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CRAXD CULF NUCLEAR STATION
LORFECTIVE ACTIONS FOR OFEFATOR TRAINING FROCRAM

Certain areas have been identified 4n the Crand Gul! XNuclear Station (Gexs) ©
licensed operator training prograz wherein corrective sctions are deemed
necessary to strengthen the progras. These corrective actions, which include
acticns te prevent recurrence, generally fall into twe categories: 1) cperator
recertification and 2) management control. Each of these major categories is
adéressed in this plan with specific statements Celineating the actions to be

taken,

PFEL believes this prograr vwill correct all fdentiffed Ciscrepancies and prevent
their recurrence. Acéitdionally, 4t d4s cocprehensive 4n rature and vill
strengthen other aress vherein ne discrepancies have been identified. The
prograz wvill concentrate management attention on cperater training and wil)
enhance the safe cperation of the Grand Gulf Nuclear Statiem. MPEL is com=itted
te pursuing this prograc to completion 4in an aggressive and cdelicated sanner,
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Operator Recertification

In order to verify the level of in-plant system knovledge, to provide
increased levels cof plant knovledge and refresh all control roor cperaters’
knovledge and experience with systems 4n the physical plent, Mississippi
Fower and Light Company (MPL) 4s taking the following steps:

1.

All NRC licensed cperators will be crally re-exazined in the plant on
2ll systezs and vill perform all practical factors as listed on the
Crand Culf Contrel Room Operator Qualification Card. HKealth Physics,
Emergency Procedures, and Technical Specification aspects will be
covered in these examinations. All exazinastions vill be documented.
Respensibility: Plant Manager

Estizated Completion Date: January 16, 1984

The Contrel Room Operater Qualificetion Card has been revieved for
scequacy and re-issued vith instructions dndicating the levels of
knovledge required and the responsibilities of the exazminer.
Responsidiliey: Training Superintendent

Estinsted Completion Date: Complete

YPEL i3 revieving recent requalificaticr anéd KRC license exaz results
te identily any dndividual veaknesses. These vesknesses vill be
accressed for each individual., Results of this reviev vill be an-
elvzed for generic vesknesser and any needed corrective actions vill
be incorporaced into the training program.

Responsibility: Training Superintendent

Esticated Cozpletion Date: Decezber 19, 1983

On completion of the above steps, all licensed operstors will be
evaluated and certified by the Operator Training Evaluation Board.

Responsidility: Assistant Plant Mirager - Operations

Estisated Corpletion Date: Jarnuary 1€, 198
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Examin€rs performing oral, in-plant re-examirations vill be CCNS SRO's
selected by the Flant Manager and the Assistant Plant Yanager -
Operations on the basis of excellence in plant knowledge. They

wvill further be endorsed by the Vice President - Nuclear. These
individuals vill be certified by the Operator Training Evaluation
Board after conducting at least tvo operator evaluations on each
seystez. Exaziners vill conduct cne-on-one checkouts.

Responsibility: Plant Manager

Estizated Completion Date: January 16, 1684

The Vice President - Nuclear, the Plant Manager and the Assistant
Flant Managers vill personally observe scme of the examinations to

verify the adequacy of the examining technigque and demonstrated levels
of knowvledge.

Responsibility: Vice President = Nuclear

Esticaved Cozpletion Date: January 16, 1984

Any veaknesses identified in the exacinstion of licensed cperators 4::
will be addressed and corrected on an individual btesis. 1f a licensed
operater should demenstrate any significant veakness, he vill be
rezoved froz licensed operator duty and cozplete a systez training
prograc that addresses the identified veakness.

Respensidility: Plant Manager

Estizated Completion Date: As required.

Any generic veaknesses i{dentified during the icplecentatior of Jtem 7
above will be factored inte training progravr izprovezents,
Fesponsibility: Training Superintendent

Estizated Completion Date: March 16, 1964

Any proccébrc ceficiencies or irproperly labeled panels fdentified
€uring rhe in~plant exarinations vill be documented for correntions
ané forvarded to Plant Management (Plant FYarager and Assistent Plant
Marsgers) for timely resolution.

Responsibiliey: Plant Manager

Estirsated Completion Date: Jaruary 16, 186
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10.

)1.

STAs vild be intervieved and re-certified by .the Operater Training
Examination Board to meet FSAR requirements.

Responsibility: Assistant Plant Manager - Cperations
Estirated Completion Date: January 2, 1984

The experienced BWR Shift Advisors' knovledge of GONS systems will be
examined by the Operator Training Examination Board and their quali-
fications will be certified.

Responsibility: Assistant FPlant Manager - Operations

Estizated Cozpletion Date: January 16, 1584

MPEL corperate managevent will monitor the progress of these active
ities and will vtilize the expertise and assistance of experienced
training.persennel frow the General Electric Co., Arkansas Powver &
Light Co. ané Duke Fower Co. This menitoring effort will dnclude:
g. Weekly progress meetings vith the Sr. Vice President - Nuclear.
b, Fericdic progress meetings vith the MP4L President.

e Assignment of the Vice Fresident - Nuclear onsite essentially
full-tice for the Curstion of the recertificatior effert.

é. YPEL CQuality Assurance sudit of the prograc .
e. MLl Safety Reviev Committee reviev of the progracs.
Fesponsibility: Sr. Vice President = Nuclear

Estimeted Completion Date: January 16, 1984
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Managenent Ceftrol

In pdéition to the GONS OCperator Recertification Frogram cescribed adove,
MPil 4s taking the fzlloving steps to strengthen the management end control
of the cperator training prograc.

1.

An experienced Crand Culf Senior Reactor Operater has been sssigned to
the Training Departoent as Operations Training Supervisor.

Responsidility: Plant Manager

Estizated Completion Date: Complete

An Operations Assistant for Training hes been assigned 1o the
Cperations Superintendent for supervision of in-plant training.
Responsibility: Flant Manager

Istiuatc£:Cc:plction Date: Complets

A serdor level engineering superviser, vho is cozpletely independent
of plant operatioms, hes been 2ssigned es Proiect Ceoeréinater to
oversee the irplementation of the operator recertification portion of
this plan. Ke rveperts to the Assistant Flant Manager - Operaticns and
this effort constitutes his primary duty.

Fespeneibility: Vice Fresicdent - Nuclear

Esciveted Comyieticn Date: Cozplete

As experiencel trairing support superviser will be hired to handle
aérinistrative ratters including records, maintenance of training
caterial, develcpment of imstruction techniques and other areas.
Recruiting for this position 15 being actively pursued.
Responsibility: Training Superintendent

Esticated Corpletion Date: As soon as pessible

All cperatoer {ra:::n; st2%f has beer consclidateld in one location in
the Energy Services Centes.

Responsibility: Trairing Superintendent

Sgsizates Ce=siezicen Date: Cecpliete
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An in-plent cperations training support center has been estadlished
cutsidé the contrel roes. ’

Respénsibility: FPlant Manager

Estirmated Corpletion Date: Corplete

STAs ané the experienced BVR Shift Advisors vill rerzin essigned to »
particular shift and will train on the training rotation vith that
shift as appropriate.

