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with respect to the first issuve, the investigation disclosed that a Region 11
officiel 0id advise Mississippi Power and Licht (MPBL) officials on August 19,
1SE3, that discrepancies with reactor operator trainine records 2t GCNS were
consicered to be a deviation and could potentially be construed as Materia)
False Statements (MFS). Additionally, on September 23, 1983, at Teast one
Region Il official verbally cautioned an MP3 Vice Presicent that the discren.
ancies in the training records were consicered to be an MFS and not a de-
viation as Region Il had first believed. The September 23, 1882, disclosure
by the Region Il officiel was subsequent to ciscussions on September 20, 1883,
among Region Il staff, wherein 2 decision was macde to refer the MFS matter to
the Cffice of Investigations (01). Or October 18, 1983, Recion 11 formally
requestec 0l to conduct an investigation of this matter.

opined that if Region 11 had enter-
tainec any thoughiSTON SELLENDEr ¢3, 1983, of referring this metter to 01,
there should have been no further discussion of the MFS between Recfon 11 ang
the Ticensee unless there were health and safety concerns involved. He noted,
that tn his knowlecge, there were no such concerns at that time. The

irector, Enforcement and Investigative Cocrdination Staff, ion 1]

nat the heaTth and safety considerations were minimal. The
elieves that the disclosure by Region II caused the cbjective of the
nvestigation to be made known prematurely to MPEL and resulted in an element °

nected

ol * s T . I

of preparedness on the part of certain MPAL officials. From that perspective,
he believes there was 2 compromise of the 01 investigation,

Region 11 believes that no improper action wes taken by them concerning the
sharing of information with the licensee. They contend that it 4s common
practice for Region II, when conducting management or enforcement meetings
with the licensee, t0 remind the licensee of the necessity to submit accurate
enc factual information to NRC. Region II believes that it is not appropriste
for NRC to use entrapment or stealth in order to trick the licensee into
making additionz]l MFS or allow the licensee to continue in unsatisf ctory
performance of safety-related activities for the purpese of supporting poten-
tial enforcement actions.

In this regard, OJA noted
idance concerning the handling of

that Region 11 staff is provided with gu

serious matters, to include MFS. The guidance is provided in the context of
Now such matters relate to 211 allegations and enforcement actions. However,
OIA 21s0 noted that no specific documented guidance 1s provided to the Region
I1 staff concerning what communications with the licensee are considered
appropriate or inappropriate when handling an MFS matter bein

AR

g referred to CI.

-

- s
-
-~ s e ——— -

The second issue essentially concerns Recion Il actions with respect to“the
operation of GGNS subsequent to becoming aware in February 1923 that discrep-
ancies in licensed cperator training records at GGNS existed.
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The investigation showed that subsequent to the initial training assessment by
Region 11 in February 1983, the extent of the ciscrepencies in the training
program became apparent to Region 1l over approximately a2 nine to ten month
period. From the information cevelcped by Region Il during this pericé¢, the
¢iscrepancies in the training program indicated the problem was management anc
administration of the licensee's operator training program 2s opposed to the
corpetence of the individual licensed operators. Although there were varying
degrees to the severity of the discrepancies in the tr2ining program,

Region 11 knew that the operaters involved hac been examined and Ticensed by
NRC and believed there was no basis for suspension or revocation of their
licenses. OIA roted trat Region 1] officials teld the licensee on August 18,
1683, that if Region Il knew the training for reactor operator Ticense
cancf¥dates cormitted to in the 1¥ensee's Final Safety Analysis Report had not
been accomplished, the operator exams would not have been conducted until the
training had been completed. OIA also noted that NUREG-1021, “Operator
Licensing Examiner Standarcs," which sets forth the eligibility requirements
for reactor operator and senior reactor operator license candidates includes
training prereguisites. —

At the time of the September 25, 1883, restart of GGNS, Region 11 believed
that the operators were competent. However, during & second Region II train-
ing assessment conducted from October 31 through November 4, 1963, Region 11
concluded that-three licensed operators were deficient in their knowledge of
the plant. In adcdition, ancther licensed operator had discrepancies in his
training records. Consequently, on November &, 1683, Region Il effected the
removal of these four operators from their respi:ctive duties.

Finally, the problems identified with the licensed cperator tr2ining cul-
minated with Region Il requiring a recertification by MP&L of the training
program for the operating staff at GGNS.
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