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REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF GEORGE BOCKHOLD JR.

PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND POSITION.
My name is George Bockhold, Jr. I am employed by Southern
Nuclear Operating Company, Inc., as General Manager, Nuclear

Technical Services.

HAVE YOU TESTIFIED PREVIOUSLY IN THIS PROCEEDING?

Yes. I have testified previously on two occasions. I
presented prefiled testimony on April 19, 1995, on diesel
generator reporting issues, and prefiled testimony on June 2,
1995, on diesel generator air quality statement=. My
professional qualifications were appended to my prior,
prefiled testimony on diesel generator reporting issues and

were admitted into evidence as GPC Exhibit II-20.

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR REBUTTAL TESTIMONY NOW BEING
PROVIDED?

The purpose of this rebuttal testimony is to address a number
of assertions made in the Prefiled Testimony of Allen L.
Mosbaugh, as well as in his cross-examination. Specifically,
I address two meetings in January, 1990, which he
mischaracterizes as targeted at him for raising safety
concerns and several statements which he attributes to me; the
actions which I took when I became aware that a Plant Review
Board (PRB) alternate member felt intimidated by me (page 7);

the handling of Mr. Mosbaugh’s Quality Concern regarding the
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FAVA microfiltration system (page 8); Mr. Mosbaugh’s
assignment after Mr. Greene’s return to his Assistant General
Manager - Plant Support position (page 12); statements which
I made to the PRB in the drafting of the August 30, 1990
letter to the NRC (page 15); whether outage schedule was given
priority over, or detracted from, Georgia Pcwer’s root cause
evaluation of the diesel generator failures on March 20, 1990
(page 16); the completeness of the Safety System Performance
Indicator (SSPI) data provided to the NRC in early April, 1990
prior to restart of Vogtle Unit 1 (page 21); my knowledge of
a maximum number of "successful starts" on April 9, 1990 (page
22); and why an "air blow" was not performed on the diesel air
lines to check air quality (page 24). Finally, I address Mr.
Mosbaugh’s speculation that Mr. Cash’s typed list of starts
was a back-up slide (transparency) for the April 19, 1990 NRC

presentation.

Meetings and Conversations with Mr. Mosbaugh

MR. MOSBAUGH TESTIFIES, ON PAGES 8 AND 65 OF HIS RETYPED
PREFILED TESTIMONY, THAT ON JANUARY 19, 1990, SHORTLY AFTER HE
SUBMITTED AN ALLEGATION TO THE NRC, YOU HELD A MEETING WITH
HIM AND MR. KITCHENS RELATING TO "BACKSTABBING." WHAT WAS
THAT MEETING ABOUT.

Mr. Mosbaugh’s testimony relates to a meeting I held with Mr.
Kitchens and Mr. Mosbaugh in January to address improving

teamwork and cooperation between the Operations and the Plant
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Support organizations that they headed. We had a problem in
teamwork between M:r. Mosbaugh and Mr. Skip Kitchens, and
between the Operations and the Plant Support organizations,
and we needed to rectify the situation.

The lack of cooperation between these two organizations
had been a concern for some time. It was one of the main
items that the plant staff needed to work on. The situation
was a problem, in part, because Mr. Mosbaugh was not working
hard enough at bringing the Vogtle organizations together, to
develop cooperation and synergy between the departments. He
was not asking people how he could help them, how he could
support them, how he could resolve problems. Mr. Kitchens was
also responsible for allowing the rift between the two
organizations to remain without taking action.

Mr. McCoy spoke to me around the end of 1989 or beginning
of 1990 about improving teamwork at the plant. He was
concerned that the plant organization was not improving and
wanted this problem resolved.

Prompted by Mr. McCoy’s and my concern, I had a meeting
in January, 1990, between Mr. Mosbaugh, Mr. Kitchens, and me
to discuss making the organization work together and to tell
both Mr. Kitchens and Mr. Mosbaugh that they needed to work
harder on such cooperation. This was a management improvement
meeting -- a team building session. I did not single out
either one of them. We discussed everybody’s cooperation, and

I asked both of them to talk about what they thought their
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personal faults were in management style and how they might
improve upon them, to discuss their perceptions, and to "let
their hair down." I believe I listed my personality faults
first. My objective was to encourage Mr. Kitchens and Mr.
Mosbaugh to work better together and to make the Vogtle

organization more effective.

WHAT CONNECTION WAS THERE BETWEEN THIS MEETING AND ANY
SUBMISSION BY MR. MOSBAUGH OF ALLEGATIONS TO THE NRC?

None, there was no connection between this meeting and Mr.
Mosbaugh’s submission of allegations to the NRC. At the time
I did not know or suspect that Mr. Mosbaugh had sent any
allegation to the NRC. I don’‘t believe I even knew there was
any NRC Office of Investigations ("OI") investigation, until
the end of January, when or very shortly before OI arrived on
site. Moreover, Mr. Mosbaugh did not submit a Quality Concern
regarding the FAVA microfiltration system until after a Plant

Review Board vote on February 8, 1990.

DID YOU "“CONFRONT" MR. MOSBAUGH ABOUT THE SOURCE OF THE
DILUTION VALVE ALLEGATION ON JANUARY 29, 1990, WHEN OI CAME TO
THE SITE, AS MR. MOSBAUGH ASSERTS ON PAGE 9 OF HIS RETYPED
PREFILED TESTIMONY?

No. I did speak with a number of persons on my staff to try
to understand what was being investigated. I learned from

people that had been interviewed that there was probably an

-d-
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allegation Lhat Skip Kitchens had opened a dilution valve. I
did not know who had made such an allegation. There was some
speculation that the OI investigation had been initiated by
somebody within the NRC. I may have discussed such matters
with Mr. Mosbaugh, but I did not in that time~-frame think that

Mr. Mosbaugh was involved with OI at all.