Respensibility: Plant Manager

Estizated Completion Date: Ongoing

Flant adzinistrative controls will be revieved to ersure adeguacy of
the division of responsibility berveen the Operations Section and the
Training Section., Discrepancies vill be resclved by Plant Managerent,

Responsibility: Plant Manager

Estizated Corpletion Date: January 2, 1984

A third Assistant Plant Manazger has been essigned te handle supper:
functions, including trairing, theredy providing acdéizione) manaze~en:
sttention.

Responsidiliry: Plant Manager

Estizatred Corpletion Date: Complete

A Cerperate Nuclear Fuman Resource Maneger will be Yired to relseve
the Treining Superintendent of handling outside scrivities Te.stirg te
staffing the training pipeline, INPO and industry centacts and persorn-
nel-related matters. Recruiting for this position is being actively
pursued.,

Fesponsibiliey: Sr. Vice President - Nuclear

Estimated Completion Tate: As soon 2s possible
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TRAINING ORGANIZATION
J. YELVERTON

ORGANIZATION MODIFICATIONS FOR RECERTIFICATION
J. McGUAGHY

RECERTIFICATION PROGRAM
" J. CROSS

HAND OUT PROGRAM »
QUESTIONS

SUMMARY
J. RICHARD



o ASSISTANT PLANT MANAGIR
SUPPORT

o ¥ levertan
.-
TRAINING SUPT.
D. L. Hnt
Training Support Security . Operstions Training Nuclear Instructor
Superviscr Training Supervisor Supervisor Supervisor
Vacant A. Grace C. Lhamon J. Jones
2 Cansultants . 5 wehy
' 1 Consultant
Coerstions Simulator
Instructors Supervisor
MP&L M. Snelly

17 Consultants



PIPE LINE

-0 SUFFICIENT PERSONNEL IN PIPE LINE TO SUPPORT THE FOLLOWING
ANTICIPATED NRC EXAM SCHEDULE

EXPECTED
NRC EXAM
DAT NO. OF SROs NO. OF ROs
12/83 1+09° 7
2/84 1
7184 B9
12/84 8
1885 . Sl 16 18
1988 ) 16 16

“InsTRUCTOR CERTIFICATION

¢  ALLOWINZ FOR ATTRITICK, FAILURES ANR PRONCTIONS, THE AZOVE
EXAYS SHOULD RESULT IK THE FOLLOVING LICENSE STATUS,

YEAR SRO RC TOTAL
1983 16° 16° 32
1984 18 22 50
BT 2 15 3¢
1685 .28 15 Ly

*FenDING CutcomME OF TRAINING RECORDS REVIEW



SRO FOR OPERATION TRAINING SUPERVISOR
OPERATIONS ASSISTANT FOR TRAINING

PROJECT MANAGER ASSIGNED

TRAINING SUPPORT SUPéRVISOR

CONSOLIDATE LOCATION OF OPERATIONS TRAINING
a JN-PLAET DPERATIONS TRAINING CENTER

STA’s AND SHIFT ADV]SORS-TRAIN WITH SHIFT

CLEAR UP RESPONSIBILITIES OF TRAINING AND
OPZRATIONS DEPARTMENTS

THIRD ASSISTANT PLANT MANAGER

* CORPORATE NUCLEAR HUMAN RESQUACE MANLGE?R



NRC LICENSED OPLRATORS

/’
-
Cuel Card
reviewed for| (Training Dept. & Operetions) -
esdequsecy
Operstors Removed | (AP - Dperations)
From Shift Duty
Self Study with (Training Instructors)
Assistance fronm
Training Instructors
Perferm Simulator | (Training Instructors) .
- Practical Factors
. (Training Dept. anc Ooerz:.o-

Examiners provided with
Knowlecge Verification
Forms ad instructions

Previous exams reviewed
for weanesses and suo-
mitted to Examiners

(Training Department)

SRD Exaniners
exznine on
.eazh system

(Examuress )

Plart Manage:

anc
Ass:istant Plant Manag
to evaluate examinzt:

|
ere |
o.*.s]'




NRC LICENSED OPCRATORS (Cont'd)

Momt. to eveluste -

program by training

experts from Duke,
AP&L end GE.

Unsstisfactory arecas | (Exaciners)
identified and
o cument ed

1f significant weaknesses
ere identified, operster (Recertification Board)
te be removed from progran
to attend upgrace training

Unsastisfactory
sreas corrected (Exeminers)
and examined

Oual Card (Examiners)
. Signed

JQual Card with

Knowledge Verification | (Program Coorcdinators)
Forms Submittecg to

Recertificetion Boarc '




NRC LICENSED OPECRATORS (Cont'd)

Review knowledge verificstion (Recertification Board)
forms end orally exam
as necessary

Recertify qualified | (Recertificstion Board)
cperstors

fecoros reviewed
to cetermine generic (Training Department)
weax areas to factor
inte Training Program
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SHIFT ADVISORS

-
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CORRECTIVE ACTIONS PRESENTED

INCLUDE BOTH SHORT-TERM AND LONG-TERM MEASURES
BROADER THAN RECERTIFICATION ALONE

 RESOURCES COMMITTED To MAKE 1T HAPPEN

. ouapéépLs ARE COMNITTED TO MAKE IT HAPPEN

MY PERSONAL COMMITMENT TO SUCCESS



Pad

WEEKLY PROGRESS MEETINGS
PROGRESS MEETING WITH MPeL PRESIDENT
VP - NUCLEAR ONSITE

04 AUDIT

SRC REVIEW
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‘ ' GRAND GULF NUCLEAR STATION
CORRECTIVE ACTIONS FOR OFERATOR TRATNING PROCRAM

Certain areas have been 4dentified in the Grand Gulf Nuclear Station (GONS) .
licensed cperater training prograz wherein corrective actions are Cdeemed
necessary to strengthen the prograz. These corrective acticns, wvhich include
actions to prevent recurrence, generally fall inte two categories: 1) operator
Tecertification and 2) managezent centrol. Each of these major categories is
accressed in this plan with specific statements cdelineating the actions to be
taken,

PPEL believes this program will correct all {dentifed €iscrepancies and prevent
their recurrence. Accditionally, 4t 4s comprehensive 4n nature and i1
strengthen other areas wvherein no €iscrepancies have been identified. The
prograz will concentrate management attention on cperator training and w111
enhance the safe operation of the Grand GCulf Nuclesr Statien. MPEL 4s com=irted
to pursuing this prograz to completion in an eggressive and dedicated manner.
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Operater Recertificatics

'C

In order to verify the level of in-plent syster knovledge, to provide
increased levels of plant knowledge and refresh all control room operators’
knovledge and experience vith systems in the physical plant, Mississdppt
Power and light Company (¥Pil) 4s taking the folloving steps:

1.

