit

Neither admit not aeny. GPC agrees that the evidentiary finding
accurately summarizes Mr. Cash's testimony, However, rzference to Mr.
Cash's computer-generated list shows more starts are included than Mr.
Cash reported to Mr. Bockhold.

Admit.

Admit with the clarification that the statement regarding the beginning of
Mr. Cash's start count relates directly to EDG 1A and pot EDG 1B,
Admit.

Admit.

Deny. GPC agrees that this evidentiary finding accurately reflects the Ol
intervicw testimony. However, GPC believes that the question of how
successful starts compared to valid tests came up during the presentation.
See NRC Staff's Supplemental Response to Intervenor’'s First Set of
Interrogatories, September 15, 1993, at 6.

Admut.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit with the clarification that Mr. Cash’s estimony was that he did not
recall such discussions.

Admit.

Admit,

13



78.

81.

82.

83.

85.

Admit with the clarification that GPC believes Mr. Cash understood his
task was to count starts without significant problems. See GPC's response
to evidentiary findings Nes. 38, 69 and 75.

Admit with the clarification that GPC believes Mr. Cash understood his
task was to count starts withou significant problems. See GPC's response
to evidentiary findings Nos, 38, 69 and 75.

Admit.

Admit.

Deny. GPC agrees that this evidentiary finding accurately reflects the Ol
interview testimony. However, GPC believes that the NRC asked GPC
to explain how successful starts compared to valid tests during the
presentation. See NRC Staff's Supplemental Response to Intervenor's
First Set of Interrogatories, September 15, 1993, at 6.

Admit.

Admit with the clarification that “successful starts associated with
operability” does not mean starts that were completed in accordance with
Technical Specification operability requirements.

Admit.

Neither admit nor deny. GPC aoes not know the manner in which the
information was conveyed from Mr. Cash to Mr. Bockhold, but GPC
believes the information consisted of only the total number of succe~ “ful

starts for each diesel. See GPC's response to evidentiary finding No. 42.

14



86.

88.

91.

92.

93.

9s.

97.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Neither admit nor deny. GPC admits that this evidentiary finding
accurately summarizes this portion of the Ol interview transcript.
However, _PC lacks sufficient information to admit or deny the truth of
the statement because of the differing recoliections of Messrs. Bockhold,
Burr and Cash.

Admit.

Deny. GPC agrees that this evidentiary finding accurately reflects the Ol
interview testimony. However, GPC believes that the NRC asked GPC
to explain how successful starts compared to valid tests during the
presentation. See NRC Staff's Supplemental Response to Intervenor’s
First Set of Interrogatories, September 15, 1993, at 6.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit with the clarification that Mr. Bockhold's testimony was not
intended to imply that Messrs. Odom and Aufdenkampe sh uld have seen
the transparencies prior to the presentation w the NRC.

Admit.

15



98%.

100.

101,

102,

103,

104,

105,

Neither admit or deny. The interview notes of the Ol investigator are
an insufficient basis for GPC to determine either the accuracy or
truthfulness of this evidentiary finding.

Neither admit nor deny. The interview notes of the Ol investigator are
an insufiicient basis for GPC to determine either the accuracy or
truthfulness of this evidentiary finding.

Neither admit nor deny. The interview notes of the Ol investigator are
an insufficient basis for GPC to determine ecither the accuracy or
truthfulness of this evidentiary finding.

Neither admit nor deny. The interview notes of the Ol investigator are
an insufficient basis for GPC to determine either the accuracy or
truthfuiness of this evidentiary finding.

Neither admit nor deny. The interview notes of the Ol investigator are
an insufficient basis for GPC to determine either the accuracy or
truthfulness of this evidentiary finding.

Neither admit nor deny. The interview notes of the Ol investigator are
an insufficient basis for GPC to determine either the accuracy or
truthfulness of this evidentiary finding.

Admit.

Neither admit nor deny. The interview notes of the OI investigator are
an insufficient basis for GPC to determine either the accuracy or

truthfulness of this evidentiary finding.

16



106.
107.
108.
109.

110.
111,
112.

113.

114,

115.

Admit.

Admit,

Admit.

Neither admit nor deny. The interview notes of the Ol investigator are
an insufficient basis for GPC to determine either the accuracy or
truthfulness of this evidentiary finding.

Admit.

Admit.

Neither admit nor deny. The inwerview notes of the Ol investigator are
an insvfficient basis for GPC to determine either the accuracy or
truthfulness of this evidentiary finding.