DO YOU RECALL STATING TO MR. MOSBAUGH THAT YOU HAD
PROFESSIONAL TRAINING IN THE NAVY SAYING "“YES, SIR"™ AND
TELLING HIM "IF YOU CAN’T CONFORM AND ACCEPT, YOU NEED TO GET
OoUT," AS MR. MOSBAUGH ALLEGES ON PAGES 9 AND 65 OF HIS RETYPED
PREFILED TESTIMONY?
No. I don’t remember making such statements, particularly
with respect to any allegations that had been made to the NRC,
as Mr. Mosbaugh’s testimony appears to suggest. I have
reviewed the notes Mr. Mosbaugh prepared relating to the
meeting at which he alleges that I made this statement. These
notes indicate that it was a meeting on February 7, 1990 to
discuss a Plant Vogtle reorganization and associated down-
sizing. Periodically, I held meetings with all my managers to
discuss personnel needs and requirements in every department.
This meeting had nothing whatsoever to do with any allegation
made to the NRC, any NRC inspection or investigation, or any
safety concern.

Mr. Mosbaugh’s notes indicate that I made the specific

remarks which he attributes to me. While I do not remember
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making the remarks, I may well have made some such remarks in
this context of organizational change. I did not enjoy
discussing the elimination of jobs, but recognized that it was
a business necessity =-- as did my superiors -- as the Plant
moved further away from the period of start-up and a large
support staff to a smaller support organization. If Mr.
Mosbaugh suggested that he didn’t like the reorganization
philosophy or particular eliminations, I may well have told
him that he needed to learn to accept upper management’s

directions.

DO YOU RECALL STATING THAT, GIVEN THE VALUE OF GEN:RATION,
SOMETIMES IT’S BETTER TO TAKE THE VIOLATION, AS MR. MOSBAUGH
ALLEGES ON PAGE 65 OF HIS RETYPED PREFILED TESTIMONY?

I don’t remember making such a statement. This would be
inconsistent with my approach to plant operations. Such an
approach would also be inconsistent with the operating

policies voiced by my superiors.

Alleged Intimidation of a PRB Alternate

MR. MOSBAUGH TESTIFIES, AT PAGE 9 OF HIS RETYPED PREFILED
TESTIMONY, THAT YOUR ATTENDANCE AT PRB MEETINGS INTIMIDATED AT
LEAST ONE MEMBER. DO YOU HAVE ANY COMMENTS ON THIS TESTIMONY?
Yes. It was reported to me at one time that Gus Williams, who
served as an alternate member on the PRB, felt intimidated by

my actions at a PRB meeting. As soon as I heard that, I took
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steps to correct this situation. I met with the main PRB
members and discussed with them at some length the need for
every PRB member to be able to stand up and discuss his
concerns and vote his conscience. I also told them to make
sure their alternates understood this responsibility and were
able to vote freely, and that if any alternates were not
capable of providing candid advice and recommendations, they
would need to chose other alternates. I also made Mr. McCoy
aware of the concern.

Mr. Mosbaugh apparently submitted the allegation of PRB
members to the NRC in the Summer of 1990, before the August,
1990, Operational Safety Inspection. The OSI inspection
report documents my March 1, 1990, efforts to assure that my
presence at PRB meetings did not influence them and that
alternates should be selected who would feel comfortable with
this responsibility. I also addressed the difference between
professional differences of opinion (which I believed was the
case with the FAVA system in this instance) and safety and
guality concerns (which are different methods to raise issues
of concern separate from PRB discussions). Section 2.7 of the
OSI Inspection Report which addresses this issue is attached

hereto as Exhibit Q.
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Handling of Mr. Mosbaugh's FAVA Concern

MR. MOSBAUGH STATES AT PAGE 11 OF HIS RETYPED PREFILED
TESTIMONY THAT YOU TOOK HIS QUALITY CONCERN (CONCERNING THE
FAVA MICROFILTRATION SYSTEM) AWAY FROM THE QUALITY CONCERN
COORDINATOR. HOW WAS MR. MOSBAUGH’S CONCERN HANDLED?

I told Bill Lyon that he had gone far enough with his review
of Mr. Mosbaugh’s quality concern, because the issues exceedad
Mr. Lyon technical expertise and I was obtaining additional
technical expertise to handle it. Also, Mr. Lyon had come to
me and expressed concern that he was being asked to resolve a
quality concern that was submitted by his immediate
supervisor, Mr. Mosbaugh, who would prepare his annual
performance review. In essence, he was being placed in a
position to resolve a concern where the majority of plant
managers on the PRB had already voted to activate the FAVA
system, but his immediate supervisor opposed the use of the
system. I discussed these matters with Mr. McCoy, and we
decided not to allow the system to be placed into operation
until we had further reviewed Mr. Mosbaugh’s concern. We also
decided to assign the matter to Paul Rushton, who at the time
was Manager of Engineering and Licensing, and who was
independent of the PRB’s decision. Mr. Rushton also was in a
position where he could readily obtain additional engineering
support from the corporate office, including Soutiiern Company
Services. We also involved the NRC, who I understand reviewed

Mr. Mosbaugh’s Quality Concern file. A copy of my March 15,



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30

31

1990, memorandum to Allen (attached hereto as Exhibit R)
states that I planned to allow the FAVA system into operation
after obtaining any further comments from him, Vogtle
management and the NRC, and spelled out specific cautionary
measures for its temporary operation (a permanent system from
another vendor was already scheduled for a May, 1990
delivery). While we were unable to satisfy Mr. Mosbaugh, we
did obtain the NRC’s concurrence before we put the FAVA system
back into service. I now know, although I didn’t at the time,
that Mr. Mosbaugh did not view Mr. Rushton and Mr. Mark Ajluni
(who analyzed one aspect of the concern) to be independent
because of other factors which were documented by Mr. Lyon in
a June 20, 1990 memorandum to his file, attached hereto as
Exhibit S8, stating in part:
Allen also commented about the inadequacy of an earlier study.
He did not feel comfortable with it because of the lack of
independence. According to Allen the original A[lternate)
R{adwaste) B[{uilding) study was performed by Paul Rushton and
Mark Ajulina (sic). Both Paul and Mark were aided by George
in their placement in SONOPCO. Their friendship goes way back
and they will basically cater to Bockhold’s needs. Another
problem is that neither Paul or Mark have the knowledge or
experience needed for Rad Waste. He did feel that Lue (sic)
Long was an expert in this field, but, his assessment of the
ARB is tainted because it’s based on Rushton’s old study.
Later in the summer, when Mr. Mosbaugh indicated that his
concerns were still unresolved, we asked Lee Glenn of the
Corporate Concerns program to review the concerns, again to
provide another independent review of Mr. Mosbaugh’s concerns.

