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PRE MEETING MINUTES COMTINUATION SHEET
Meeting Minutes 90-65 were unanimously approved as presented.

The following items were unanimously recommended for approval. No unreviewed
safety question involved.

19212-C, Rev. 2, "FR-5.2 Response to Loss of Core Shutdown®

19222-C, Rev. 5, "FR-C.2 Response to Degraded Core Cooling"

19235-C, Rev. 4, "FR-H.5 Response to Steam Generator Low Level®
00057-C, Rev. 5, "Event Investigation®

18007-C, Rev. §, *Chemical and Volume Control System Malfunction®
LOCR FS 90-023, Revise FSAR Section 13.1.2.2.2 page 13.1.2-4 to add

Assistant General Manager - Plant Support to the 1ine
of succession of responsibility for plant operation.

Transmittal Letter - Emergency Plan Revision 12 (ELV-01591)
Transmittal Letter - Emergency Plan Revision 13 (ELV-01592)
LOCR SP 90-03, (SAFEGUARDS)

00656-C, Rev. 1, *Vehicle Control*

The following items were unanimously recommended for approval with comment.
No unreviewed safety question involved.

00262-C, Rev. 8, *Control of Chemicals / Fluids®". Sectiom 2.1.2 -
Clarify and use exception listing‘ Section 2.6 -
include Demin. Water Building. ction 4.5.2.2 -
Include writeup / reference of HP signoff acceptance
of contaminated chemicals. Generic comment - Delete
*I" from Nuclear Specialist title. Include ensuring
MSDS on file prior to entering PA in Receipt
Inspection pracedure - J. G. Aufdenkampe to take
action.

00260-C, Rev. 6, "Hazardous Substance and Waste Control®. Section 2.22
- Definftion of critical areas should be modified to
address this specific procedure. Section 9.1.3 -
correct reference (8.9.]1 should be 8.8.1).

Letter to NRC - Site Area Emergency Corrective Actions (ELV-01632). Ensure
Corrective Actions are completed as stated prior to this letter being issued.
General Manager needs to determine {f clarification provided in LER should
also be included in this letter (Diesel starts).
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D.  The board unanimously concurred with the reportability determinati
following Deficiency Cards. P y ation for the

1-90-0149
1-50-0242
1-90-0243
2-90-0046
2-90-0048
2-90-0049

Meeting Adjourned



To: Ken Brockman “ Wy f

From: John Rogge
Subject: GPC Meeting with Alan Mosbaugh

On June 19, 1880 at 9:30 am | met with George Bockhold and
Alan Mosbaugh to discuee the technical issuee of hies recent quality
concerne. Mr. Mosbaugh has filed a complaint with the Department
of Labor. The meeting wae called by Mr. Bockhold to solicit all
the technical gquality concerne so GPC could verify that appropriate
action had been taken. Mr. Mosbaugh stated that hie lawer had
advised him not to discuse information pertaining to the filing,
but he would discuses techniceal issues. The technical issues
identified by Mr. Mosbaugh were the FAVA Quality Concern, Diesel
Air Quality, and Diesel Realibility. The meeting concluded with
Mr. Mosbaugh stating that he was reviewing previous concerns and
would be identifing them to GPC by the normal methods established
for handling them.

At the start of the meeting ] wae allowed to read the two page
complaint filed. The complaint was to establish that Mr. Mosbaugh
was performing protected activities and had been removed from his
current assignment and responsibilities. It did not identify
specific concerns, but indicated that concerns had been submitted.

Three concerns were discussed at the meeting in brief as
follows:

Re FAVA Quality Concern. Mr. Mosbaugh stated that this was
one of the issues. He had an additional concern that when he tried
to accees the file last Friday that he could not. 1 asked if he
had been denied accese and learned that the file was removed from
the site and wae in the GPC lawers office. His concern was with
the ability of the file to remain intact. At the end of the
meeting Mr. Bockhold clarified that the quality concern program
included legal review and advise, but did not include access by the
alleger due to confidentelity of those interviewed in resolving the
concern. The FAVA concern also involves part 21, 50.72 and 50.73
potential reporting violations. Mr. Mosbaugh was also concerned
that the investigation waes not independent because Mr. Bockhold
took over the investigation. Mr. Bockhold prompted his memory that
Paul Rushton performed the technical part and he made dicisione on
the management of the investigation.