Neither admit nor deny. The interview notes of the Ol investigator are
an insufficient basis for GPC to determine either the accuracy or
truthfulness of this evidentiary finding.

Neither admit nor deny. The interview notes of the Ol investigator are
an insufficient basis for GPC to determine either the accuracy or
truthfulness of this evidentiary finding. However, GPC denies the
assertion that Mr. Bockhold was nonresponsive and had a disdain for NRC
involvement.

Neither admit nor deny The interview notes of the Ol investigator are
an insufficient basis for GPC to determine either the accuracy or

truthfulness of this evidentiary finding.

17



116,

117.
118.

119.

120.

121,

122.

123.

Neither admit nor deny. The interview notes of the Ol investigator are
an insufficient basis for GPC w0 determine either the accuracy or
t.uthfulness of this evidentiary finding.

Admit.

Admit.

Neither & ..( nor deny. The interview notes of the Ol investigator are
an insufficient basis fc. GPC to determine either the accuracy or
truthfulness of this evidentiary finding.

Neither admit nor deny. The interview notes of the Ol investigator are
an insufficient basis for GPC to determine either the accuracy or
truthfulness of this evidentiary finding.

Neither admit nor deny. The interview notes of the Ol investigator are
an insufficient basis for G™C to determine either the accuracy or
truthfulness of this evidentiary finding.

Neither admit nor deny. The interview notes of the Ol investigator are
an insufficient basis for GPC to determine either the accuracy or
truthfulness of this evidentiary finding.

Neither admit nor deny. The interview notes of the Ol investigator are
an insufficient basis for GPC to determine either the accuracy or
truthfulness of this evidentiary finding. However, GPC denies that Mr.
Bockhold and his Engineering Department staff lacked initiative or basic

engineering inquisitiveness.

18



124,  Admit.

125. Admit.

126.  Admit.

127. Neither admit nor deny. The interview notes of the Ol investigator are
an insufficient basi: for GPC to determine either the accuracy or

truthfulness of this evidentiary finding.

128.  Admit.
129.  Admit.
130.  Admit.
131, Admit,
132, Admit.

133. Neither admit nor deny. The interview notes of the Ol investigator are
an insufficient basis for GPC to determine either the accuracy or
truthfulness of this evidentiary finding.

i34, Neither admit nor deny. The interview notes of the Ol investigator are
an insuificieat basis for GPC to determine either the accuracy or
truthfuiness of this evidentiary finding. However, GPC denies that the
NRC Staff was not aware of the roubleshooting probiems as of April 9,
1990. See Interrogatory Response of Kenneth E. Brockman to GPC's
First Set of Interrogatories, December 23, 1993, at 2, 7, and 8.

135. Admit.

136. Admit.

19



140,
141,
142,

143,

144,

145.

146.
147.
148.
149,
150.
151.

152.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit with the clarification that Mr. ni~Coy recalled reviewing the
presentation material prior to the presertation. See GPC's response to
evidentiary finding No. 168.

Admit.

Deny. GPC agrees that this evidentiary finding accurately reflects the Ol
interview testimony. However, GPC believes Mr. Burr, whose principal
place of employment was Birmingham, assisted Mr. Bockhold in
developing presentation material. See GPC’s responses to evidentiary
rinding Nos. 23 and 24.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

20



153.

154.

155.

156.

157.

158.

159.

160.

161.

162.

163.

Admit.

Admit with the clarification that there were 18 consecutive starts of EDG
1B following the comprehensive test program as that term was defined by
Mr. Aufdenkampe on April 19, 1990. See Tape 58, NRC Insert §, Tr.
4.7,

Admit with the clarification that Mr. Cash also used the Shift Supervisor's
Log.

Admit with the clarification that the meeting did occur and copies of the
presentation were distributed. See Tape 40, April 10, 1990.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Neither admit nor deny. GP_ agrees that the evidentiary finding
accurately reflects the Ol interview t__mony. However, GPC lacks
sufficient information to determine whether Mr. Kochery provided diesel
testing information to Mr. Bockhold because recollections have faded.
Admit.

Deny. This evidentiary finding inaccurately describes Mr. McCoy's
testimony in that Mr. McCoy indicated that one purpose of the April 9
presentation was to address all of the issucs in the Confirmation of Action
letter including restart approval and not "the reswrt issue.”

Admit.

21



164,
165.
166.

167.

168,
169.
170.
171.
172,
173.
174.
175.

176.

177.

178.

179.

