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Please give me a call if you would like to discuss this further or if I can assist

you in any other way.

JL:svg
Enclosure

cc:  Arthur H. Domby, Esq.

Bryan B. Lavine, Esq.
Bruce H. Morris, Esq.
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Allen Mosbaugh just walked in George so I'll put
you on the speaker. The way my people came up
with the greater than 20 starts is that they took
the 18 and 19 starts and, based on the April °oth
letter and they went and checked and found out how
many starts they had subsegquent to April 9th. And
that's vhy you can say greater than 20.

I think you can say greater than 20. You know,
we've even had more starts recently. We had a
start last, the other night.

We need to be sure that we know the number of
starts after we completed the comprehensive
control test program.

I do have people right now going out through - »y
pPecple going out through the RO's log.

From my numbers that I presented at the conference
they were verified correct by Jimmy Paul Cash who
went through the operators' logs.

We ought to use those numbers.

Okay so we will say greater than those numbers
that we used in the conferance.

Okay, those numbers you used in the conference
wers after they had completed the cosprehensive
tests of the control system on each diesei}?

That is correct. Those numbers were not before
that time.
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Allen Mosbaugh just walked in George so I'll put
you on the speaker. The way my people came up
with the greater than 20 starts is that they took
the 18 and 19 starts and, based on the April Sth
latter and they went and checked and found out how
many starts they had subsequent to April 9th. And
that's why you can say greater than 20.

I think you can say greater than 20. You know,
wve've even had more starts recently. We had a
start last, the other night.

We need to be sure that we know the nunber of

starts after we completed the comprehensive
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I do have pecple right now going out through - my
People going out through the RO's log.

From my numbers that I presented at the conference
they were verified correct by Jimmy Paul Cash who
went through the operators' logs.
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DRAFT _ DRAFT

On November 1, 1950, the Regional Administrater, NRC Region II,
requested that an investigation be initiated by the NRC Office of
Investigations (OI) concerning alleged material false statements
made to the NRC by Benior officials of Georgis Power Company (GPC)
regarding the reliability of the Bmergency Diesel Generators (EDG)
at the Vogtle Electric Generating Plant (VEGP), Waynesboro, GA.

O investigation substantiated that, on April §, 1950, the
%ng
GP

neral Manager, VEGP, deliberately prasented incomplete
nlccutq:o information to NRC regarding the testing of the
n 1 # conducted subsequent to & March 20, 1550 Bite Area
Emergency (SAE) at VEGP. This occurred at NRC Region II offices,

Atlanta, GA during a GPC oral presentation in support of their
request to return VEGP Unit 1 to power operations.

The investigation aimo substantiated that, also on April §, 1950,
in a letter to C captioned 4 1

' pe the Eenior Vice President of Nuclear
lete, and inaccurate

C,iprolon:od ngiplnadin
. L ‘
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Operations,
statemen

The investigation substantiated that, on April 19, 1550, the Senior
Vice President of Nuclear Operations, GPC, with, at a minimum

careless disregard, submitted & false statement GO Alasel test
re¥Uitd to %ﬁo g!C i Lfcoq-oi Event Report (LER) No. $0-006, which

pertained to the ; his false statement was submitted as a_
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direct result of deliberate actions, e April 19, 1950, by & group ”nu4hu.
of GPT Fenior Managers, to inciude the’Senior V-P of Nuc Ops, the , .

Qg\v°gtll Project V-P,’the Corporate GM of Plant Bupport, and theVEGP </
/50« K‘.&’{(

statemant of

GM. These Senior Managere re-worded an existin
digsel testing in a draft LER, after. hawiag been by VEGP Site
personnel that this draft LER statement and the corresponding
statement in the April otl ar| (upon which the draft LER

statement was Dased) were false, However, the GPC Senior
Management efforts to make the re-wortling similar to the April Sth

statement, plus their knowledge that the new statement could not
have been definitively verified prior to the issuance of the LER,

resulted in the re-worded statement {oing falee.
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The OI investigation substantisted that 3 r Vice President

of Nuclear Operations, GPC, again, with, at a minimum, careless
7| disregard, submitted a false statement to NRC in the letter of
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DRAFT

The investigation substuntiated that the Vice President, Vogtle

Confirmation of Action Response letter to NRC dated August 30,
19%0. These false and misleading statements pertained to reasons
why the statement of diesel testing in the GPC Confirmation of
Action Response letter, dated April §, 1990 was inaccurate.

Project, GPC, with, at a minimum, careless disregard, submitted
g/’bcth a false and a mipleading statement in the GPC Clarification of

The OI investigation substantiated that VEGF General Manager had
knowledge, at his or

1650, that there continued to be out of toler oint readings
onﬁfﬁc'iaatrut"itijbl the VEGP Unit 2 iﬁéi if Ekgiﬁfzi a8 _the Egi

mefore his presentation. Yet, he also knew that GPC, as pert of
Their Justivication Tor restart of Unit 1, was claiming that EDG
air quality was satisfactory, and that GPC wvas attributing bad
dewpoint readings to faulty instrumentation. The VEGP Genersl
Manager w rom NRC, his £ th

information regarding
claims of nug;;;ggwm_xmuy_numnu&imﬁ be

_igsued in the GPC ?gril 9, 1950 letter of response to the NRC
°ql

Confirmation

The OI investigation substantiated that the GPC Executive Vice
President of Nuclear Operations, as the sworn signatory ¢f the GPC
Response to 2.206, dated ril 1, 1991, provided inaccuvate
information to NRC when the olionoo stated that the GPC Benior
Vice President of Nuclear Operations was not a participant in the
late afternoon conference call on April 1§, 1950, in which the
wording of LER 90-006 was revised DbV corporate and site
representatives. The audic tape of that conference call
establishes that the Senier V-P of Nuc Ops was not only &
participant in a portion of that call, but that he addressed the
issue of EDG starts and *trips*.