Mr. Glenn reported up to the President of Georgia Power, who

was Mr. Dahlberg at the time, and outside of the nuclear
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management chain. We asked Mr. Glenn to work with Mr.
Mosbaugh to resolve his concerns.

On June 21, 1990, Mr. Glenn and I together met with Mr.
Mosbaugh and explained this independent review effort. I told
Mr. Mosbaugh that we wanted him to basically work full-time on
this concern, giving it his highest priority of writing down
and identifying his concerns. I explained that Mr. Glenn
would work with Allen te understand the concerns and, then,
would attempt to address each one. Mr. Glenn would be the
primary concern contact person, I explained, instead of Mr.
Lyon which would give some independence to the process. Mr.
Glenn explained that Mr. Lyon efforts to that point, including
supplemental information, would be reviewed and that the NRC
Resident Inspector, Mr. John Rogge, would be contacted to
determine whether the NRC wanted to participate in the review
of the concerns.

On June 22, 1990, at a meeting which I did not attend,
Mr. Mosbaugh was told by Mr. Glenn that Mr. Glenn served as an
independent, third party reviewer of Mr. Mosbaugh’s concerns,
outside of the plant chain of command and even outside the
nuclear organization. A transcript of the relevant portion of
their conversation is attached as Exhibit T.

I followed up on Mr. Glenn’s efforts to assure that
issues potentially adverse to safety were being pursued. On
July 2, 1990, I asked Mr. Mosbaugh about where he stood with

identification of his concerns. He told me that Mr. Glenn was
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coming to the plant the next day, and that he was planning to
provide him any additional technical concerns. I requested
that Mr. Mosbaugh develop a schedule for completing the
submission of his concerns and the assignments which he had
assumed while reporting directly to me; I explained that we
were still working on Manager-In-Training and related
assignments.

Mr. Glenn worked on Mr. Mosbaugh’s concerns, until Mr.
Mosbaugh decided in early July that he wished to pursue the
remaining issues only with the NRC. On July 3, 1990, Mr.
Mosbaugh indicated a reluctance or hesitancy in identifying
his additional concerns to Mr. Glenn; on July 6, ther-fore, 1
directed him to notify the NRC of any concerns which he was
withholding. I had already discussed with the NRC Residents
the fact that he had concerns which he would only discuss with
them, attached hereto as Exhibit U. In response, Mr. Mosbaugh
wrote me a memorandum on July 13, 1990 in which he stated his
conclusion that "internal processes" were not effective and
that, henceforth, he would take his concerns to the NRC. "I
think it appropriate that I continue to take direction from
the NRC as how to best resolve my safety concerns," Mr.
Mosbaugh wrote. Mr. Mosbaugh’s memorandum has been admitted

into the record as Intervenor’s Exhibit II-179.

Mr. Mosbaugh's Assignmeuts After Mr. Greene’s Return
MR. MOSBAUGH STATES, ON PAGE 38 OF HIS RETYPED PREFILED

-11-



13
14
15
16
17

18

19
20
21
22
23
24

25

TESTIMONY, THAT DURING A FEBRUARY 23, 1990 MEETING TO DISCUSS
HIS ANNUAL REVIEW, YOU TOLD HIM THAT IT MADE NO SENSE SENDING
HIM TO SENIOR REACTOR OPERATOR (SRO) TRAINING. DO YOU RECALL
THIS CONVERSATION?

Yes. Mr. Mosbaugh had previously mentioned to me that he
planned to retire shortly. During his annual review, we

discussed his plans, and he again told me he intended to

retire early. I told him that if this were the case, sending

him to SRO school might not make sense. SRO school involved
a considerable investment of time and money, and 1 was
concerned we might lose this investment if he went to SRO

school and then retired shortly thereafter. I subsequently

raised this matter with Mr. McCoy.

Several months later Mr. Mosbaugh expre:.sed interest in
SRO school as his first preference for positions. Thereafter
his first preference was granted when he gave Mr. McCoy
assurances that he would stay with Georgia Power for several

years after completing the SRO training.

MR. MOSBAUGH ALSO TESTIFIES ON PAGE 38 OF HIS PREFILED
TESTIMONY THAT HE RECEIVED A LETTER FROM YOU ON MAY 10, 1990,
REMOVING HIM FROM THE PRB. WOULD YOU PLEASE EXPLAIN THAT
ACTION.

I had reconfigured the PRB in 1989 so that it consisted of the
line managers, because from a management perspective these

were the individuals I wanted involved. My selection of

-12=-
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individuals was consistent with plant procedures as well as
our commitments to the NRC. I had made Mr. Mosbaugh the Vice
Chairman and a member of the PRB during Mr. Greene’s absence
because Mr. Mosbaugh was acting as such a line manager, i.e.,
he was the acting Assistant General Manager -- Plant Support.
When Tom Greene returned to duty from SRO school and
reassumed his position as Assistant General Manager =-- Plant
Support, I had him assume the Vice Chairman position on the
PRB, because he was now in this senior 1line management
position. I never considered creating any special PRB
position so that Mr. Mosbaugh could remain on the Board after
Mr. Greene’s return. My decision was based solely on
maintaining what I considered as the proper composition of the
PRB.
MR. MOSBAUGH ALSO TESTIFIES THAT YOU RELIEVED HIM IN ALL
CAPACITIES FROM HIS JOB AND DID NOT RETURN HIM TO THE
ENGINEERING MANAGER POSITION HE HAD HELD IMMEDIATELY PRICR TO
BEING MADE ACTING ASSISTANT GENERAL MANAGER -- PLANT SUPPORT.
WHY DIDN’T YOU MAKE MR. MOSBAUGH THE ENGINEERING MANAGER WHEN
MR. GREENE RETURNED?
Shortly before Mr. Greene returned to duty, near the end of
April, 1990, 1 asked Mr. Mosbaugh what job he wanted. On or
about April 30, 1990, Mr. Mosbaugh gave me a handwritten
memorandum listing his job preferences, with SRO training at
the top. He stated in his memorandum that he did not prefer

to move backwards in scope of responsibility or level. A copy

-13~
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cf this memorandum is attached as Exhibit V.