All NRC licensed cperators will be orally re-exazined in the plant en
11 systems and will perform a2ll practical factors as listed on the
Crand Culf Contrel Room Operator Qualificarion Card. Eealth Physics,

Emergency Procedures, and Technical Specification aspects will be
covered In these exarminations. All exacinariens will be documented,

Responsibility: Plant Manager

Estizated Corpleticn Date: January 16, 1984

The Centrel Roez Operator Qualificatien Card hes been revieved for
acdeguacy and re-issued vith instructions indicating the levels of
knowledge required and the Tesponsibilities of the exaciner.
Re:pensibilify: Training Superintendent

Estimated Cozpletion Date: Complete

MPEL is revieving recent recualification and NRC license exas results
te icentify any individual veaknesses. ~These vesknesses vill be
acéressed for each individual. Results of this reviev vill be an-
alvzed for generic vezknesses ané any neeced ccrrective actions wvill
be incorporated into the training prograz.

Responsibility: Training Superintendent

Estizated Cozpletion Date: Decemder 19, 1983

On complerion of the above steps, al) licensed operzters wvill be
evaluated and certifded by the Operater Trainimg Evaluation Beare.

Responsibility: Assistant Plant Manager - Operations

Estizated Completion Date:' January 16, 198

A3/127swbl
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selected by the Plant Manager and the Assistant Plant Yanager -
Cperaticns on the basis of excellence in plant knowvledge. They

vill further be endorsed by the Vice President - Nuclear. These

|

|

\

\

|

|

5. Exaziners perfercing oral, {n-plant Te-examinations vill be GGNS SFO's

individuals will be certified by the Operator Training Evalustion
Board after conducting at least tvo operatcr evaluations on eazch e
eystez. Examiners vill cenduct cne-on-cne checkouts,

Responsidbility: Plant Manager 4

Estizated Completion Date: January 16, 1984

€. The Vice President - Nuclear, the Plant Manager and the Assistant
Flant Managers wvill perscnally observe some of the examinations to

verify the adequacy of the exazining technique and demcrstrated levels
of knovledge.

Responsibility: Vice President - Nuclear

Estimated Cozpletion Date: January 16, 1984

Any veaknesses identified in the exacinetion of licensel operazers
will be addressed and corrected on an dndivicdual besis. I1f a license
operator should demenstrate any significant veakness, “e¢ vill be ’
recoved froz licensed cperator duty and cozplete a systes training

1
|
|

PTogres that adiresses the {dentified weakness.
Fespemsibiliry: Flant Manager
Zsticated Completion Date: As required,

8. Any generic wveaknesses {dentified €uring the irmplementztiorn of Ites 7
2bove will be factored inte training prograz improveserte.
Respersibiliey: _Training Superintendent
Estinated Cozpletion Date: Mareh 19, 1984

g. Any procedure deficiencies or improperly labdeled parels ‘centified
¢uring the in-piant examitations will be docurented fcr correcticns
né forvarded te Plant Mamagement (Plant Y¥ar2ger and Afristant Plars
Yenagers) for tively resolution.

Respensibility: Flant Marager

Eszizared Cezslietion Dasze: ceanuary 1€, 10BL

£3/127swbi )
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10,

11,

12.

. .

§TAs vil]l be intervieved and re-certified by. the Operator Training
Exazination Bcard to meet FSAR reguirenents.

Respeonsidbility: Assis:ant,?l;nt Manager - Operations

Esticated Corpletion Date: January 2, 1984

The experienced BWR Shift Advisers' knovledge cf CONS svsters will be
exazined by the Operator Training Exazination Board and their quali-
fications vill be certified.

Responsibilicy: Assistant Plant Yarager - Operaticns

Estizated Cozpletion Date: January 16, 1984

MPLL corpeorate aan;gencnt vill monitor the progress of these activ-
ities and vill utilize the expertise and assistance of experienced
training perscnnel from the General Electric Co., Arkansas Pover &
Light Co. and Duke Power Co. This menitering effort will include:
a. Weekly progress meetings vith the Sr. Vice President - Nuclear,

B. Periodic p:bgrcqs weetings wvith the MPEL President.

€. Assignoent of the Vice Presicdent = Nuclear onsite essentially

. frli-tice fcr the éuratior of the recertificaticn effor:.

e. MPEL Cuality Assurance audit of the progras .
e. *PEL Safery Reviev Cor—ittee reviev of the progras.
Responsibility: Sr. Vice President - Nucliear

Estizated Completion Date: January 16, 1984

A3/1278wbS



¥a-z2gement Contrel

In adéition “to the GGNS Operator Recertification Prograz described adove,
MPEL is taking the folloving fteps to strengthen the managerment ernd control
ef the cperator training program.

1. An experienced Crand Culf Senior Reacter OCperator has been assigned to
the Training Departrent as Operations Training Supervisor,

Responsidility: Plant Manager
Estizated Completion Date: Corplete

" An Operations Assistant fer Training has been assigned to the
Cperaticns Superintendent for supervision of in-plant training.
Responsibility: Plant Manager

Estizated Completion Date: Corplete

s,

3. A senior level engineering supervisor, vho s cezpletely independent
of plant operations, has been essigned as Proiect Cocréinater te
oversee the izplementation of the operator recertification pertion of
this plan. Ke reports to the Assistant Flant Manager - Operaticns ané
this effort constitutes his prizary duty.

Responsibility: Vice Presicden: - Nuclear

Istirated Cozpletion Date: Complete

&, An experlenced training suppert supervisor will be hireé to harndle

aérinistrative ratters including records, maintenance cf teaining
material, development of Instruction technigues and other aveas.
Recruiting for this pesitien is being actively pursued.
Respornsidility: Training Superintendent

Zstirsted Completion Date: As soon as pessible

£11 operator training staff has Deen consciicdated in one locatior in
the Energy Services Center.

Responsibility: Training Superintendent

Zstizsted Complezion Dste: Cozplete

A3/127svbé .
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10.

.

An in-plant operationms training support center has been established
cutside‘the contrel roo=m. :

Responsibility: Plant Manager

Estizated Completion Date: Coczplete

STAs and the experienced BWR Shift Advisors will remain assigned to a
particular shift and will train en the training rotation with that
shift as apprepriate.

Respensibility: Plant Manager

Estizzted Cozpletion Date: Ongoing

Plant adoinistrative contrels will be revieved to ensure adequacy of
the éivision of responsidility betveen the Operaticns Section and the
Training Section. Discrepancies vill be resolved by Plant Management.

Responsibility: Plant Manager

Estizated Cozpletion Date: Janvary 2, 1984

A third Assistant Plin: H¥anazger has been assigned to handle supporet
functions, including training, thereby providing additiconal Canagement
sttentior, -

Responsibilicy: Plant Manager

Estizated Completicr Date: Cezplete

A Ceorporate Nuclear Buzarn Resource Maznager vill be hired to relieve
the Training Superintendent cof hzniling cutside activities relating to
stzffing the trzining pipeline, INP0 and industry contacts and person-
nel-related matters. Recruiting for this positicn is being actively
puTsued.