180

181

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit with the clarification tha. Mr. Cash's only involvement after the
April 9 presentation was in verifying a list of diesel starts developed by
Mr. Mosbaugh on or about April 30, 1990,

Admit.

Admit,

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit,

Admit with the clarification that Mr. McCoy's testimony is that he did not
recall having any questions.

Admit.

Admit with the clarificatiot: that Messrs. Cash and Burr did attend the
meeting.

Adrait.

Admit

Admit,

2



182,
183,
184,
185.
186.

187.

188,
189.

190.

191.

192.

193.

Admit.

Admit,

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Deny. The first sentence of this evidentiary finding inaccurately
summarizes Mr. McCoy's tesumony. Mr. McCoy's testimony was that
he had no knowledge of Mr. Bockhold's instruction “to just get successful
starts" prior to the April 9 presentation. (Exi.. <9, p. 25.)

Admit.

Admit.

Admit with the clarification that Messrs. Hairston or McCoy would
typically be involved in setting up such a meeting. While Mr. Hairston
does not recall giving instructions to anyone regarding preparation for thc
meeting, it is possible that he had discussions with Mr. McCoy during the
week prior to the meeting. (Exh. 31, p. 18.)

Admit in substance with the clarification that Mr. Hairston has no specific
re~ollection of any particular goal for this meeting. He was there to
discuss all relevant issues and answer any questions. (Exh. 31, pp. 21-
22.)

Admit,

Admit.

23



Admul

Admit with the clanfication that Mr. Hairston's testimony was that the
meeting could have been longer

Admit v th the clanification th, GPC believes Mr. Burr assisted Mr
Bockhold in developing the Diesel Testing overhead See GPC's
responses to evidentiary finding Nos. 25 and 24

Admit with the clanfication that the meeting was to give an overall view
of the event and discuss all of the issues that related to it including what
GPC had done and what GPC would be doing in the futurs

Admit

Admit

Admit

Admit

Admit

Admit

Admit

Adm

Admit

Admit with the clanfication that conversations among Vogtie plant staff

regarding the performance of the Calcon sensors occurred shortly afier the
Site Area Emergency

Admit




209.
210.
211,

212.
213,

214,

218,
216.
217.
218,
219.

220.

Admit,

Admit.

Admit with the clarification that GPC believes it would be inaccurate to
say that “most* of the meeting was spent discussing diesels,

Admit.

Admit.

Admit with the clarification that Mr. Majors did have general knowledge
that the March 20, 1990, event involved diesel generator problems.
Admit,

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Response 1o Evidentiary Findings for Allegation No, 2

1.
2.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit with the clarification that Mr. Cash provided Mr. Bockhold with
the EDG start count numbers which were used in the April 9, 1990
presenition and letter,

Deny. GPC agrees that the evidentiary finding accurately reflects the Ol

25



10.

1.

13.

14,

interview testimony. However, see GPC's response 1o Allegation No. |,

evidentiary finding No. 41,

Deny. GPC agrees that the evidentiary finding accurately reflects the Ol
interview testimony. However, diesel start information in the April 19,
1990 LER resulted from review of operator logs in addition to the review
performed for the April 9, 1990 presentation and letter. See Tape 58,
NRC Insert 4, Tr. 1, and Tape 57, Tr. 121-125.

Neither admit nor deny, GPC notes that the Ol interview transcript
citation for this evidentiary finding ¢hould have been Exhibit 12, p. 16.
GPC believes the evidentiary finding mischaracterizes Mr. Bockhold's
testimony in that it implies Mr, McCoy drafted the referenced statement
while Mr, Bockhold does not actually state who drafted the statement.
GPC lacks sufficient information to determine who drafted the statement,
but notes Mr. McCoy does not believe he drafted it. See GPC's
responses 10 evidentiary finding Nos. 36-37,

Admit.

Admit.

Admat.

Admit.

Admit.

Admul.

Admit.
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15.
16.

17.
18,
19.

20.

2l.
22,

Admit.

Deny. GPC believes the April 9 letter had been drafted prior to the April
9 presentation and was revised by meeting participants while returning to
their offices. See GPC's responses ¢ evidentiary finding Nos. 50-60.
Admit.

Admit.

Admit with the clarification that it was primarily Mr. Bailey rather than
Mr. Stringfellow that worked with Mr. Aufdenkampe and Mr.
Aufdenkampe's people in drafting the April 9 letter prior to the
yresontation.  See GPC's responses to evidentiary finding Nos. 50, 51,
54, 57 and 60.