2. Diesel Realibility. Mr. Mosbaugh scated that he had
concerns with the starts and faiiures of the 1A & 1B from March 20
to now and how the issue waes resolved. He asked way for instance
a revised LER had not been sent in. Mr. Bockhold stated that a
decimion was made to submit & complete revision and not Jjust a
count change. Mr. Mosbaugh stated that the revision had been in
corporate for over a month with no action.

NOTE 1: In the afterncon of June 18, Mr. Mosbaugh met with me
in my office to convey additional information that he was not at
ease with in stating in front of Mr. Bockhcld. He told me that the
material was falee and significant. The falseness could be
considered careless and poseibly careless disregard. Documents
that are false are the LER regarding the gite area emergency, COAn
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responee and the slides used in & presentation to the NRC. These
documents stated that they had 18 starte without failures when the
number was more like 11. The LER revision will be misleading in
that the new numbers will include successful starts up to the time
of revieion. The original error can be attributed to carelessness
in allowing an inexperienced person count the starts when the
information was necessary to support a release from a COA. The
verbal presentation to the region to release the plant for
criticality contained this wrong information. The written response
to the COA was more misleading by not revealing that a problem
existed. He felt that the delays in submitting a revised LER where
related to completing the IIT hearing before the Commissioners and
that the slownese could be construed to be willful.

NOTE 2: On the morning of June 20, Mr. Bockhold came by to
clarify the GPC action that ] may not be aware of. While the error
in the counting was evident the resolution of how to count diesel
starte and tests results was not. The operators who collected the
data were counting successive starte when the diesgel staited and a
ready to load light came on. In order to determine to a Valid or
Invalid teet result the procedures were not clear regarding a
Safety Injection or Black Out condition for the diesel. The issue
r how to properly evaluate the data wae the issue and not just a
simple recount. Corporate decided that a entire revision was
necessary to properly present the information. Mr. Bockheld said
that their were no residents onsite to inform last week, but Ken
McCoy had talked tou Ken Brockman and George Hairston had talked to
Mr. Ebneter.

3. Diesel Air Quality. Mr. Mosbaugh stated that he had &
concern with diesel air quality regarding the humidity or dew
point. Mr. Bockhold stated that Mike Horton who worked for him at
the time got the information from Cooper Industriee. Mr. Mosbaugh
replied that he had met with him (Bockhold) and expressed the
concern that since we did not know the air quality history that the
effect on sensore and equipment could not be determined.

Note: The meeting did not discuse what Cooper Industries had
advised the plant of or any other detaile of the issue.

The last subject wae directed at determining if any other
concerns existed. Mr. Mosbaugh stated that he wae not prepared to
discuss any new concerns. He stated that he was reviewing the past
and would raise any new concerns through the GPC channels.

On June 20, when Mr. Bockhold met with me he stated that Lee
Glenn was now assigned to do a independent review and that Mr.
Mosbaugh was now assigned the primary task of identifying any
further concerns he has.

John Rogge



To: ren Brockman \OC)

From: Jonn Rogge

s .. e i
Subiect: GSFC Mewting with Rlan Mosbaugn .

On June 19, 990, at 2:30 am ! met with George BOCAHETE and
Rlan Mosbeughn tO Clscuss the tecnnical .ssues cr his recent
Quality concerns. Mr. MospDaugn has frileg a compiaint w~with the
Department or Labor. The meeting was called by ™Mr. Bockhold to
solicit all the tecnnical quality concerns so GPC could verifty
that &ppropriate action had been taken. Mr. Mosbaugh stated that
Gas lawer hag agvised him not to discuss information pertaining
to the riling, but he would discuss technical i1ssues. The
technical .ssues 1dentiried by Mr. Mosbaugh were the FAVA Quality
Concern, Diesel Air Quality, and Diesel Realibility. The meeting
concludeo with PMr. Mosbaugh stating that he was reviewing
grevious concerns and would be :0entifing them to GPC oy the
normal methoos established Tor hanadling them.