Kesponsdibility: Sz, Vice President - Nuclear

Zstirated Completior Date: As socn as pessitle

L3/1278wdT




INTRCDUCTION

On October 19, 1984 Sharon Connelly, Director, Office of
Inspector and Auditer (CIA), fo}wa:ded to the Ccmmissicn CIA's
report on how Regicn II (R II) handled preblems of falsification
cf reactor cperator license gqualificaticns ac Mississippi Power &
Light's (MPslL) Grand Gulf (GG) facility (CIA Report). The
Cormissicn had reguested OIA's investigation to respoend to two
issues raised in Congréssman Eédward Markey's letter cdated July
27, 1984 (Attachment I of OIA Repert) which resulted from his
review of the Office cf Investigaticn's (0I) repcrt of March 5,

1684 cn the GG matter (OI Report). The issues are:

@ R II unnecessarily or inappropriately share

(1) Di
infcocrmation with the licensee?

(2) Dié R II authcrize a return to cperations or allew

centinued cperation after learning that the qualifica-

~ions of reactor operators were procably falsified and

the cperators potentially ungualified?
OzA answered the first cuestion affirmatively. CIA never explic-
itly stateéd a conclusion on the seccnd question, but noted R Il's
knowledge cf the GG cperators' licensing status anéd the event
which led to the removal of fcur operators from their duties. By
letter from Chairman Palladino, the Commission sent the OIA

report to Cengressman Markey along with commenss from OI and the

Executive Director for Operations (EDO). EDO enclosed separate.



comments from R IIT The ccmments evidenced a lack of ccnsensus

r

.

gmong the cffices on the cenclusions ¢f the report. The Commis-
sion then committed to do its cwn review and to respend to

Mr. Markey. The Chairman directed that 0GC review the ri&crd and
rcpose for Commission consideration an appropriate respcnse to

the Ccngressman.,

0GC has reviewszd the record compiled by OIA and OI, as well as
the related office comments and corresponcdence. Our discussion
cf these materials is provided in three parts. Part I is a
selective syncpsis of the facts to help in understanding the

issues. In Parts II and III we evaluated the two issues using

3

criteria that appear to us reascnable for that purpcse. OGC's
stucy of the questions con this basis leads it tentatively to
conclude that the answer to beth guestions is yes.

I. General Factual 5vncosis1

In January, 1983, while on an extended cutage after & brief
period of criticality pursuant tc a low power license, MP&L
identified deficiencies in its, documentation of Operator License
qualifications. These deficiencies were recorded in a Plant

Quality Deficiency Report (PQDR). Such reports are to be

1A chronclogy of salient events is attached for the
Commission's convenience (Attachment 1). -



resclved within 30.days. R II said it became aware cof the
deficiencies in February, 1983 in a special GG training assess-
ment =-- a rare event in NRC history. The problem centered con
missing and incomplete qualifications carcs (QC) to whiéh MP&L
had committed itself to verify reactor operator training. The
deficiencies were carried as an "unresolved item" with apparently
general acceptance of the view that because there were many
missing documents the deficiencies were themselves paper defi-
ciencies and not actual training problems. According to R Il's
rch 10, 1983 inspection repcrt (March report), MP&lL was to have

resclved the matter within 30 days.

The March repert, which appears as Exhibit 1 of the OI Report,
reflected other training problems and failures. For exampie,
despite reguirements to provice training on facility changes,
"[(i]ln some instances first knowledge oI system changes occurred
when the operators tried to cperate the systems and discovered
the changes.” No training had been conducted on cver 200
cutstanding modification and design change packages. OI Report,
Exhibit 1, p. S. The March report alsc recorded other areas of
cencern. For example, instruqtors were unfamiliar with GG
systems and could nct relate specific examples to aid the
s+udents. The March report notes that "close supervision/
auditing of contracted training will be necessary to ensure a

consistent high level of training is achieved."™ OI Report



xhibit 1, pp. 1-2. Significant problems iIn regualificatien

1§
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¢raining were alsc cited. Id., p. 4.

n Aucust 12, 1583, accerding to R II cfficial*

R II acreed during a management meeting to advance the examina-
~»ion Gate for four cperators to September 26 Dby pestponin
exzmination for another licensee. This was apparently necessary
+o accemmodate a scheduled September 2f restart by assuring there
would be sufficient cperators licensed to conduct cperations

sherez”ter. MPiL had requested the change and had "assured

A
r
(L]
"
2
. g

the candidates would ccmplete their training in an

acceptable manner prior to Septemder 26." OI Repert Exhibit 6,
p. 3. Notwithstanding scme individual views that reflected in-
creasing awareness cf more significant problems after the March

repert, R II is not ctherwise reported to have given the matter

™
b
4
th
(™
"
o

er crganized cecnsideration until August 15-19, 1983. At
+ra+ time it cenducted a special safety inspection in anticipa~

tare. -said that NRC staff members did "low

[0
[ B
0
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0
th
H
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n

key" the qualificaticns card issue (because the licensee pre-~
sented it as missing documentation) and did not follow up until

August. OI Report pp. 75-76.

Tn advance of restart, R II focused on MP&lL' failure to close
~he unresclved matter in a timely fashion. R II was then also
undergeing a change in its appraisal of the seriousness of the .

macte

"

, meving toward the positicn that it finally adcpted, that
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VMPir had made material false statements (appearing in som
cuotaticns as "MFS"). Scme informaticn was given to the licensee

about this change cn Septenmber 23 anc possibly also on August 19

ent is described or recoll ected

"
ot
0
f,
o
N
i
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b
rt

-= how much ¢

differently these involved.

tr
<

MPLl Vice President McGaughy told OIA interviewers that at an
| August 19, 1983 exit cc..-e:ence,-of R IZ adviseéd him
during the meeting that tlhe deficiencies concerning the qualifi-
caticn cards were cchsiée:ed a deviaticn by NRC and that MPiL
rseded +o follew up cn the deviation with a letter stating what
ze-ions MPslL would take to correct it. —:ecitation of
+he same event 2éds that the licensee was then told that its
behavior cculd petern ially be a material Zfalse statement.Z' An
TI enforcement panel met September 20 and concluded that
enforcement action for material false statements should be taken.
A Gecisien on willfulness was cdeferred. OIA Report at 9. Within
fcur days, by Septembe:'23, R II had essentially cecided to seek
an O investigation tc suppert enforcement decisions on material

false statements.