1t is also cencluded from the combinmation of the above findings,
and the overall review, by the Office of Investigations, NRC, of

the numerous sudic tape recordings of internal GPC conversations
regarding their communications with the NRC on & range of issues,
that, at least in the March-August, 1950 time frame, there was
evidence of a closed, deceptive, adversarial attitude toward NRC on
the part of GPC Senior Management. This attitude fostered a
noticeable degree of frustration on the rt of various GPC
Techoical Suppert and Engineering personnel with respect to the GPC
provision of information, not known to NRC, that had the potential
of resulting in NRC enforcement action.

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

VOGTLE REVI

STATUS BRIEFING
by the

VOGTLE COORDINATING GROUP

November 22, 1993
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~ PREDECISIONAL INFORMATION -
NOT FOR RELEASE WITHOUT APPROVAL OF THE DIRECTOR, NRR -

BRIEFING OUTLINE

» Purpose of Briefing

» Coordinating Group Schedule

» Group Progress vis-a-vis the Group Charter

» Discussion of Preliminary Conclusions Provided by OI to Date

»» Background/Licensee Key Management Structure (Early-Mid 1990)

»» Discussion of Each Preliminary OI Conclusion

Slide 2



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

PURPOSE OF BRIEFING

» Inform senior management of status of Coordinating Group progress.

» Provide overview of Coordinating Group discussions.
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- PREDECISIONAL INFORMATION -
NOT FOR RELEASE WITHOUT APPROVAL OF THE DIRECTOR, NRR

COORDINATING GROUP SCHEDULE

» 9/16/93  Coordinating Group established via Charter.

» 10/25/93  Periodic meetings and initial review of exhibits completed.'

Daily meetings begin.

» 11/22/93 Daily meetings in progress.
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- PREDECISIONAL /NFORMATION -
NOT FOR REL EASE WITHOUT APPROVAL OF THE DiRl:CTOP NRR

PRCGRESS ON THE PROVISIONS OF THE CHARTER

1. Working with OI, conduct a detailed evaluation of OI's evidence.
Status: Initial review and evaluation of evidence in progress.

Note: Review also encompasses information becoming available through
discovery in the ASLB proceeding.

2. Identify any viciations and determine appropriate enforcement actions.

-

) | !
Status: Work in progress. Estimated to be half completed. \

3. Develop recommended actions for management consideration and prepare draft
enforcement package.

Status: To be initiated.

-

4. Prepare draft Commission paper to forward any enforcement recommendations. ‘

Status: To be initiated.
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= PREDECISIONAL INFORMATION -
NOT FOR RELEASE WITHOUT APPROVAL OF THE DIRECTOR, NRR

CHARTER PROGRESS (continued)

5. Identify any additioral required OI field work.
Status: Additional field work/questions identified. OI field work complete.

Review of additional field work is in progress.

6. If preliminary determination is that enforcement is appropriate, have a draft
enforcement package (Item 3) and Commission paper (Item 4) ready for
management review by October 22, 1993.

Status:'

7. Notify management as soon as possible if additional OI field work (Item 5) is
required.

Status: Completed. No additional fieid work currently anticipated.

Slide 6



- PREDECISIONAL INFORMATION -
NOT FOR RELEASE WITHOUT APPROVAL OF THE DIREC!‘OR 'NRR

LICENSEE ORGANIZATION - MARCH 1990

CORPORATE OFFICE

R. P. McDonald
Exec. V.P.

W. G. Hailrston, 111

Senior V.P.
C. K. KcCoy PLAXT VOGTLE
V.P. Plant Vogtle
1
W. B. Shipmzn G. Bockhold
General Manager General Manager
Plant Support 1 %
' ———
-_— -:'
| » L. Mosbaugh W. F. Kitchens
J. Bailey Act!., Asst. Gen. Mgr. Asst. Gen. Mgr.
Licensing Manager + .ant Support Plant Operations
T
l -
J. Aufdenkampe
N. J. Stringfellow Manager s
Licensing Engineer Technical Support J. P.iCanh
Unit
! Superirtendant
Rick Odom
Supervisor
|
J Tom Webb :
Engineer Slide 7
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- PREDECISIONAL TNFORMATION -
NOT FOR RELEASE WITHOUT APPROVAL OF THE DIRECTOR, NRR

Ol PRELIMINARY CONCLUSION 1

» Ol Conclusion:

» Coordinating Group Discussion:

The group looked ‘o the 4/9/90 letter as representing the information that GPC presented in
the restart briefing. The group conclusions regarding the 4/9/90 presentation are_included
within its conclusions on the 4/9/90 letter.

Slide 9



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

'CAL RESPONSE (4/9/90)

chrgi;) Poner A

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Region 11l

ELY-01516

Page Three

9.

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

Slide 10



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

OI PRELIMINARY CONCLUSION 2

» OI Conclusion:

» Coordinating Group Discussion:

onde 11



- PREDECISTONAL INFORMATION - ;
“NOT FOR RELEASE WITHOUT APPROVAL OF THE DIRECTOR, NRR

LER (4/19/90)

Numerous sensor calibrations (ncluding jacket water temperatures),

special pneumatic leak testing, and multiple engine starts and runs

were performed under various conditions. After the 3-20-90 event, the
control systems of both engines have been subjected to a comprehensive

test program. Subsequent to this test program, DGIA and DGIB have been ’
started at Teast 18 times each and no failures or problems have

occurred during any of these starts. In addition, an undervoitage

start test without atr roll was conducted on 4-6-90 and DGIA started

and’ loaded properly.
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- PREDECISIONAL INFORMATION - 1 S
NOT FOR RELEASE WITHOUT APPROVAL OF THE DIRECTOR, NRR

Ol PRELIMINARY CONCLUSION 3

» Ol Conclusion:

y LER 90-06,
dated 4/19/90, states that, subsequent to "a comprehensive test program,” EDGs 1A and 1B
werc started at least 1R times each with no problems or failures during any of those starts.