+t the start of the meeting ! was &llowed to read the two
page complaint filec. The complaint was to establish that Mr.
Mosbaugh was perrorming protected activities and hagd been removed
from his current assignment and responsibilities. it g0 net
identify specific concerns, but indicated that concerns had been
submittedo.

Three concerns were Ji1scussed at the meeting in brief as
tollows:

" FAVA OQuality Caoncern. Mr. Mosbaugh stateo that this
was one of the lssues. He had an additional concern that when he
tried to access the rile last Fraiday that he could not. ! askeo
17 he had been oenied access and learned that the fi1le was
~emoved Trom the site and was 1n the GPC lawers orfice. His
concern was with the ability of the file to remain intact. At
the end of the meeting Mr. Bockhold clarified that the quallity
concern program incluced legal review and agvise, but oid not
include access by the «lleger due to conficdentality or those
interviewed .n resolving the concern. The FAVA concern also
involves part 21, 50.72 and 50.73 potential reporting violations.
Mr. Mosbaugh was also concerneog that the investigation was not
independent because Mr. Bockhold took over the investigation.

Mr. Bockhold prompted his memory that Paul Rushton performed the
technical part and he made dicisions on the management of the
investigation.

prgt Diesel Realibility. Mr., Mosbaugh stateo that he had
concerns with the starts and faillures of the 1A & IB rrom March
20 to now and how the issue was resolved. He asked why for
instance a revised LER had not been sent in. Mr, Bockhold stated
that & decision was made to submit a complete revision and not
Just & count change. Mr. Mosbaugh stateg that the revision had
been 1n corporate Tor over & month with no action.

NOTE 1: In the afternoon of June 19, Mr. Mosbaugh met with
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Documents that sre ‘alse are the LER regaraing the 1t area
emergency, COR response ang the cliges LSeC0 in & presentation to
the NRC. These Jocumeénts stated that thev nad 18 starts without
fallures when the numper was more like il. The LER revision will
be misleacging in that the new numbers will i1ncluoe successrtul
starts up to the time of revision. The original error can be
attributed to carelessness in allowing &an inexperienced person
count the starts when the information was necessary tO support a
release trom « COA. The verbal presentation to the region to
release the plant for criticality contained this wrong
information. The written response to the COA was more misleading
by not revealing that & problem existed. He felt that the delays
in submitting & revised LER where related to completing the IIT
hearing bertore the Commissioners and that the slilowness could be
construed to oe willrtul.

NOTE 2: On the morning of June 20, Mr. Bockhold came by to
clarify the GPC action that I may not be aware of. While the
errcr in the counting was evident the resolution of how to count
diesel starts angd tests results was not. The operators who
~pllectec the Jata were counting sSuccessive starts when the
Jd.esel started anc & ready to load light came on. In order to
deta. mine a Valid or Invalid test result the procedures were not
clear regarcing & Satfety Injection or Black Out condition for the
diesel. The issue of how to properly evaluate the CAta was the
issue and not Jjust & simple recount. Corporate decided that an
entire revision was necessary to properly present the
information. Mr. Bockhold s&id that no resigents were onsite to
inform last week, but ken McCoy had talked to Ken Brockman and
George Hairston had talked to Mr. Ebneter.

Se Diesel Air Quality. Mr. Mosbaugh stated that he had &
concern with ciesel air gquality regarding the humigdity or gew
point. Mr. Bockhold stated that Mike Horton who workeg Tor him
at the time got the information from Cooper Industries. Mr.
Mosbaugh replied that he had met with him (Bockhold) and
expressed the concern that since we did not know the &ir quality
history that the effect on sensors and equipment could not be
determined.

Note: The meeting did not discuss what Cooper Industries
had adviseo the plant of or any other getairls of the 1s5suUe.

The last subject was directed at determining 1Y any other
concerns existed. Mr. Mosbaugh stated that he was not prepared
to Jiscuss any new concerns. He stated that he was reviewing the
past ang would raise any new concerns through the GPC channels.

On June 20, when Mr. Bockholc met with me he stated that Lee
Glenn was NoOw assi1gned to 00 & incepencent review and that Mr.
Mosbaugh was Now assigned the primary task of identifying &any
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