2Janes P. O'Reilly, administzato II, gave OIA
reé testimony which ag:eed w' version.

s report reflects that O'Reilly provided very little
cnal recollecticn directly to its investigater OIA
v+, Attachment 8.
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On September 23 MPsL officials met with R II officials in Atlanta
to éiscuss Agastat relay failures "and other topics of current
interest.” Depending on which account is believed, at or after
the meeting, Vice President McGaughy displayed cor disclcsed a
draft letter prepared for NRC on the gualification card matter.
Fither of his own voliticn or at an R II cfficial's suggestion,
McGaughy retained the draft, MP&l did net supply a written
respcnse on the gualification cards preblem until after startup.
That respcnse, dated September 30, differed significantly from
the MPilL draft response displayed on September 23 and ultimately

provided to NRC at OIA's regquest during the ccurse of its review.

o)
(2
(=)

allowed the scheduled September 25 restart, and on the
fcllowing day signed the special safety inspecticn repo::.vrhe
report reccgnized that centrol roem QC training reguirements had
nct been completed by 18 licensed cperaters, but that license
applications submitted to NRC falsely listed such training as
received and ccmpleted. Moreover, the licensee knew that the

ications contained incorrect informaticn but naéd made no

=

are?

effort tc correct it. OI Exhibit 2 at 12.

The enforcement ratter was resclved in faveor of a civil penalty '
against MPelL for willful material false statements. FHowever,

Mr. Markey's two questions focus on the events of late August and
Septerber with respect to actions taken and not taken by NRC's

Recien II. Eis second cuesticn asks in addition, about wh
S :

r
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Recicn II allowed the plant to continue to cperate and thus

)

involves the 2ppropriateness of Region II's falilure to shut the
plant éown as its cfficials learned mcre in October and later
about the lapses in MPsl's training system. Mr, Markey suggests
that those lapses had cr shculd have had implicaticns for NRC's

confidence in the actual qualificaticns of reacter operators. We

urn now to examine Mr. Markey's guesticns separately.

IZ. ISSUE 1 -- Did R II Unnecessarily or Inappropriately
Share Informaticn with the lLicensee

A. OIA's Findincs and Cenclusions

-t

CIA's investigation found:

(1) one R II official did advise MPslL officials on
August 19 that discr epanc-es with operatcr training records were
considered to be a deviation ané could potentially be ccnstrued
as material false statements;

(2) on September 20 there were discussicns in R II at
ich a cdecisicn was made to refer the matter as a material false
.

W
statenent to 0OI:;

L

(3) on September 23, 1983 at least one R II official
tcld an MPsl vice president that the d'sc'e-anc-es were now bein
considered to be a material false statement

(4) the O’?bel ieved that cnce there were
theughts of rel ferral t0 O ere should have been no further
dzscuss on of the material false statements between R II and the

licensee unless there were health ané safety cocncerns involved

(which he believed was not the case based on at least one
statement to him by an R II officieal);

(£) the OI qbelieved that the disclosure b‘y
II caused the cbjective © ne invest ‘gat'o% to be made known

:ema: irely to MPslL, resulted in an element of preparecness by

O
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-
certain MPslL cfficials, and to that extent compromised the
investigation:;

(6) R II believed then and believes now that their
actions in sharing information were not improper (morecver, they
contend that their actions represent commen practice ang are an

ppropriate avoidance of trickerzy).
OIA concluded: "Given the facts and circumstances of the
September 23, 1983 disclosure, and absent any apparent exigen-
cies, OIA believes that the disclosure was not appropriate
without first coordinating with OI". (OIA noted that R II has
received guidance concerning the handling of a material false
statement but that it lacked specific direction on what

communications to the licensee are appropriate when handéling any

raterial false statement matter being referred to OI.)3

B. Other NRC cffices' Positicns

OI endorsed the conclusions of CIA. It éid so while making clear
that OI reccgnized the need for a balance between the "necessary
interface from regional stafis to licensees” and the protecticn
of OI investigations from compromise. OI recognized as well that
immediate health and safety concerns take priority over investi-

gaticns and inspections.

-

3Ccng:essman Markey believes from his review of the CI
report that the disclosure was harmful in that it led MPil
+o refuse to transmit a letter prepared for R II stafl,

-



The EDO disagreed with OIA and concluded that Questicn 1 must be

r

answered in the negative "based cn [his] review of Region Il's

comments."” [Emphasis provided.] EDO supperted his cecnclusicn
sclely by statements that "+he communicaticn on September 23,
1884, with the licensee, was deemed appropriate by R II as part
cf its cperaticnal and safety responsibilities”™ and that CIA
incorrectly concludes that there was conly minimal safety ccncern.
On the latter point, the EDO stated:
One particular point in the OIA report that requires
comment is the statement that the issues were only of
minimal safety concern. Thic is simply not correct.
The ccmpetence, training, and qualificaticn of cpera- .
tors, including the integrity or safety sensitivity of
zanagers who direct their activities, are real safety
guestions, Whenever there are such concerns, such
matters must be taken seriocusly and handled on a
pricrity basis as they were in this instance.
R II said that cbvicusly the licensee had been aware before the
R II "disclosure®” that the situation invelved a potential
material false statement; that OIA misquoted a R II official for
the propesition that health and safety consicderaticns were

sinimal, whereas, the oppcsite was true and thus the problem had

e g

igh NRC safety priority; that, in effect, the problem was
nistorical and the facts were essentially fixed and the documents
largely in our possession; ané that OI never earlier menticned
any concern about R II's "compromise” of its investigation and in

esserce, had no such concern nor any basis for it.
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C. Criteria for Decisicn

It is undisputed that the material false statement determinaticn
was cormunicated by R II to MP&l on September 23. Thus khe real
guestion to be answered is not factual, but judgmental: whether
that communication was unnecessarily or inappropriately made.

The answer will depend con whether the communication served or
disserved the interests of the public welfare and the regulatory
role cf the agency ané whether it contravened any current policy.
There are no published criteria for this judgment, but the nature
of discussion by the involved offices reveals criteria that they
believe are relevant. In large measure from its consideration of
the respcnses of cther cfiices, OGC has derived the following

factors which it believes are relevant to this determination:

(1} was the staff communication necessary or was it
reascnably believed to be necessary for health and safety acticr
at that plant?

(2) Was the communication in viclation of or in
compliance with any agency rule, policy cr practice?

(3) Was it reascnable to believe that it would have
she effect of likely compromising the investigaticn?

(4) Dié harm flow from disclosure?

(8) If not shert term health and safety, what was the
purpose and the nature of the communication?
0f +hese consideraticns, the first would be dispositive if health
ané safety recquired the disclosure. If£ the decision on the

health anéd safety factcr does not dispose of the issue, the
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D. Analvsis of Issue I

1. Aédditicnal Facts Relevant to Issue

Sefore discussing individual criteria, we detail the varying

unts of the events of Friday, September 23, 1583.