After Mr. Greene returned from SRO school, I assigned Mr.
Mosbaugh to work on several special projects while we going
through the selection process for the next session of SRO
training. I wanted to finish the SRO selection process before
I made decisions about new jobs. These projects that I
assigned to Mr. Mosbaugh during this period were important to
me. In addition, I solicited his selection of specific tasks
which had been identified as nagging problems; this was an
opportunity for Mr. Mosbaugh to show his leadership in
resolving problems, it was not a "make-work" position. I
thought at the time that giving Mr. Mosbaugh these assignments
while final decisions on SRO school were being made was
consistent with his wishes, as expressed in his April 30, 1990
memorandum, not to move backward in level. Also, the
Engineering Support Manager position was already held by Mr.

Michael Horton.

Prafting the August 30, 1990 Letter

ON PAGE 60 OF HIS RETYPED PREFILED TESTIMONY, MR. MOSBAUGH
STATES THAT ON TAPE 184 YOU TOLD THE PLANT REVIEW BOARD TO
LEAVE PARTS OF THE AUGUST 30, 1990 LETTER TO THE NRC THE WAY
THEY WERE WRITTEN IN BIRMINGHAM. WHAT DID YOU TELL THE PRB??
What I said during that meeting, on pages 3 and 10 of Tape 184
(Intervenor’s Exhibit II-68), was in the context of drafting

the August 30, 1990 letter to the NRC. My statement in 1990

-14~
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was the following:

You know, the standard English context of writing a
good letter is you put the purpose in paragraph
one, then you put the facts, and then you put the
summary in the last paragraph. That’s you know,
101 standard best way to write a letter. And yeah,
we can restart, rewrite this letter from scratch if
you want. But I don’t believe that has anything to
do upon the goodness or badness of this letter, or
whether it’s factually correct or not. . . That was
my side comment, and if Birmingham likes this
letter written this way, I don’‘t -- that'’s what we
should do.

WHAT DID YOU MEAN BY THESE REMARKS?

I meant that I didn’t think that we should rewrite the letter
just to improve the style.
needed to make the letter accurate and materially complete,
but I wasn’t interested in rewriting the entire letter just

because someone didn’t like its organization or thought they

could improve its writing style.

DID YOU MAKE ANY OTHER COMMENTS ABOUT STYLE?

Yes,

I stated:

I mean, English-wise, it’s better to mix up the
words, than (sic) to be technically correct. Say
you‘re an engineer and you use the same term over
again. Good thing you’re an engineer and not an
English major .

See Staff Exhibit 19; Intervenor Exhibit II-68, Tr. 3.

Q.
A.

WHAT DID YOU MEAN BY THIS STATEMENT?

Someone had commented that we used the word “confusion" twice

in the same paragraph.

I felt we should make any changes

I responded and, with my statement,
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meant that if one were an English major, it might be
preferable to avoid using the same word twice; but since we
were engineers, we should not elevate style over accuracy. In
other words, English majors are expected to use synonyms to
avoid repeating words, while engineers are expected to be
technically correct and the use of the same word multiple
times is fully acceptable. I was not suggesting that
something less than accuracy was acceptable in this

correspondence.

Alleged Push to Restart Plant Vogtle

ON PAGE 27 OF MR. MOSBAUGH’S RETYPED PREFILED TESTI+ONY, HE
ASSERTS THAT GEORGIA POWER MANAGEMENT AND OUTAGE PERSONNEL
PUSHED THE SCHEDULE TO RESTART PLANT VOGTLE. AS A RESULT, HE
ALLEGES, ROOT CAUSE TESTING AND ANALYSIS DID NOT GET SUPPORT
BECAUSE OUTAGE ACTIVITIES WERE GIVEN TOP PRIORITY. IS THIS
ACCURATE?

No, it is not. At the time of the Site Area Emergency Unit 1
was in an outage. As would be expected after this event,
outage personnel, factoring in appropriate diesel generator
testing and analysis activities, developed a "recovery" or
"restart" schedule. I did not "push" the restart schedule at
the expense of root cause testing and analysis. What I wanted
was a purposeful review and specific, thought-out plan to
address the many activities which had to be addressed in a

logical, orderly manner. This sort of schedule is exactly the
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kind of effort which is expected in such a situation -- the
absence of a recovery schedule would have been imprudent.
With respect to diesel generator testing, the personnel
who were working on the diesels had all of the resources
necessary or desired at their disposal to determine the root
cause of the March 20, 1990, diesel failures. This included
vendor representative support, corporate technical support,
and whatever overtime efforts they considered prudent. Mr.
Mosbaugh simply is incorrect in asserting, on page 28 of his
testimony, that schedule pressure affected the determination
of the root cause of the March 1990 event and the corrective
actions taken. Had more time been required to address the
diesel generator issues, we would have spent it. But the on-
site technical review went as far as it logically and
reasonably could have gone: the component (jacket water
temperature sensors) which failed had been identified; the
component had been recalibrated, re~-installed or replaced, and
tested; and special test starts had reproduced alarm
conditions which were very similar to those experienced on
March 20. Although the identification of the specific failure
mechanism would have to await the disassembly and inspection
and testing of Calcon sensors at the independent Wyle test
lab, there was no reasonable basis for not returning Unit 1 to
operation based on the knowledge which we had at the time.
In support of Mr. Mosbaugh’s idea that Georgia Power did

not have a legitimate, good-faith probable cause of the diesel
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generator trips, Mr. Mosbaugh argues on page 27 of his retyped
prefiled testimony that as of April 7, 1990 - more than two
weeks after the Site Area Emergency - that "it was pure
speculation" that two of three jacket water temperature
(Calcon) sensors would have "misoperated" on Mar<a 20, 1990.
What he ignores is the testing and analysis between March 20
and April 7. For example, on April 5, 1990, in a conversation
with the IIT in which Mr. Mosbaugh and other Vogtle
representatives participated, I explained that, based on some
Instrumentation and Control manipulations, only a slight
downward shift of sensor trip setpoint resulted from an
increasing rate of temperature rise in the sensed water media.
IIT Document 200, pages 14-18, attached hereto as Exhibit W.
At the same time, the actual jacket water temperature changes,
over time, were being monitored to determine if a "hot spot"
of hot water could have been sensed. Mr. Mosbaugh observed,
and commented to the NRC, that actual temperatures in the
jacket water were fairly homogeneous, with a variation of only
seven to ten degrees (page 19); the "slug of water" theory did
not seem credible (page 27). As he stated:

We are not seeing substantial shifts of the temperature probe
with rates of change in temperature and then it’s tripping in
the 190 type temperature range, and our observations that the
system is barely (sic) homogeneous and that the hot spots are
in the 170 degrees range, we think those are sufficiently far
apart that right now it doesn’t look like the slug of water
theory is what is causing any tripping (IIT 200 at 27.)