» Coordinating Group Discussion:

In fact, as of
4/19/90, the numbers of consecutive successtul starts for EDUs 1A and 1B would have
been no more that 10 and 12 respectivelv

Slide 13



. - PREDECISIONAL INFORMATION -
NOT FOR RELEASE WITHOUT APPROVAL QF THE DIRECTOR. NRR

OI PRELIVMINARY CONCLUSION 4

» Ol Conclusion:

» Coordinating Group Discussion:

Slide 14



) - PREDECISIONAL INFORMATION - i
NOT FOR RELEASE WITHOUT APPROVAL OF THE BIRECFOR, NRR

LER REVISION (6/29/90)

The number of successful starts included in the original LER included some of
the starts that wer2 part of the test program. The difference is attributed to

diesel start record keeping practices and the definition of the end of the test
program.

CORRECTION TO 4/9/90 CAL RESPONSE (8/30/90)

The confusion in the April 9th letter and the original LER appear to be the
result of two factors. First, there was confusion in the distinction between 2
successful start and & valid test. For the purpose of this Tetlier, a start was
considered successful when the DG was started and efther ran or was intention-
aily shut down due to testing in progress, as {dentified on the attached tables.
Our use of the term "successful® was never intended to imply a “valid successful
test® in the context of Regulatory Guide 1.108. HMany start attempts were made
to test the DG’s IA and 18 using applicable operating procedures. These
procedures and data sheets do not contain criteria for determining 1f a stert is
successful which resulted in determinations of success which were inconsistent
with the adbove definition. Second, an error was made the 1:dividual whe
performed the count of DG starts for the NRC April 9th ietter.

Slide 15



- PREDECISIONAL INFORMATION -
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OI PRELIMINARY CONCLUSIONS 5 AND 6

» OI Conclusion §:

» OI Conclusion 6:

» Coordinating Group Discussion:

Slide 16



Rev.1l (11-30-93)
DRAFT ANALYSIS
3. APRIL 9, 1990 LETTER AND PRESENTATION RE DIESEL STARTS

Information i this reccrd was deleted
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Lvdence

On or about Friday, April 6, 1990, a meeting was arranged for the foll
Monday, April 9, 1990, for GPC to review its corrective actions since

Vogtle Unit 1 incident of March 20, 1990. The meeting was in accordance with
the NRC's Confirmation of Action letter of March 22, 1990, which reflected
GPC’'s previous agreement that "Unit 1 will not be taken critical until the
Regional Administrator is satisfied that appropriate corrective action has
been taken and the plant can safely return to operation.” GPC had scheduled
Unit 1 to achieve criticality and resume power operation about April 10, 1930.
Mr. K. Brockman of RI1 informed Mr. K. McCoy that he (McCoy) should be
prepared to show the NRC the reliability of the EDGs and to show how the EDGs
had performed (01 Report of Interview with Kenneth E. Brockman, September S,
1991, p. 1). Mr. McCoy assigned this portion of the presentation to the
Vogtle General Manager, Mr. George Bockhold (McCoy Transcript---).

In preparation for the meeting during the weekend of April 6, 1990, Mr. G.
Bockhold asked the Unit Superintendent, Mr. J. Cash, "to get from the logs the
information associated with the number of successful starts" (Exhibit 10: NRC
Special Inspection Interview of George Bockhold, August 14, 1990, p. 4). Mr.
Cash recalls that the General Manager told him to “review the log books and
determine how many starts we had had with no significant problems" (Exhibit 7:
NRC Special Inspection Interview of Jimmy Paul Cash, August 14, 1990, p. 3).
Neither Messrs. Bockhold nor Cash recall any discussions at the time of this
request concerning the meaning of a “successful start® or when the count




should begin or end. Rather, both believe that no such discussion occurred:

Q: Could you give us your definition of a successful start?
Bockhold: A successful start would have been any start 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.

The term “successful start" was a term that [ think I came up
with without a great deal of thought. Okay. But it was a term
that is -- at that point I knew was very different than a valid
test or a -- or a -- and there are a Reg. Guide series of
terminologies that are used associated with diesel generators.

And so I didn't want this term to relate tn that Reg. Guide,
because there are certain requirements on each one of those. And
I just wanted this term to represent as I had stated before the
fact that [we] didn’t have any majer problems with the engine; it
ran; ...

Q: ... De:s the term "successful start" indicate that the engine
ran .or a given amount of time or was that a criteria?

Bockhold: I didn’t tell Jimmy [Paul Cash] any -- any criteria. I
used the term "successful start", and he went off and counted
them. You know, I assumed that he has some criteria when he came
back with the number. But I didn’t -- we didn’t go into a
discussion about what the criteria was on the successful starts as
far as I remember.

Q: And you didn’t ask him what his criteria was in making his
count?

Bockhold: Didn’t ask him what his criteria -- you know,
hindsight being 20/20 I wish ! had because we, you know, wouldn’t
have this discussion today. (Transcript of 0I’'s Investigative
Interview of George Bockhold, Jr., June 22, 1993, pp 18-19).

To Mr. J. Cash, the appropriate data to gather for Mr. Bockhold was "All
starts that it appeared from the log entry that the diesel would have ran
du;;ng an emergency” (Ol Investigative Interview of Jimmy Paul Cash, June 14,
1993, p. 12).