(a) As Presented by CI

Vice President McGaughy's interview with OI included nc menticn

ear to acknowledge scme advice from J

che draft letter cr the September 23 disclesure. Ee does

lian that facts abcut

o

1ificatiocns Carés (QC) were contrary to representaticns mace

4'Jice president McGaughy %told OI that "is early 1983 he
became aware of scme genezal record keeping problems, . . .
bus that] he did not begin to learn the details of these
proslems until August 1683 when, in a conversation with

e , he was asked about the QC documentation issue.
Ee said that !infomed him that some of the initial
license candicdates nad not been issueé a QC, contrary to the
entry contained in their applications. Ee advised that he
made adéitional inguiries regarding the ccontent of license

N

examination applications and founc additional errors anc

discrepancies, all oo which el reported tc the NRC in .
Cctober 1983."
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S -
unsigned letter from MPEL on this occasicn which adcdressed
training reccréd discrepancies; however, McGaughy stated, accord-

'0

M

.
o)

tc- +hat since the NRC was considering material false
statements he wanted to make sure all zpplicaticn d‘sc*e"a cies
were covered befcre he presented the letter to <he NRC. FEe said
that the licensee felt it had "been misled regarding the
seriocusness of the issue, and intended to concuct an

investigation of the matter befcre responéing to NRC.“S

v

OI's Exhibits and Investigator's Note reflect 2 pe-ceived peculi-

arity in — identification of a draft letter dated October

6

‘1683, which is OI exhibit 44,  as the Septerder 23 drafs letter.

said that MPsl "acknowledged errors an

discrepancies in the initial application, including the QC
entries, in a September 30, 1583 letter and again during an Oct.
12 meeting. . "

€

he OI Report includes the :B&lcwing description of

EXEIBIT (44) is a ccpy of an uﬁissued MPEL/GG letter dated
October, 1883. This document references the MPEL/GG
September 30, 1883 letter to the NRC .dent--y;ng license
examination applicaticn d.sc—epaﬂc es. It is stated in thi
letter :uat MP&-/GG has performed 2 complete review of
cperator training files for cur rently licensed RO/SRO
perscnnel and tha. deficiencies and di screpancies ncted
tetween applicatiocns and training £iles relate to incorrect
éduration o‘ sone courses listed on applicat ;ons, missing
documentati to certily courses listed con pplications and
incemplete c' missing QCs for "the majority o‘ licensed

per scnnel.” ...

, this letter was
in September 1983 and -

INVESTIGATOR'S NOTE: Acceording to
perscnally shown to him by MCGAUGCEY

[Footnocte Continued]’



Txhibit 44 references a September 30 letter which was apparently
ated and signed a week after September 23 when the draft was

displayed.
() As presented by OIA

OIA cave considerable attention to the Septemter 23 letter
incident. Th~ acccunts that appear in OIA's report are wore

elaborate anéd remain conflicting.

By OIA's account, Vice Presicdent McGauchy recalled t.‘nt-
and probably O'Reilly read the draft letter and-
subsecuently advised McGaughy to review it carefully. McGaughy
~ecalls that on September 23 he and another MFil s£ficial met

with R II cfficials in Atlanta. After the meeting adiourned he

edvisec‘._t..a: he had a édraft letter adéressing the

Geficiencies with the QCs fcr reactor cperators which he had been

immediately withdrawn when he (MCGAUGEY) was informed that
s+he NRC was considering application discrepancies regarding
QCs 2s material false statements.

EXEIBIT (45), a copy ©f a November 1, 1983 letter from
MPSL/GG to Region II NRC, which addresses in detail the
three categeories cf deficiencies and discrepancie.
identified in the unissued Octcber 1983 letter. According
+o +his letter the threce categories of discrepancies are:
incorrect course duraticns listed in applicaticns, missing -
document:.icn to verify training listed in applications and
incomplete or missing QCs for scme license applicants.

CI Repcr:, at 84-85.
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1& zbcut at the August 19 conference. Ee said that said
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he was clad that he brought the matter up because it was under

scussicn. Ee said thatﬁ:ock the le

believed ...at-‘::c-ught the letter to Mr. O'Reilly to

ot

ter from him and he

o
N
"
o

‘@iscuss it with hiam, —: turn ortly thereafter and
advised him that although R II had originally considered the
matter a deviatiecn it was now considering the matter in the sense
that MPEL provided incorrect infcrmation to NRC. "In his
(McGaughy's) mind, he knew that this meant the pessibility of a

material false statement

"
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peczuse NRC was taking a clcser leock at the matter. _ also
told him that his Aucust 19, 1983 advice that it was to be
considered as a deviaticn may nct have been correct. Moreov
McGaughy s2id he had not intended to submit the letter at that
+ime because it had not been reviewed by either his immediate

supervisor or the MPiL legal stalf.

OIA repcrted that McGaughy ”eca.ded +hat the draft letter listed
she names of the individual operators involved with the gualifi-

~ions card issue and MPgl did not want to unnecessarily place

(their] names. . . in the public domain. FHe indicated that fcr
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+hose reasons the draft letter was revised and a final letter was

. R 7 " i .
issued cn September 30, 1983.° OIA Report, Interview at 2

_ account of the September 23 meeting Is scmewhat
different. He refers to discussicns at the meeting. Ncnetheless
i+ should be noted that several cother NRC cfficials édo not recall

them, nor éo they appear in the notes cf the meeting which were

circulated ané placed in the Public Document Rocm.8 Later in the

interview write-up the following account is reccréed:

recalled that as an afterthought to the
meeting, McGaughy menticned that he had a letter
concerning MPslL's correction of the recerd regarding
qualification cards for ROs and SROs at GGNS which had
been prepared for submittal to Regicn II. Region II
ccficials then advised McGaughy that the issue cf the
cperator gualification cards was currently being
discussed in Region II and that it was now being
considered a material false statement as cpposed to 2
deviaticn as it had been described at the August 19,
1883 meeting. McGaughy said that in view of the

significance ¢4 was currently being noted by Region
12 (p:ma:ilyﬁ Richard Lewis, Director, DRP, and
David Verrelli, Chief, Reactor Projects Branch €1, DRP)
on the issue concerning the gualification cards, he
wanted ¢o be absclutely certain that the information
Tovided to him by his stat? was correct. McGaughy
removed the letter from his briefcase to demonstrate
che fact of its existence and then put the letter back
in his briefcase. Regicn II officials present at the
meeting agreed to his propesal and indicated that it

7The draft discussed here is apparently that displayed
tcﬂ Ee later apparently mistakenly identified OI
Exhi 4 as the displayed draft., See supra page 14.

aThc meeting agenda and other correspondence state
repeatedly that "other topiss of current interest" would be
adéressed. See OIA Report Exhibits to Attachment 7. Yet, -
the meeting summary records no other topics discussed than _
the one specifically designated iIn acdvance.
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-
was a good idea in consideration of the sericusness of
the matzer. To YNEMEBER reccllection, Regien 11
personnel present dic not read the letter nor did they
zake such recguest frcm MP&L. Ee noted that MPLL
representatives did not offer or refuse Region II
representatives the copportunity to read the lettez
Later, in the hallway, McGaughy advised him u
+hat he believed MPsL had been "sanc bagged” by NRC
about the seriousness of the gualification cards issu
because previcus discussicns between MPgL and NRC had
nct represented this matter as a petential material
false statements. Ee recalled that this meeting was
neld in Lewis' office at Regien II.