Because the site had already conducted "simulated trip"

testing on high jacket water temperature sensors which
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reproduced the annunciations of the second 1A diesel trip on
March 20, we informed the IIT that we proposed to have an
independent lab test the guarantined sensors which had been on
the 1A diesel when the event occurred. Lewis Ward, in the
Birmingham corporate office, would have the lead and the IIT
could contact him directly (page 30). The IIT team leader
felt that this testing approach "sounded good" to him, and the
NRC Region II representative stated that the Region was "fully
onboard" with this approach (pages 33-34). The next day,
April 6th, the NRC, after discussing the 1A diesel jacket
water testing and scheduled functional test (See 1IT Document
203 at pages 24-25, 31 attached hereto as Exhibit X), observed
that the specific failure mode of the switches was not due to
the rate of temperature change during calibration, that some
particulates in the sensors could impact their operation and
that setpoint drift was a possibility (page 31). "How the
sensors are calibrated" might also lead an understanding of
the causal mechanism, the IIT team leader suggested; Georgia
Power was to determine the specific test program for seeking
this mechanism. (IIT Document 203 at pages 32-33.)

Mr. Mosbaugh, then, is overly selective in stating that
"actual jacket water temperatures and the sensor ‘as found’
calibration checks did not support this speculation."
Mosbaugh Prefiled at 27. By April 7, actual jacket water
temperature measurements had demonstrated that the March 20

trip was not associated with true high temperatures. And we
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had much more information than the calibration checks, which
were made using Georgia Power’s existing calibration
procedures. By April 7 the ‘as found’ calibration checks
didn’t point to the probable cause of the event as much as
other observations made on the 1A switches such as reflected
in Mark Briney’s April 3rd memo (GPC Exhibit II- 76, Bockhold
Exhibit L) and the alarm annunciations replicated during
diesel trip testing when the engine was started with two
sensors purposefully venting (See IIT Document 205, page 6-8,
attached hereto as Exhibit Y). Through our efforts, we had
narrowed the focus to a particular component, and we thought
the Wyle testing would pin dewn a specific causal mechanism.
We had recalibrated all the sensors, returned the diesel
generators to operable status, and shown that we were ready to

return Unit 1 to operation.

Safety System Performance Indicator Data

ON PAGES 100~101 OF MR. MOSBAUGH’S RETYPED PREFILED TESTIMONY,
HE STATES THAT THE SAFETY SYSTEM PERFORMANCE INDICATOR
("SSPI"™) DATA FOR THE VOGTLE DIESELS WAS OMITTED FROM THE
DOCUMENT PRESENTED TO THE IIT ON APRIL 2, 1990. HE ALSO SAYS
ON PAGE 103 THAT YOU WERE AWARE OF THE 1990 SSPI DATA AT THAT
TIME. DO YOU HAVE ANY COMMENT ON THIS TESTIMONY?

Yes, I do not remember whether Gus Williams, who collected the
SSPI data, showed me the 1990 SSPI data, told me about the

data, or simply indicated that it was not useful. Therefore,
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I do not recall whether I, Mr. Williams or others omitted the
1990 data. However, if I had been aware of that specific
data, I do not believe I would have felt it appropriate to
present that data to the NRC. First, it would have only
covered two months in 1990. Two months of data would not have
been meaningful, and there would not have been any
corresponding industry average for this period to compare it
against. If I had tried to use the specific data, probably
the most appropriate way to have presented it would have been
to prepare a rolling 12-month average. Again, howaver, we
would not have had ccmparative industry data for the same
period. Second, my purpose in presenting the £-5PI data
for 1987-1989 was to show that, historically, the Vogtle
diesels had been fairly reliable when compared to industry
experience. The 1987-1989 data were sufficient for that
purpose.

Third, the SSPI data is a general measure of overall
diesel reliability, and not informative of the specific
problems which have affected reliability. Additional review
of the data behind the indicator would be necessary for that
insight. By April 2, the NRC had been on the Vogtle site for
more than a week after the Site Area Emergency and knew about
the specific 1990 diesel generator activities, including
problems observed in starting or running the engines. A two-
month calculated indicator would be of little relative meaning

as compared to this more specific, detailed information.
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Further, by April 2 the reliabi.ity problems associated
with the diesels was viewed as specific to the Calcon sensors.
I expressed this when, on April 2, the IIT team leader’s
questioned "...is there anybody here that can describe the
[sensor] history and what it sort of tends to suggest about
reliability or what might have gone wrong with these sensors?"
I responded:

Well the way we summarize it was, you know, we have problems,
have had problems associated with these sensors during initial
startup phases of the engine and during overhaul times, and we
have not had problems in between overhaul periods of time. You
know, we’ve had reliable starts on the engines in between
those periods of time. So that’s a general summary. (See, IIT
Document 168-2, pages 14-15). Bockhold M, GPC Exhibit II-77.

The team leader stated that he was "getting the
impression that the jacket water temperature switches are not
that reliable and I’m surprised you haven’t seen that in some
of your monthly [surveillance] testing." I repeated my
cbservation of the timing of sensor problems and the
reliability between overhaul periods:

when we’ve come out of overhauls basically associated
with engine runs around overhauls, we’ve had problems and
we’'ve replaced switches and we’ve gotten good switches in that
have run until the next overhaul . . . (IIT Document 168-2,
page 18)

Several days later, on April 4, I cnce again acknowledged
that we had trouble during overhaul times, but during normal
plant operation and in between overhaul times, the switches
have been reliable. (See, IIT Document No. 168-1, page 60,
Bockhold O, GPC Exhibit 1I-79). Consequently, the NRC was

aware of sensor problems outside of operational periods (i.e.,
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while the diesels were in overhaul).