Mr. J. Cash obtained his data from the Unit control logs and the shift
supervisor’s logs (Special Inspection Interview of Jimmy Paul Cash, August 14,
1990, p. 4). He began his count of diesel start. with the troubleshooting
starts on March 20, 1990:

Q: And when did you start your diesel counts in this data that
you were obtaining for Mr. Bockhold”

A: That's -~ | assume that | started with the troubleshooting
starts that we did, I think it was late that afternoon or that
night on 3/20 --

Q: On 3/20/90?



A: Yes

Q: And so your count for both the A machine and the B machine
would have started on 3/20/90?

A: That is my belief; yes sir. (0l Investigative Interview of
Jimmy Paul Cash, June 14, 1993, p. 13)

Thus, the time frame reviewed by Mr. J. Cash included testing on the days of
March 22 and 24, 1990 -- days during which three problems occurred during the
tests on EDG-1B. : :

Based upon Mr. J. Cash’s understanding of "successful starts", two trips in
the Tog on March 22, 1990, for EDG-1B were not problems, and therefore, were
apparently included in his count:

Q: 1I’'1] direct your attention to page number 5289 of that [Unit 1
control] Tog, which is headed March 22, 1990, and proceed down to
the entry at 12:43. It reads, and I quote, "DGIB tripped on DG
high lube 0il temperature."

And 1’11 just ask you, when you went to obtain the diesel
generator information for Mr. Bockhold, did you count that diesel
test or that diesel run?

A: While I don’t remember the specifics of doing this, I would
have counted that by my criteria.

Q: You would have counted that?
A: Yes, sir.

Q: Why would you have counted that -- is that -- why would you
have counted that?

A: A diesel generator high lube o0il temperature trip is a
nonessential trip. It is a trip that is bypassed during an
emergency, therefore [it] would not have prevented this diesel
from performing its function during an emergency.

Q: Okay.

A: There’s nothing to indicate that’'s a problem (Transcript: OI
Investigative Interview of Jimmy Paul Cash, June 14, 1993, pp 15-
16)...

Q: I'11 direct your attention to page 5292 of the log. The entry
at 17:31, and I quote, "DGIB tripped on low jacket water
pressure/turbo lube oil pressure low." Would you have counted
this test of the DGIB as being a test without any significant
problem?

A: Once again, this trip would be a nonessential trip. There is
nothing from this log entry to indicate that this diesel would not
have performed during an emergency. So I would -- yes. The answer



is yes.
Q: You would have counted that one as being a successful start?

A: Yes, sir. (1b. pp 18-19).7

e —

s APRIL 9, 1990 LETTER RE AIR QUALITY

he ‘

etter Stated In of paragraph (g):

GPC has reviewed air quality of the D/G air system, including
dewpoint control, and has concluded that air quality is
satisfactory. Initia) reports of higher than expected dewpoints
we e later attributed to faulty instrumentation.

e General Manager and other site personnel
knew before Apr . . that there had been valid high dew point
measurements of Vogtle starting afr due to the air dryers being out of service
and the air receivers being repressurized.

Evidence




Rev.5 (12-11-93)

e  bockhold asked Cash to count "successful
starts" of the emergency diesel generators (EDGS)—

_ Cash collected start data from the Control Room

Leg and the Shift Supervisor’s Log and conveyed totals to Bockhold for the 1A

DR e e ]

W the information repurted to

the NRC in the 4/9 oral preceniation and the 4/9 letter to NRC, was that there

were 18 and 19 successful sequential starts on the 1A and 1B, respectively,

without probtess or failures. (R
_ GPC did not identify that the count reported

included three EDG-1B starts with problems (a high lube oil temperature trip,
a low jacket water pressure/turbo lube oil pressure low trip and a failure to
trip on a high jacket water temperature alarm) that had occurred on 3/22 and

3/24. The correct number of sequential successful starts should have been 12

for EDG-1B.




a review of maintenance records deficiency cards associated with Unit 1 would

A - &

have revealed that high dewpoints were also attributable to system air dryers
[occasionally] being out of service for extended periods and to system

repressurization following maintenance, as documented in NRC Inspection Report

No. 50-424/425 90-19, Supplement 1, dated November 1, 1991.




—On April 19, 1990, during the corporate

and site review of the draft LER, George Bockhold stated that the start counts

reported on April 9 began after completion of the CTP. He also told Shipman
that his count began after instrumentation recalibration, but Shipman could

not define that point nor did site personnel establish this reference point

\

prior to issuance of the LER.

»

the EDG-1B start counts reported on 4/19 over stated

the actual counts by including starts that were part of the test program.
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SUBJECT: VIO

NVESTIGATIONS REPORT NO. 2-90-020 AND
NRC INSPECTION REPORT NO. 50-424,425/90-19,
SUPPLEMENT 1)

This re.ers to the investigation conducted by the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission’s Office of Investigations (0I) at Georgia
Power Company’s (GPC) Vogtle Electric Generating Plant (VEGP)
which was completed on December 17, 1993. The investigation was
initiated as a result of information received in June 1990 by
Region II alleging, in part, that material false statements were
made to the NRC by senior officials of GPC regarding the
reliability of the Diesel Generators (DGs). The purpose of DGs
at a nuclear power plant is to power the loads that are needed to
mitigate accidents, safely shut down the reactor and maintain a
safe shutdown condition in the event normal power is lost. The
pertinent events involved in this matter are described below.

On March 20, 1990, during a refueling outage at VEGP Unit 1, GPC
declared a Site Area Emergency (SAE) when offsite power was lost
concurrent with the failure of the only Unit 1 DG that was
available (1A). The other Unit 1 DG (1B) was unavailable due to
maintenance activities.