OIA Repert, Attachment 7 at 2-3. (Emphasis provided).
R focuses on Vice President McGaughy's concern whether

McCauchv's staff had provided him with correct information rather

eha= an interest in higher MPslL review, and in detail relates

McGaughy's &isplay cf the letter.

M-, O'Reilly's prepared submission states that "during 2 meeting
in Atlanta on September 23, 1983, Region I1 Management Officials
informed licensee management" that they were considering whether
rhe incerrect cperator licenses constituted a material false
statement. Mr., O'Reilly alsoc provided cone specific piece of

L |

live

information: "Specifically, he cid not recall any

discussirns with or any cother IT s+aff on September 23,
' | 4

ot

1683, ~acerning the letter which McGaughy breought to the meeting

that éday." OIA Repcort Attachment 8.
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2. Adéressing the Criteria

Critericn I. Was the staff communicaticn on Septexber 23

'

regaréing the material false statement decisicn necessary

£or health and safety reascns?

Scth the EDO and R II Administratcr take the positicn that the
cormunication was appropriate in light cf health and safety
reascns. The EDO did not provide any specﬁfic support for his
asserticn. R II Administrator explained the high safety pricrity
and the seriousness of the issues mainly by asserting that
emerging facts caused Regicn II toO fcrce MP&L‘intc *further and
deeper investigaticns into their problems cn a priority basis in
orde. tc previde information to the Region to make necessaky
safety juégments and decisions." Ee diéd not explain why it was
necessary specifically to alert the licensee to consideration of
the matter 2s a material false statement after there was a
1ikelihood of an OI investigation. 1Indeed, R Il's Administrator
may well be correct in his expressed belief that licensees in his
region are very conscicus of mat rial false statements and would
have heen aware of that aspect without being told. But, if that
wae =he case, it would seem less necessary to spell out the
material false statements gquestion for the licensee. This is all
the more true if_had informed the licensee of an material
false statement possibility on August 19 as he related to OI anc

OIA. In that light it is also difficult ©0 understand why MPil's
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McGaughy would have felt that they were "sancbagged" Ly the

.xc:eove:, nume-ous consideraticns suppert a view that health and
safety reascns did not require divulging specifically en
September 23 that NRC was considering enforcement action for
—aterial false statements.

First anéd perhaps most impcrtant +he reactor was not then
operating and were health ané safety considerations perceived to

igh sericusness and top priority it wbuld have been

th
o

be ©
possible to delay startup. To the contrary, by permitting

startup, R II appeared to make the assumption that even though
+here were known deficiencies in training, no shert temm health

and safety issues were at stake.

John Michael Puckett, Director cf R II1's Enforcement and
Investigative Coordinaticn staff, tcld the CIA interviewer that
in a mid-March meeting held at Region I1I, the issue of a possible
material false statement was discussed and it was resclved that
+here was nct enough irformaticn available for such 2 decision.

wWere the matter of high health and safety significance, it is

difficuls to understand why it was lef+ cn a back burner until
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concern so leng as ¢he plant did not exceed 5%, He said that

pa

September he learned that scme of the GG licensed cperators may

1 \
ct have cermpleted al

.J
0
(2
e
™
H
A
’
e

red training. Eis discussicn
of that informaticn éid not indicate that it was communicated to
or received by him in a fashicn that sugcested high shert terw

health and safety interest.

R II's willingness cn August 12 to advance the examination date
£or fcur GG cperaters to September 26, on MPil's assurance that

the candidates would complete their training in an acceptable

fashion by September 26, at the least suggests scme guesticn
about R Il's acti

vit? in view cf their Frowing dcubts about the
srushfulness cf MPsL assertions regarding ¢raining. OCI
interviews conducted in Octcber with the training contracter,
Quadrex, were able to produce informaticn that Quadrex had
recormmended that scme applicants be withdrawn as not ready but

that MP:lL had nct dene so.lo

Further suppert fcr the hypothesis that a health-and-safety-based
need was nct the moving force for R Il's disclosure can De founé
in the meeting agenda for the September 23 meeting and the

cubsecuently issued meeting notes. Operator license

loouad:ex employees assured R II that they would not have

sicned the cards if the individuals were "totallv unsafe and -
incompetent.” — interview, OI Repert, —
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gualificaticn was not mentioned as a topic then under

.
consideration in the meeting which was called to deal with health
and safety factors related to the restart cf reactor cperations.
The topic was discussed with reference to the draft letter

apparently as an afterthought and possibly only after the

meeting.

Even though we have raised scme questions that were not resclved
by the OIA report, in sum it appears that there is sufficient

basis to coenclude that short term health and safety reasons were
not sufficient to reguire R II to ccrmunicate the material false

statement decision to the licensee.

Cricerion II. Was the disclosure in compliance with or in

viclation of any agency rule, policy or practice?

OIA ard OI, whe both believe that the disclosure was Inap-
propriate, acknowledge that there is currently neither a formal
rule nor guidance that would govern staff decisicns about
disclosure of information related to wrongdoing which might
subseguently be the subject of'CI investigations. Moreover, here
there was no guestion of divulging the fruits of an OI
investigation because none had yet begun. Thus R II was

divulging cnly information which it had develcped.
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false statements or continuing in unsatisfactery performance for

the purpcse cf supperting potential enforcement actions. OGC

e }

e

cencurs with the latter principle espcused by R II, but ras
gifficulty understanding its relevance to this matter. It could
harély be deemed trickery not o have advised MP&L that a
material false statement investigation would be underway and

therefcre MPiL should adhere to the tzuth.

Mcreover, R II has nct explained why it is not sufficient to
remind the licensee of the necessity to submit accurate
information without discussing the irminence of a material false
cstatement enforcement action., With special reference to the
letter brought to R II on September 23, it would appear that

R II's more general earlier warnings had availed little. As we
shall éiscuss below, changes were made before submitting the
éraft which possibly avecided any additional or centinuing
material false statement, but it is troubling that so long as the
licensee believed only a "deviation" was at issue it may have

been prepared to submit some highly questicnable explanaticns.

On balance OGC finds that this.criterion tips in R Il's favor in

light of the uncertainty of the guidance on the ccmmunicacicns.
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Criterien III¢« Whether it was reascnable to believe that

disclesure of consideration of material false statements

would compromise the investigaticn.

In his post-OIA Repert memeorandum, Mr. O'Reilly defenced R Il's
disclosure Ly ;cinting‘cut that cnce an OI investigator arrives
2t a site or talks to a licensee emplovee, responsible officials
of the licensee will soon know what is coing on. In that way he
believed the element of preparedness that the OI Investigatcr
said he sensed in scme cf the interviews could be explained. Ee
thought this was especially true given that the interviewees who
appeared to be prepared were interviewed after some 30-0dd other

interviews had been conducted,

What Mr. O'Reilly states has considerable merit. This is
particularly so in this case where he believed the matter at
issue related in large degree to documents already in NRC files
in a matter over a year olé where the facts were "essentially

£ixed.” O'Reilly memo, Nov. 5, 1984 at 2.