Knowledge of a Specific Count Number

ON PAGE 44 OF HIS RETYPED, PREFILED TESTIMONY, AND ON AUCUST
8, 1995 (T. 10407-8) MR. MOSBAUGH STATES THAT, BASED ON A
DISCUSSION IN WHICH YOU PARTICIPATED ON APRIL 2, YOU KNEW OR
SHOULD HAVE KNOWN ON APRIL 9 THAT THE MAXIMUM "“SUCCESSFUL"
START COUNT WHICH YOU COULD CLAIM FOR DG1A WAS 12. HOW DO YOU
RESPOND TO THIS POSITION?

Mr. Mosbaugh is wrong. His basis s one of his tape
recordings which does not reflect the entire relevant
conversation. The NRC had an official court repcrter attend
the meeting which Mr. Mosbaugh taped, and IIT Document 168-2
(Bockhold Exhibit M, GPC Exhibit II-77, dated April 2, 1990)
reflects the transcription of the entire meeting.
Intervenor’s Exhibit II-45 (Tape 27, Segment #3) corresponds
to IIT Document 168-2, page 47, line 12 through page 48, line
- A comparison of the two demonstrates that, contrary to
Mr. Mosbaugh’s version of events, Mr. Stokes first suggested
he was "not sure precisely" of the number. He then confirmed
that the Aiesel had been successfully started "maybe eight
times" while the Cooper vendor representative, Mr. Owyoung,
was there. In addition, Mr. Owyoung stated that he knew of
"at least six times" when "we" witnessed the diesel testing.
Mr. Mosbaugh incorrectly identifies Mr. Holmes as the person

making this statement (Compare IIT Document 168-2, page 47,
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lines 19-20 with Intervenor Exhibit II-45). Moreover, Mr.
Mosbaugh’s transcript is materially incomplete. My knowledge
of the number of 1A diesel starts after replacement of the
sensors at the time is reflected on pages 43 and 44 of the IIT
Document, when Mr. Owyoung and Mr. Stokes answered my question
of "how many starts did we do on the A diesel after" the
sensors were changed out. Both confirmed a number of
successful starts on the order of a dozen, successful starts
on April 2 (i.e., "about a dozen" - Mr. Owyoung and 14, 15
"something like that - Mr. Stokes"). 1In addition I was aware
that the 1A diesel was started several times after April 2.
For example, as reflected in IIT Document 203, pages 23-25
(Exhibit X), I discussed with the IIT members a planned jacket
water test start and a functional test start on the 1A diesel
for April 6. On April 7, the IIT team discussed with us a
total of three (3) jacket water test starts (IIT Document 205,
pages 3-4, Exhibit Y). Given these additional start
activities, 1 reasonably believed the "successful start"

count of 18 for the 1A diesel.

Air Blow of the Diesel Generator Air Lines

WHO MADE THE DECISION TO NOT "AIR BLOW" THE DIESEL AIR LINES?
I do not specifically recall. I do know that, at the time the
suggestion to air blow the air lines was made on April 4, both
of the Unit 1 diesels had been declared operable, and our

focus was on the Calcon sensors as the probable cause of the
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March 20th diesel generator trip.

MR. MOSBAUGH TESTIFIED THAT IN YOUR CONVERSATIONS WITH MR.
McCOY AND OTHERS ON APRIL 4, YOU HAD ADD.TIONAL INFORMATION
ABOUT WHAT THE ROOT CAUSE OF THE DIESEL TRIP WAS, BUT DIDN’T
WANT TO SHARE IT AND THAT YOU MOVED THE CONVERSATION
ELSEWHERE, AWAY FROM THE AIR BLOW SUGGESTION. TR. 9601-03.

DO YOU HAVE ANY COMMENTS ON HIS TESTIMONY?

Yes, this is nonsense. I am aware that Mr. Mosbaugh makes
these "inferences" based upon a small portion of one of his
tape recordings (Tape 34, Intervenor Exhibit 110a). The
conversation on April 4, 1990 occurred prior tec the
development of a specific plan to inspect and test the Calcon
sensors which were in quarantine. In the portion of the
transcript submitted by Intervenor, Mr. Kochery and Mr. Burr
indicated that if debris was in the sensors and that affected
the sensors operation, it would be readily observable. Mr.
Mosbaugh suggested an "air blow" of the lines, apparently to
eliminate air quality particles as a potential cause.

Mr. Mosbaugh is incorrect in his inference that 1I
"moved the conversation elsewhere" to avoid discussing the
proposed air blow. As the further tape-recorded conversation
reveals, different people were proposing different test
methodologies to pursue various root cause theories and I was

concerned about the organization of the various planned
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activities and our resources, I said:

The problem is we have different types of people
doing different types of tests and . . . and . . . their
perception of the correct test methodology of what they
are used to and what their experience is different. Ap°
we have been doing a lot of this in parallel to bring the
engines to an operable state. And now we have these
guarantine switches that we want to go ahead and do a
very rigorous . . . all of us want to do a very rigorous
test methodology. And we can’‘t do it with the same
people we got still working on the diesels. Well, we can
but it all will be four days fromnow . . . . And that’s
the organization I need to talk you [(Ken McCoy] about.

Tape 34 (Tr. 11-14), Bockhold Exhibit 2. "The organization"
which 1 needed to talk to Mr. McCoy about was the structuring
of the activities, including the assignment of the right
people to develop the test methodology. This was not an
avoidance of Mr. Mosbaugh’s suggestion; Mr. Mosbaugh could
have directed that the "air blow" be included in the testing
activities.

Later, on April 11th, the test methodology on the
guarantined sensors was developed and provided to the NRC
(See, IIT Document 209, Bockhold Ex. AA, GPC Exhibit II- ),
Before April 11th, the air receiver of one of the engines had
been visually inspected and it was reported that the air
filter on the airline supply was "like new" when changed out.
Therefore, although I do not recall a specific decision not to
perform an "air blow," additional information indicated that
particulates were not being introduced through the air lines
into the sensors.

MR. CASH'S TYPED LIST
MR. MOSBAUGH SUGGESTS THAT THE "CASH LIST" WAS MADE INTO A
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SLIDE (TRANSPARENCY, OR USED AS A BACK-UP SLIDE FOR THE

PRESENTATION ON APRIL 9. (TR. 10400). WAS IT?