The NRC immediately responded to the SAE at the VEGP site with an
Augmented Inspection Team (AIT). The NRC effort was upgraded to
an Incident Investigation Team (IIT) on March 23, 1990. The IIT
was composed of NRC Headquarters technical staff and industry
personnel. The results of this investigation are documented in
NUREG-1410, "Loss of Vital AC Power and the Residual Heat Removal
S,stem During Mid-Loop Operations at Vogtle Unit 1 on March 20,

1990."

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

On April 9, 1990, GPC made a presentation to the NRC in the
Region II offices in support of GPC’s request to return VEGP

Unit 1 to power operations. GPC also submitted a written summary
of its April 9 presentation in an April 9, 1990 letter, "Vogtle
'lectric Generating Plant Confirmation of Action Letter."

On April 12, 1990, the NRC formally granted permission for VEGP
Unit 1 to return to criticality and resume power operations.

On April 19, 1990, pursuant to 10 CFR 50.73, GPC submitted
Licensee Event Report (LER) 50~424/90-06, "Loss of Offsite Power
Leads to Site Area Emergency."

On June 29, 1990, GPC submitted a revised LER, 50-424/90-06-01.
The purpose ¢f the submittal was to clarify informatiorn related
to s.:ccessful DG starts, as discussed in the April 9, 1990 letter
and the April 19, 1990 LER, and to update the status of
corre.tive actions in the original LER.

From August 6 through August 17, 1990, the NRC conducted a
Special Team Inspection at VEGP, as a result of NRC concerns
about, and allegations related to, VEGP operational activities.
The objectives of the inspection were to (1) assess the
operational philosophy, policy, procedures and practices of the
facility’s operating staff and management regarding operational
safety and (2) determine the technical wvalidity and safety
significance of each allegation and their impact on safe
operation of the facility. This inspection did not investigate
alleged wrongdoing. The Special Team informed GPC that the
June 29, 1990 submittal failed to address the April 9, 1990 data
and requested that GPC clarify DG starts reported on April 9,
1990. This results of this inspection are documented, in part,
in NRC Inspection Report No. 50-424,425/90-19, Supplement I,
dated November 1991.

On August 30, 1990, GPC submitted a letter, "clarification of
Response to Confirmation of Action Letter." The purpose of the
submittal was to clarify the diesel start information that was
addressed in the April 9, 1990 submittal.

The NRC has carefully reviewed the evidence associated with the
these events. Specifically, the NRC reviewed information
gathered as part of the OI investication, information gathered
during the IIT, NUREG-1410, Supplement I of NRC Inspection Report
90-19, discovery responses in the Vogtle operating license
amendment proceeding (Docket Nos. 50-424 OLA-3, 502425 OLAS




) Information was then presented to the
NRC 1n an April U, ) Ooral presentation by the VEGP General

Manager and in an April 9, 1990 letter that there were 18 and 19
successful consecutive starts on the 1A DGs 3 tivel
wilithout problems or failures.
the 19 trouble-

1e 1B DG that GPC reported 1n the presentation and letter
included three starts with problems that occurred during DG
overhaul /maintenance activities (a high lube o0il temperature trip
on March 22, 1990; a low jacket water pressure/turbo lube o0il
pressure low trip on March 23, 1990; and a failure to trip on a
high jacket water temperature alarm occurring on March 24, 1990).
The correct number consecutive successful starts was 12 for
1B DG=--a number less than that reported by GPC t
tha NBC Aan Anra 1

.N€é alr Iro0r scarcinyg
a DG and operating its instruments and controls is derived from

the starting air system. The starting air system contains dryers
designed to control moisture (1.e., dew point) at acceptable
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maintenance records and deficiency cards associated wi
would have revealed that high dew points were also att
f=

v
h Unit 1
.
lbutable
+

+

LO system air dryers occasionally being out of service for
extended periods and to System repressurization following

maintenance, as documented in NRC Inspection Report -

, No. >J=424 ,425/90~-19, Supplement 1, da_g_ed_hf'.'e;;rpLﬁ1, 1991 . -

e

During the preparation of the LER, the Acting VEGP Assistant
General Manager questioned the accuracy of the April 9 letter
glven that there were trips on the 1B DG after March 20. 1990

e e D et e —— - o
bEe s g/ ater discussions regarding the dra LER, the
General Manageér, Technical Support Manager and Acting VEGP
Assistant General Manager acknowledged that they did not

understand the starting point that the term CTI

was supposed to
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interpretations about what

identify. There were also different
- Plant

testing the term CTP encor-nassed. The General Manager
Support (Vogtle Project), ti.» VEGP Technical Support Manager, and
the Acting VEGP Assistant General Manager were aware that the
VEGP General Manager had earlier stated that his April 9 count
strument recalibration. The Acting VEGP Assistant

began after inst
General Manager st hat a CTP could also clude
vnaltame testinag

the 1A and 1B DG start counts reported on Aprii 1y, ivsu,
overstated the actual counts by including starts that were part

nf the test proaram.
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On April 30, 1990, the Acting VEGP
ssistant Genera anager Tor Plant Support gave the VEGP General

Mana sting of 1A and 1B DG starts

that

er belng 1nforme
the April 19 DG start counts were INM error, the Senior Vice
President ~ Nuclear Operations informed the Regional
Administrator that a revision to the April 19 LER would be
submitted, in part, to correct the DC start counts.