Deny. This evidentiary finding inaccurately summarizes Mr,
Aufdenkampe's testimony. Mr. Aufdenkampe actually states that the first
time he saw a signed copy of the April 9 letter was sometime after 2:43
p.m. (central time) on April 9, 1990. GPC believes Mr. Aufdenkampe
had probably reviewed draft versions of this letter prior to April 9. See
GPC's response to evidentiary finding No. 19,

Admit,

Admit with the clarification that Mr. Stringfellow's testinony 'vas pot that
Mr. Hairston "just wanted to get the letter out® but rather that Mr.
Hairston wanted to get the letter out because Mr. Hairston *just wanted

to go ahead and get it on the record.” (Exh. 30, p. 13))
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23
24,

25.
P

27.

28,

29.

31,

33,

Admit.

Admit with the clarification that GPC believes the error in the Apnl 9
letter was not the result of imprecision in the logs with respect 1o valid
starts or successful starts. See Exh. 11,

Admit.

Admit,

Admit with the clarification that the April 9 letter was not formally
reviewed by the PRB.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Deny. GPC agrees that the evidentiary finding accurately reflects the Ol
interview testimony. However, GPC believes that the accuracy of the
statement referenced does not depend on the critcria used by the person
obtaining the data.

Deny. GPC agrees that the evidentiary finding accurately reflacts the Ol
interview testimony. However, GPC believes that the April 9 letter
implies that the starts were consecutive,

Admit.

Deny. GPC agrees that the evidentiary finding accu.ately reflects the Ol
interview testimony. However, GPC believes Mr. Bockhold's direct

involvement was not a determinative factor in not obtaining PRB review
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35.

37.
38.

19

4],

42.

43

45,

46.

47.

48.

and approval of this letter,

Admit.

Neither admit nor deny. See GPC's responses to evidentiary finding Nos.
7 and 54,

Admit.

Deny. GPC agrees that the evidentiary finding accurately reflects & Ol
interview testimony. However, GPC believes that more than one start
occurred that calls into question the wording in the April 9, 1990 letter
(i.e., "No failures or problems have occurred®).

Admit with the clarification provided in GPC's response to Allegation No.
1, evidentiary finding No. 6.

Admit.

Admit,

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit with the clarification that GPC believes more than one stan
occurred that calls into question the wording in the April 9, 1990 letter
(i.e., "No failures or problems have occurred®).

Admit with the clarification that Mr. Bockhold did not intend for
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49,

35,
52.
53.
54,
55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

6l.

63.

successful to mean the diesel did not trip within one minute. See GPC's
response to Allegation No. 1, evidentiary finding No. 75,

Admit.

Admit,

Admit,

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit with the clarificatior that the April 9, 1990 letter (paragraph C,
page 2) describes an event on EDC 1A where one of the Calcon sensors
vented and would not reset during a diesel run,

Admit.

Admit with the clarification that GPC believes Mr. Burr may have been
on the plane also.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit,

Admit,

Diay. GPC agrees that this evidentiary finding accurately reflects the Ol
interview testimony. However, GPC believes more than one start

occurred that calls into question the wording in the April 9, 1990 letter
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(1.e., *No failures or problems have occurred*®).

64.  Admit,
65.  Admit.
66.  Admit.
67.  Admit,
68.  Admit,
69.  Admit.
70.  Admit.

Response to Evidentiary Findings for Allegation No. 3

1. Admit
2. Admit,
3 Admit.
4. Admit.
5 Admit.
6. Admit.
7. Admit.
8. Admit,
9. Admit,
10.  Admit.
11, Admit.
12, Admit.
13.  Admit.

3



14,
18.
16.
.
18,
19,

20,
21.
22.
23,

24

25.

26.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit,

Adwit.

Admit.

Deny. Mr. Stringfellow actually asks the question, *Can you [Mosbaugh)
determine if those were valid tests or valid failures?® (Exh. 34, NRC
Insert 3, p. 3).

Admit.

Admit,

Admit,

Admit,

Neither admit nor deny. GPC lacks sufficient information to determine
whether this is "new" terminology being introduced by Mr. McCoy.
However, based on the discussions recorded on Tape 58, GPC suspects
that the terminology was discussed by the participants on the call prior to
Mr. Mosbaugh's entry into the discussion. The tape recording does not
capture the entire conversation. See also GPC's response to evidentiary
finding No. 133,

Admit with the clarification that Mr. Cash did not perform a separate
verification other than his original review of the control room logs.

Admit.



27.