No, not to my knowledge. The transparencies made for the
presentation were retrieved by my former secretary, Gloria
Walker, when I was temporarily assigned to a position at EPRI
in Palo Alto, California. Those files did not include the

"Cash list" or transparencies of the "Cash list."
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GPC EXHIBIT II-
BOCKHOLD EX. R

interoffice Correspondence Georgia Power A

DATE: March 15, 1990

RE: FAVA Wicrofiltration System
Log: NOV-00424

FROM: George Bockhold, Jr.

T0: W. F. Kitchens
A. L. Mosbaugh

Today, I received concurrence from the NRC (Ken Brockman) via
telecon to place the FAVA system in operation. The hold tag isolating
the system may be released after Operations verifies the following:

1. Procedures for operating FAVA require an operator
to be in attendance for the entire duration of system
operation.

2. A1l hoses going to and from the system have been
checked and meet requirements of Regulatory Guide
1.143,

3. The cover over the unit is securely fastened when
FAVA is in operation to ensure that if a spraying
leak develops, it will be contained in the concrete
vault,

The NRC asked us to consider the design of the ARB walls and
whether or not a design modification should be made to reduce the
potential of wall leakage in the eve.t that a hose leak developed
and sprayed the walls? Engineering is assigned this action item and
a REA to Corporate may be appropriate.

] Boehld

GB/gww

xc: C. K. McCoy
NORMS
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WHTTED STAYES '
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISS 1 ON
BECION U
WIMARIETYA STREEY, Naw.
ATLANTA, GEONGIA 20327

27"
%)
B il NOV 0 1 1931

Docket Nos. 50-424 50-425%
License Nos. NPF. » WPF.81

Georgia Power Company
ATTH: Mr. ¥.6. Heirston, 111
Senfor Vice President -

Nuclear Operations
P. 0. Box 1295
Birmingham, AL 35201
Gentlemen:

SUBJECT: VOGTLE SPECIAL TEAM INSPECTION REPORT NOS. 50-424,425/90-1%
SUPPLEMENT )

This refers to the fnspection conducted by & Spectal Inspection Team on
August 6 through 17, 1990. Previous correspondence assocfated with this
inspection was transmftted to you on January 11, 1991, As discussed in the
Inspection Summary of that document, the results of the ellegation followup
team would be the subject of separate correspondence. This report includes, in
part, the results of that followup team. The inspection included o review of
activities authorized for your Vogtle factlfty. At the conclusion of the
inspection, these findings were discussed with those members of your staff
fdentified in the enclosed inspection report.

Areas examined during the inspection are identified in the report. Within
these areas, the inspection consisted of selective examinations of procedures

énd representative records, interviews with personnel, and observation of
activities in progress.

The inspection teams’ review of the allegations fdentified several additiona)
weaknesses 1n operational polices and practices. These are fdentified 1n the
inspection sunmary of the enclosed inspection report.

The inspection findings indicate that certain activities sppesred to violate
NRC requirements., The spparent violation associated with fatlure to provide
dccurate information to the WRC during the finspection {s under consideration
for escalated enforcement 8ction. Accordingly, a MNotice of Violation for this
issue 13 not being fssued at thisg time, and & response to this subject 1s not
required. However, please be ddvised that the number and characterization of
violations described in the enclosed Inspection Report associated with this

subject may change as & result of further NRC review. You will be advised ,
by separate correspondence of the results of our deliberations on this

matier.” We will contact YOU at a later date to srrange an enforcement
conference to discuss this 1ssue,

The additiona) violation descrided in this report, references to pertinent

Tequirements, and elements to be included 1n T response sre described in
the Notice oi Yiolation, o
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Georgia Power Company 2 OV 01 B!

You are required to respond to this letter and Notice and should fellow the
instructions specified 1n the enclosed Notice when preparing your response to
the violations. In your response, you should document the specific actions
taken and any additional actions you plan to prevent recurrence. After
reviewing your response to this Notice, including your proposed corrective
actions and the resuits of future inspections, the NRC wil)l determine whether
further NRC enforcement action s necessary to ensure complisnce with NRC
regulatory requirements.

In accordance with 10 CFR 2.790(a), @ copy of this letter and its enclosures
will be placed in the NRC Public Document Room.

The responses directed by this letter and the enclosed Notice are not subject
20 the clearance procedures of the Office of Management and Budget as required
by the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980, Pub. L. No. 96.511.

Should you have any questions concerning this letter, please contact us.

Sincerely,

g7

EVl1s W. Merschoff
Division of React

ting Director
Projects

Enclosures:
1. Notice of Violation
2. NRC Inspection Report

50-424 ,425/90-19,
Suppiement ]

cc w/encls:

R. P. McDonald

Executive Vice Prasident=Nuclear

Operations

Georgfa Power Company

P. 0. Box 129%

Birmingham, AL 35201

€. K. McCoy

Vice President-Nuclear
Georgias Power Company
P. 0. 1295

Birmingham, AL 3520)

W. B. Shipran

General Manager, Nuclear Operations
Georgtla Power Company

P. 0. 1600

Waynasbore, GA 30830

(cc w/encls cont'd = see page 3)
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€c w/encls: (Continued)
J. A, Batley
:::u:r-l'.icnu‘n

& Powsr Lompany
p. 8' Box 129%
Birmingham, AL 3520)

D. Kirkland, 111, Counse)
Office of the Consumer's
Utility Counct)
Suite 225, 32 Peachtree Street, NE
Atlanta, GA 30302

Office of Planning and Budget
Room 6158

270 Washington Street, SW
Atlanta, GA 30334

Office of the County Commissioner
Burke County Commission
Waynesboro, GA 30830

Joe D. Tanner, Commissioner
Department of Natural Resources
205 Butler Street, SE, Sufte 1292
Atlanta, GA 30334

Thomas W11, Manager
Radicactive Materials Program
Department of Natural Resources
878 Peschiree St., NE., Room 600
Atlanta, GA 30309

Attorney Genera)

Law Department

132 Judicia) Building
Atlanta, GA 30334

Dan Smith, Program Director
of Power Production
lathorpe Powsr Corporation

2100 East Exchange Place

P. 0. Box 1349

Tucker, GA 30085-134%

Charfes A. Patrizta, Esq.