After being provided conflicting data about the actual number of
DG starts as of April 19, the Senior Vice President - Nuclear
Operations requested (on or about May 24, 1990) that an audit be
conducted to establish the correct data and to determine why the
errors were made. The audit completed June 29 narrowly focused
on a review of diesel records (Shift Supervisor’s Log and Diesel
Generator Start Log) to verify the number of DG starts. The
audit did not identify any specific cause for the error in the
number reported in the LER. The audit stated, however, that the
error appeared to result from incomplete documentation. The
audit also noted it appears confusion exists abgut the

L C
point_at which-the test program was co e . 3\




e e e LT SR ——
On June 29, 1990, the draft cover letter for the LER revision wae-
being reviewed at the site. The draft had originated in GPC
corporate headquarters and included language personally developed
vy the Senior Vice President - Nuclear Operations and the Vice
President - Vogtle Project. During this review, a VEGP Technical
Assistant (TA) (formerly the Acting VEGP Assistant General
Manager - Plant Support) noted that the letter was incomplete and
challenged the accuracy of the reasons stated in the draft cover
letter in conversations with the Supervisor - Safety Audit and
Engineering Review (SAER), the VEGP Assistant General Manager -
Plant Support, the VEGP Manager - Engineering Support, and a
Licensing Engineer - Vogtle Project. The VEGP TA stated that:
(1) the letter failed to clarify the DG starts reported on
April 9, (2) DG record keeping practices were not a cause of the
difference in the DG starts reported in the April 19 LER because
aaegquate information was available when the counting errors were
made, and (3) the erronec ounts resulted Arrors
in developing the count. - '

The Licensing Engineer - Vogtle Project was instructed by the
Senior Vice President - Nuclear Operations to work closely with
the site to ensure that the submittal was accurate and complete.

—— - R

o ——
—— — ——
—
e v— - ——— ———

The Supervisor - SAER was aware that the audit (that formed the

basls for the reasons stated in the June 29 letter) was narrow in
scope and did not identify a specific cause for the error in the
number of 18 starts reported in the April 19 LER. The Supervisor

- SAER was also servations stated in the audit

report were being used to identify the root

causes for the errors 1in the April 19 LER. The VEGP TA and VEGF
- O

Manager - Engineeri ort made the Supervisor SA
this 1naccurac
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was made aware on June 12 that, to ldentify the root cause of the
error in the April 19 LER (i.e., personnel errors), the audit
scope would need to include an assessment of the performance of
the Unit Superintendent and the VEGP General Manager, the
individuals that developed the initial count. Yet, the audit did
not include these individuals. The Supervisor SAER was again
made aware by the TA that the root cause d 2 f Se s

3

\—~\ﬁf
The VEGP Assistant General Manager - Plant Support was apprised
of concerns regarding the June 29 letter by the TA (an individual

had been involved in preparing the April 19 LER and h~d been
yinvoalveAd 1™ Adevelnninag an Acrearate DL ctart esnt)

mme April 9, 1990 letter. The lett..

wiih ed that the error¥ in the April 9 letter and presentation

i ~¢and the April 19 LER) were caused, in part, by confusion in the
distinction between a successful start and a valid test. ,




The August 30 |er vy

r

states that the error in the April 9 letter ana presentation
the April 19 LER) were caused, 1n part, by an error made Dby
individual who performed the count of DG starts.

AL A LK UE W~ WiiueEL LOUR e110rcts to

narrowly focused only on that submit
cted an audit, the scope of which was
records 1n an attempt to correct the
April 19 LER. Furthermore, 1in 1ts Jurn 9 subml
GPC referred to both the April 9 lette nd the A
it attempted to explain only the reasons for the e
April 19 LER. The Senior Vice Presdent Nuclear Operations
the Vice President - Vogtle Project were directly involved 1n

development of the June 29 letter.

ubsequently, the NRC requested
that GPC make a submittal addressing the April 9 letter. As of
August 17, 1990, the VEGP General Manager and the Vice Presiden:
- Vogtle Project were aware of NRC concerns regarding the errors
in, and the misleading nature of, the April 9 letter.

GPC forwarded a submilittal rega e April 9 letter on August
30 that was drafted at corporate headquarters under the direction
of the Vice President - Vogtle Project, without an assessment of
the actions of the VEGP General Manager and the

Superintendent who developed erroneous i1nformation )r the April




Georgia Power Company

- 10 =



Georgia Power Company - 11 =

The responses directed by this letter and the 2nclosed Notlice are
not subject to the clearance procedures of the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget as required by the Paperwork Reduction Act of
1980, Pub. L. No. 96-511.

Sincerely,

Regional Administrator

Enclosure(s): —

T
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NOTICE QF VIOLATION
Georgia Power Company Docket No. 50-424
Vogtle Electric Generating Plant l.License No. NPF-68

During an NRC inspection conducted from August 6, 1990 to

August 17, 1990 and an NRC investigation conducted from
June XX 1990 to December 17, 1993. violations of NRC requirements
were 1 .tifled. In accordance with the "General Statement of

Policy a. d Procedur2 for NRC Enforcement Actions," 10 CFR Part 2,
Appendix C, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission propn:es to impose
pursuant to Section 234 of the Atomic Energy Act of
954, iended (Act : a 0 CF 2205, The
particular vioclations are set forth
below:

b

10 CFR § 50.9(a) requires that information provided to the NRC
by a licensee shall be complete and accura.e in &ll material
respects.

]

and cover letter ated June 29,

FFH o

“ states that: "In accordance with 10 CFR 50.73,

Georgia Pcwer Company (GPC) hereby submits the enclosed
revised report related to an event which occurred on March 20,
1990. Thils revision 1is necessary to clarify the information
related to the number of successful diesel generator starts as
discussed 1n the GPC letter dated April 9, 1990...."