28,

3l
32.
33.

33.

36.
37,
38.
39.

Deny. This evidentiary finding inaccurately reflects the conversation in

that Mr. McCoy's statement was in the form of a question rather than an
imperative.

Admit.

Admit,

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Deny. GPC's position is that these words are not audible on Tape 58.
Counsel for GPC, NRC and Intervenor have discussed their respective
versions on this portion of Tape 58 and are preparing a revised transcript
for stipulation that includes each party's position.

Deny. GPC's position is that these words are not audible on Tape 58.
Counsel for GPC, NRC and Intervenor have discussed their respective
versions on this portion of Tape 58 and are preparing a revised transcript
for stipulation that includes each party's position.

Admit,

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit,
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4],

42

43

4.
46.

47.

48,

49,

Admit with the clarification that the use of the adjective *suddenly® to
describe Mr. Aufdenkampe's discussion on this portion of the tape is
inaccurate and that Mr. Aufdenkampe's *guess® is based on a list of diesel
starts provided by Messrs. Odom and Webb. See Tape 58, Tr. 37,
Deny. GPC agrees that the quoted portion of the evidentiary finding is
accurate. However, GPC denies that Mr. Aufdenkampe (a) had not
defined the end of the comprehensive test program, and (b) did not have
a rational basis for this conclusion. See Tape 58, NRC Insert 5, Tr. 4.7,
Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit,

Deny. GPC agrees that the evidentiary finding accurately reflects the Ol
interview testimony. However, GPC does not believe the substance of the
finding to be an accurate reflection of what was said and when it was said.
The more accurate record is the Tape 57 transcript, recorded on April 19,
1990.

Deny. GPC agrees that the evidentiary finding accurately reflects the Ol
interview testimony. However, GPC denies that Mr. Mosbaugh
accurately describes the evenis or participants. See Tape 58 Tr. at NRC
Insert 4, p. 1.

Admit with the clarification that the more accurate record is the Tape 58

4



ay

51

53

54

55

56

transcript, recorded on April 19, 199

Deny. GPC agrees that the evidentiary finding accurately reflects the Ol
interview testimony, However, GPC denies {(a) the characterization of the
process in which the LER was reviewed, and (b) that the LER was
inaccurate because there were failures on the EDG 1B identified by Mr
Mosbaugh on April 19, 1990. See generally, Tape 57 and S8

Admit

Deny. GPC agrees that the evidentiary finding accurately reflects the Ol
interview testimony. However, GPC does not believe the substance of the
finding to be an accurate reflection of what was said and when it was said
I'he more accurate records are the Tapes 57 and 58 transcripts, recorded
on Aprl 19, 1990

Deny. GPC agrees that the eviuentiary finding accurately reflects the Ol
interview westimony. However, GPC denies that the LER drafts did not
contain any specific statems 5 of diesel starts

Deny. Mr. Moshaugh should have been aware of everything

Deny. GPC agrees that the evidentiary finding accurately reflects the Ol
interview tesumony. However, GPC denies that Mr. Mosbaugh and
others "realized” the diese’ start statements in the April 9 letter and draft
LER were false. See Tape 57, Tr. at 120-12]

Neither admit nor deny. GPC agrees that the evidentiary finding

accurately reflects the OI interview transcript. However, GPC lacks




57.

58.

59.

61.

62.

63.

65.

sufficient infrrmation to admit or deny the truth of Mr. Mosbaugh's
statements.

Neither admit nor deny. GPC agrees that the evidentiary finding
accurately reflects the Ol interview transcript. However, GPC lacks
sufficient information to admit or deny the truth of the finding.

Deny. GPC agrees that the evidentiary finding accurately reflects the Ol
interview testimony. However, GPC denies that Mr. Mosbaugh heard
Mr. McCoy make such a statement. See GPC's response to evidentiary
finding No. 49,

Admit.

Admit with the clarification that GPC believes the participants on the call
are identified in the NRC's Tape 58 transcript.

Admit.

Admit with the clarification that Mr. Aufdenkampe was a participant 10
a conversation where Mr. Stringfellow was so put on notice. See Tape
57 transcnipt, Insert 1, at 1.

Admit with the clarification that there were not more than 18 consecutive
starts using the definition of comprehensive test program described in the
June 29, 1990 LER revision cover letter,

Admit.

Admit.

Admit with the clarification that GPC believes that Messrs. Odom and



68

HYy

70

&

78

Webb did p.ovide Messrs Aufdenkampe and Mosbaugh with a list of
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