Pavl, Mastings, Janofsky & Walker
12th Fleor

1050 Connecticut Avenve, Ny
Washington, D. C. 20036

8291 16790710
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ENCLOSURE 2
Report Nos.: 50-424,425/90-19, Supplement 1

Licensee: Georgia Power Company
P.0. Box 1295
Birmingham, AL 35201

Docket Nos.: 50-424 and 50-425 License Nos.: NPF-68 and NPF-B)
Facility Name: Vogtle Electric Generating Plant, Units 1 and 2
Inspection Conducted: Auvgust 6-17, 19%0

Team Leader: Chris A. VanDenburgh, Section Chief,
Division of Reactor Inspections and
Safeguards, Office of Nuclear Reactor
Regulation

Team Members: Ron Afello - Resident Inspector, Vogtle
Morris Branch - Senior Resident Inspector, Watts Barr
Robert E. Carroll, Jr. - Project Engineer, DRP, Region Il
Larry Garner - Senfor Resident Inspector, Robinson
Neal K. Hunesuller = Licensing Examiner, NOR
Larry L. Robinson - Investigator, Ol, Region !l
Robert D. Starkey - Resident Inspector, Vogtle
Cratg T. Tate ~ Investigator, O, Region I
Peter A. Taylor = Reactor Inspector, DRS, Region I
Mckenzie Thomas - Reactor Inspector, DRS, Region II
Submitted by:

John D_¥ilcox, Jr. = Operations Engineer, NRR
%r', 7,%/
te S7p
aiond s —:@*? Alf Gt 3
Ry v e U e T Tt

Region 11, Division of Reactor Projects
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that GPC did not have & basis for their sinmnts ano sisrenresented the afr
qualfty in the Vicenseas written response to the CAL, was not confirmed.

2.6 Reporsability of Previoys System Outages

A allegation indicated that VEGP faile to immeciately motify the NRC as
required by 10 CFR 50.72 when VEGP 1dentified that bDoth trains of the

containvent faa coolers (CFCs) had been previously tnopersble at the same time
on Unit 1.

Discussion

The inspection team's review of plant records indicated that this condition
occurred when EDG #1A wai declared fnoperable when tape (used when the EDG was
teing painted) was found on the EDG fue) rack. The tape kept the fuel injector
pision from moving and injecting fuel into the EDG. With EDG #1A 1noperadle,
the equipment associated with the Train A was also fnoperable. In the process
of finvestigating the instellation ¢f the tape, VEGP 1dentified that this

condition existed during a period when the Train B containment fan coolers were
slso 1n & cegraced condition for maintenance.

During the performancs of Surveillance Procedure 14623-1, Train B containment
fan cooler (CFC) 1-1501-A7-003 fatled to start in slow speed. LCO 1-90-560 was
inftfated at 1:15 a.m. on June 15, 1990, and matntenance on the CFC was
inftiated. The CFC was returned to operable status on June 19, 1990, at
2:15 p.m. Approximately § hours later [on June 19, 1990, at 11:59 p.w. (Lo
1-90-562)], EDG #1A was determined to be fncperable because the tape had been
installed on the fuel rack. On July 17, 1990, VEGP {1ssved LER 90-01¢ to

fdentify the previously unrecognized violation of the LCO in accordence with
10 CFR 50.73.

Conclusion

Based upon the fact that VEGP did wot become aware thai both trains of CFCs
were simuitaneously fnoperable until! after the Train B CFC fan had bzen

returned to service, the immediate motification requirements of 10 CFR 50.72
were not applicable. The allegation that VEGP fatled to tmmediztely notify the

NRC wpon discovery of the previously Oegraded condition of “he CFCs was not
confirmed.

2.7 Intimigation of Plant Review Board Members

An allegation indicated that PRE members were sllegedly intimidated and
prassured by the general manager 1n & PRE meeting. The seeting occurred 1n

February 1990, to determine the acceptadility of the safety enalysis for the
installation of the FAVA microfiltration syrtem.
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Discusston

As discussed in Section 2.1 of this inspection report, several safety
evaluations wers performed. for the installation of a temporary modification
which installed the FAVA microf{itration system. Discussions with PRE members
tndicated that during the review of these safety evaluations, various PRE
members ' had expressed reservations on several occasions concerning the
acceptability of the installation of the FAVA systea.

Despite these reservations, the inspection tean's review of the PRE Meeting
minutes associated with this temporary modification fdentified few instances of
the PRE members documenting their disseating opinfons. Specifically, PRE
meeting 90-15 (dated February 8, 1990) documented one PRE member's negative
vote and dissenting opinions regarding the acceptadility of exempting the
temporsry modification from regulatory reguirements and the adequacy of the
system's safety evaluation. PRB Meeting 90-28 (dated March 1, 1990) findicated
that information and issues regarding the FAVA system's safety analysis were
presented to the PRE and that the general menager solfcited written comments
and guestions from other mesbers for resolution. The only other exumple wii
in PRE meeting 90-32 (dated March 6, 1990) which identified 2 dissenting
opinion related to the acceptadility of voting on the FAVA system installation

when the PRE member whe rafsed the initia) questions and concerns On the
operation of the FAVA system was not present.

Discussions with the PRE members indicated that during the various PRB mestings
concerning the installation of the FAVA system, the PRE members felt
intimidated and pressured by the presence of the general manager at the PRE
meeting. The sworn testimony confirmed that on one occasion an alternste
voting sember felt iIntimidated and feared retribution or retaliation becsuse
the general manager was present at the meeting and the PRE member knew the
general manager wanted to have the temporary modificstion approved. However,
the testimony alse indicated that the PRE member cid not alter Ms vote and
felt comfortable with how he had voted. In addition, the PRE member was not

awere of any occasions on which he or any other PRE member had succumbed to
intimidation or feared retribution,

The inspection team verified that the general manager was informed following
this meeting that severa) PRE members viewed his presence as intimidating. As
s vesult, on March 1, 1990, the genera) manager met with all PRE members to
refterate the member's dutfes and responsibilities. He specifically told the
sembers that his presence at PRE meetings must not influence them and that

alternates should be selected who would feel comfortable with this responsi~
bility. He also addressed the difference betwesn<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>