Notice

The letter states that: "If the criteria for the completion
of the test prograam is understood to be the first successful
test in accordance with Vogtle Electric Generating Plant
(VEGP) procedure 14980-1 "Diesel Generator Operability Test,"
then there were 10 successful starts of Diesel Generator 1A
and 12 successful starts of Diesel Generator 1B between the
completion of the test program and the end of April 19, 1990,
the date the LER-424/1990-06 was submitted to the NRC. The
number of successful starts included in the original LER (at
least 18) included some of the starts that were part of the
test program. The difference is attributed to diesel start
record keeping practices and the definition of the end of the

test program."






1990

letter

cliat :

"Since March 20, the 1A DG has been started 18 time-, and the
1B DG has been started 19 times. No fallures or ems have

occurred during any of these starts."

—m Start lJ¢ tripped on high temperature lube o1l
Start 1. ripped on low

pressure jacket water and Start 136
had a high temperature jacket water trip alarm. As of
April 9, 1990, the 1B DG had only 12 consecutive succes
starts without problem or fallures rather than the
represented by GPC.

The NRC relied, in part, upon
the 1nformation presente Y GPC on April 9, 1990 in the oral
presentation and in the GPC letter in reaching the NRC

decision to allow Unit 1 to return to power operation.

ALEes,

when dlscussing the gquaz
System at the Vogtle facility, that:

"GPC ha~ reviewed air quality of the

D/G air system including
dewpoint control and has concluded that air qualit §-




Notice

satisfactory. Inicial reports of higher than expected
dewpoints were latel attributed tc faulty instrumentation.”

actual ! ! !ew [=} had occurred at the !Iog!l ig !|!
he causes of those high dew
points include ailure to use air dryers for extended periods

of time and repressurization of the DG air start system
receivers following maintenance.

The NRC relied, 1n part,
upon the information presented by GPC in its letter of
April 9, 1990 in reaching the decision to allow Vogtle Unit 1
to return to power operation.

ales:

“Numerous sensor calibrations (including jacket water
temperatures), special pneumatic leak testing, and multiple
engine starts and runs were performed under various
conditions. After the 3-20-90 event, the control systems of
both engines have been subjected to a comprehensive test
program. Subsequent to this test program, DG1A and DG1B have
been started at least 18 times each and no failures or
problems have occurred during any of these starts."

- S A A W
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Notice



Dated at (City, State)
this day of (Month) 19 (XX)



SYNOPSIS

On November 1, 1990, the Regiona) Administrator, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
commission (NRC). Region II, reguested that an investigation be initiatec by
the NRC Office of Investigations (OI) concerning alleged material false
ctatements made to the NRC by senior officials of Georgia power Company (GPC)
regarding the reliability of the emergency diesel generators (EDGs) at the
Vogtle Electric Generating Plant (VEGP), Waynesboro,

The 01 investigation substantiated that, on April 9, 1990, the general manager
(GM), VEGP, de iberately presented incomplete and inaccurate information to
NRC regarding the testing of the VEGP Unit 1 EDGs conducted subsequent to a
March 20, 1990, site are2 emergency (SAE) at VEGP. This occurred at

Region 11 offices, Atlanta, GA, during a GPC oral presentation in support of
their request to return VEGP Unit 1 to power operations.

The investigation also substantiated that, on April 9, 1990, in a letter to
NRC captioned T \! P F T F_ACT R,
the senior vice pr...dent (V) of Nuclear Operations (Nuc s). GPC, presented
a misleading, incomplete, and inaccurate statement of diesel test results,
which was bised upon the incomplete, inaccurate information in the
aforementioned oral presentation. The submission of this statement 1s
considered deliberate, because the GM, VEGP, reviewed the statement in this
letter and approved it for signature by the senior VP.

The investigation substantiated that, on April 19, 1990, the senior VP, Nuc

Ops. GPC, with, at a minimum of careless disregard, submitted a false

statement of diesel test resuits to the NRC in Licensee Event Report (LER)

No. 90-006, which pertained to the SAE. This false statement was submitted as

a direct result of deliberate actions, on April 19, 1990, b{ a group of GPC \asralE
senior managers, including the senior VP, Nuc Ops, the Vogtie Project VP, the +\<uma,
Corporate GM of Plant Support, and tre VEGP GM. These senior managers BALparaton, |
reworded an existing statement of diesel testing in a draft LER. after the GM % ociimnd
of Plant Support had been told by VEGP site personnel that this draft LER

statement and the corresponding statement in the April 9 letter (upon which

the draft LER statement was based) were false. However, the GPC senior

management efforts to make the rewording similar to the April 9 statement,

combined with their knowledge that the new statement could not have been

definitively verified prior to the issuance of the LER, resulted in the

reworded statement being false.

The 01 investigation substantiated that the senior VP, Nuc Ops, GPC, again, Mo AT
with, at a minimun, carele .s disregard, submitted a false statement to NRC in

the letter of transmitte” f a revision to LER 95-006, dated June 29, 1990.

This false statement per. ned to the reasons for the difference in the GPC

statement of diesel testiiy 1N the original LER 90-006 versus the statement of

diese) starts in the transmittal letter of the revision.

The investigation substantiated that the VP, Vogtle Project. GPC, with, at a
minimum of careless disregard, submitted both 2 false and a misleading
statement in the GPC clarification of Confirmation of Action response letter
to MRC dated August 30, 1990. These false and misleading statements pertained

Information in ¢ {
: son i s r \ra w3as A2 """j ’
I 2 rdanic e o " . “ ¢ i
Case No. 2-90-020R 1 b the Freedom of |
Act exemptione C i

. s 97 T .



evidence of antici
continued until ea
during the course

" saL10ns to which he was a party. MOSBAUGH advised OI that he did this
#/ng to obtain evidence of anticipated adverse action against him by GPC for
mporting safety concerns to NRC (he has & separate proceeding with the
pepertment of Labor [DOL) regarding discrimination issues), and to obtain

pated wrongdoing on the part of GPC. MOSBAUGH's taping
rly tember 1990, when his tagzﬂgHbecane known to GPC
of a proceeding between HOS and GPC. MOSBAUGH was

immediately susgfnded by GPC. On September 12, 1990 MOSBAUGH, through his

attorney, made
evidence of wro

aware of the tapes and that they potentially contained

ngdoing on the part of GPC. Ol took possession of the tapes as

evidence on September 13, 1990 MOSBAUGH's employment with GPC was terminated

on October B, 1990

s1acnuary 1990, MOSBAUGH had anonymously provided MRC with a written & hilinA
allegation of a deliberate violation of a plan‘ technical specification by GPC

personnel at VEGP.
and substantiated.
confidentia11ty b

that were initially addressed in an NRC Operational Special Inspection (0SI)
at VEGP during August 6-17, 1990. In preparation for this 0SI. on July 18

and 19, 1990, MOS
additional details

In early Septehber

This allegation was investigated by O (Case Ne. 2-90-001)
On June 13, 1990, MOSBAUGH came forward, was ?ranted
OI. and started providing additional written a legations

was interviewed by OI and RI] NRC personnel regarding
of his allegations.

1990, when MOSBAUGH's taping was revealed, and he was

suspended by GPC, he filed a 2.206 Petition with NRC, jointly with

Marvin HOBBY, another former GPC employee, in which he publicly restated his
aliegations. By mutual agreement between 0I and MOSBAUGH, his confidentiality
agreement was subsequently rescinded. As a result of this 2.206 Petition, and
the results of the 0SI, this Request for Investigation was prompted.

Interview of Alleger (Allen |, MOSBAUGH)

0 first contacted

MOSBAUGH as a known alleger on June i3, 1990 (he had

submitted his January 1990 allegation anonymousI{). At this time, he was
ed

granted confidentiality and he rovided a detai

written document

(Exhibit 4) sétting forth his al egations of false statements by GPC regarding
the results of EDG testing at VEGP after the SAE During the subsequent
weeks, MOSBAUGH provided additional written 8llegations to NRC r~garding
various other issues at VEGP. NRC staff decided that these allegations would

be addressed in an
inspector on July 1
~egarding these all
August 6-17, 1990.

‘hroughout t~e cond
‘etmn OI blld
ecordings, receipt
nown allegations.

051 at VEGP.  MOSBAUGH was interviewed by Ol and a RI]
B and 19, 1990 (Exhibit 5). to obtain 2dditional details
egations. The 0SI was conducted during the period

uct of this investigation, numerous contacts have occurred
for purposes of identification of speakers on his tape
of additional allegations, and further clarification of
was again interviewed formally by 0I on

cvember 4, 1993 (Exhibit 6), specifically regarding the 13sues in this

nvestigation.

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: This investigation focuses on MOSBAUGH's specific
allegations of Material False Statenentssgg GPC senior management

regarding EDG

1se No. 2-90-020R

testing at VEGP after the However, MOSBAUGH's

14
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F sHIPMAN states that, “everybody's gotten accustomed to seeing that data.

If we can use the data, we probably ought to. Certainly, if it's not a
valid statement we would need to get it the heck out of here regardless
of what George [HAIRSTON or LD] told Ebneter® (Exhibit 34, p. 108).

SHIPMAN tells MOSBAUGH that he (SHIPMAN) and STRINGFELLOW are going to
HAIRSTON's office to, "finish beating out what he [HATRSTON] wants to do
with this thing" (Exhibit 34, pp. 108-109).

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: Persons identified as perticipating in this call

during thiscgortion of the discussion are: BECKHO . AUFDENKAMPE ,

MOSBAUGH, McCOY, SHIPMAN, and STRINGFELLOW. HAIRSTON is identified as

being a participant at a later point in this same call, but it is .

possible that he, and others, were present on the Birmingham end of th1s*\'4 'y
call, without actively participating, from the beginning of the call. e

AUFDENKAMPE describes to the ?articipants on the call that the way his
people arrived at the terminolugy “greater than 20 starts" was that they
took the data from the April 9, 1990, letter and added the starts that
had been done subsequent to April 9, 1990 (Exhibit 36. p. 8).

BOCgH:;D agrees »..h the "yreater than 20" terminology (Exhibit 36.
p. 8).

McCOY introduces terminology that is new to at least MOSBAUGH and
AUFDENKAMPE , and new to the existing draft diesel start statement by
saying. "We need to be sure that we know the number of starts after we've
completed the comprehensive control test program” (Exhibit 36, p. 8).

BOCKHOLD states that the numbers he presented to NRC on April 9, 1990,
were verified correct by CASH (Exhibit 36. p. 8).

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: The count of these numbers was not started after
the completion of any comprehensive contro] test program, and BOCKHOLD
did not affirmatively know when the count was started, but he assumed it
was somewhere around March 20, 1990.

McCOY, the senior GPC official actively participating in the call at the

time, affirmatively states that, *You ought to use those numbers."

(Meaning that in the April 19, 1990, LER, GPC ought to use the EDG start 3
numbers that BOCKHOLD used in his April 9, 1990, presentation to NRC.) M/
(Exhibit 36, p. 8).

McCOY, who is BOCKHOLD's immediate boss, then directly addresses BOCKHOLD
and says, “Those numbers you used in the conference were after they had
cozﬁ1eted the comprehersive test of ihe control systems on each diesel”
(Exhibit 36, p. 9).

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: It is noted here that McCOY does not gsk BOCKHOLD
when he started his count for the numbers in the conference. Instead, he

;gl%; BOCKHOLD when he (BOCKHOLD) started his count, looking for
confirmation rrom his subordinate. And it appears that BOCKHOLD gives

the response his superior wants.

ey
g e
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