Inéeed, Ol investigators apparently copenly attended a meeting on

Octcber 12, 1983 between R II and MPsl. According to—

Regicn II advised MP&lL that OI was in attendance at the
meeting because of the expanding sccpe and the training
édiscrepancies ané Regicn II's heightened concern about
the problem. The licensee was also informed that .
during the preceding week Regicn II had discussed with
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CI the pcskibﬁlity of regular or formal CI inves-
tigation of this matter.

1€ a licensee notification of a possible material false statement
investigation were considered to comprcemise the subseguent
inguiry, it is difficult to see how these investigators would
collaberate in this by attending the meeting. Thelr willingness
to attend the meeting, as well as to undertake the investigation
at a later time, suggests that in the circumstances cf this case
there was no perceived prejudice to the investigation back in

1983.

On the other hand, there are factors which tend in the cpposite
Girecticn. The bounds of wrongdeing may not be known with

i This should

assurance pricr to the start of an investigation.
temper the confidence cne has that the documents of interest are
already in N'C's pcssession. Furthermore, even conceding that
much of the advantage of surprise is lost when there are many
interviews to be ccnducted at one location, it would seem that an
NRC official should reassnably avoid giving up every acdvantage
attendant on surprise or short notice as would be dcne by provid-

ing notice of the intended investigation weeks before it is

officially reguested.

llIndecd, here this socn proved not to be the case.
For example problems related tc tralning were expanded by a
subsequent awareness of the inordinately speedy and
concentrated ratings sessicn cf the qualifications of

(Footncte Continued)
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m-us while we cannot say that it was toctally unreasonable to
assume there would be no compromise, and it appears that R II
could fairly assume that compromise was nct 2 significant factor
in this case, we come down on the side that R II would have been
wise to assume it was reascnable to be concerned. Nonetheless,
in light cf ambiguous guidance, we would grant this factor in
favor of the Regicn. Cbviously, some direction fcr future

occasicons is warranted.

Criterion IV, Did harm ¢low from the disclosure?

The only harm alleged by NRC perscnnel was the possibility that
disclosure had led to "preparedness” cf scme MP&L management that
may have compremised the investigation. Ecowever, Congressman
Markey also alleged harm in that the discleosure prevented NRC

from receiving the explanatory document that was prepared for it.
(1) Earm to the Investigation
The OI investigator's allegation cf hamm %O the investigation

came late in the course cf events == well after the OI repcrt was

submitzed. In additicn to R II's pcint that management would in

(Footnote Continued)

cperatcrs who were to take the September 26 examinaticn.
The timing raised guestions with respect tc the validity of
that trzining.
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any case have known of the investigation £rom the other

v
interviews OI was conducting on site, Mr. O'Reilly relies heavily
ané not unreascnably on OI's failure to complain earlier. 1In
this context he nctes OI explicitly expressed satisfacti&n with
the cocperation between it and the region. 0l's participation in
a meeting in advance of the investigation also signals a lack of

concern that this case was subject to compromise simply by

advance nectice.

Ultimately, this investigation led to enforcement for willful
material false statements. So it could also be argued that even
if t¢here was a guesticnable compremise, in the end it caused ne
harm. But, on the cther hand, taking enfcrcement action does not
assure that the entire extent of the underlying problems has been
discovered. Here the alleged prepared state of scme officials
could arguably have impeded fact gathering on how widespread
through management was an awareness of the falsity cf MPil's

statenments.

(2) Barm from preventing NRC from receiving the
document.
The effect that the disclosure of possible material false
statement: enforcement acticn had on the letter that was, at a

minimum, displayed to a R II official on September 23 is possibly
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the most difficult’matter to resolve. The accounts cf the
surrounding events are in conflict, and the significance, if any,
cf the event has received little or no attenticn in agency
investigatery reports. The matter, however, raises a gei;xic
issue of the propriety cf the regional cfficials participating in
sessions to prepare documents for licensees to submit to those
very cfficials or othar members of the agency. Eere, the
guestion must be answered whether this nucleus of events resulted

in harm ané if so, vhat the nature of it was.

On ccmpariscn of the September 30 letter and its d:aftlz it is
irmediately apparent that Mr, McGaughy was correct when he stated
that individual names were remcved, FHowever, there were scme

cther deletions that may be significant:

(1) on page 2 of draft with respect to the first error,
that applications implied that cocld operator license quali-

£icaticn cards had been completed, the draft had explained: "The

IZOIA'S exhibits of the draft letter and the submitted
Sept. 40 letter are attached to this paper as attachments 2
and 3, OI's exhibit 44, allegedly identified by Julian as
the draft letter shown him by McGaughy in September, 1983
anéd then withdrawn, presumably on the September 23 occasion
under discussion, is attachment 4. We alsq attach MPil's
Nov. 1 letter cof which exhibit 44 is obviously the draft.
(Attachment 5).



30

L

- s . » s
apparent cause of this error was the inexperience of the tralning

th
th

sta at that time which led tec poor tracking for completion cf

[

[

&<
-

-

aticn carés.

O

a

r

That sentence was deleted.

(2) 2Also on page 2, with respect to errIors where it had
been represented that various operators had certain training, the
draft had explained: "The apparent cause for these errors is
again attributed to the inexperience of the training staff in

documenting training reccrds.”

That sentunce was deleted,

(3) Also on page 2 cf the draft, it was stated: "A thorough.
review of all license holders training reccrds was cenducted and

no additicnal discrepancies noted.”

That sentence was cdeleted.

Without the disclosure that NRC was considering the operator
gualifications matter as involving material false statements, the
licensee may have submitted the criginal letter as draftec. b 4
so, the disclesure may well have aveciced additional false
stacements to NRC. McGaughy implies that his supervisor's and

lecal advisor's review could have altered the letter even witheut

r
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R II's alert. One can cnly speculate whether they would have
edited out the later celeted statements even had they believed,
as the cérafter had, that the letter was simply explainin

S
13 L . A
In any event, it is 8ifficult

Rad been dcne abcut a deviation.
sot to conclude at a minimum that the drafter had included false

statements.

Cae should keep in mind the timing == restart was to occur
Septenber 25, cpi:atcr examinaticns on an expedited schedule were
sacked for Septezber 26. Indisputably, MPil had incentive to

keep matters on track.

Beyond ehig it is difficult to know what significance to attach

nwe éifferences in accounts. — informed the licensee to

ot

=}

L

H

ecoond in writing to scne of the operater problems cn August 19,

O

enly a few cdays after a decision had been made to expeclte scome
cf the MPil examinaticns to accommodate the imminent startup. He
apparently made no special efforts to get that writing before
startup or the examinations, In fact, it was his action in
disclosing the MFS that apparently caused the writing not to ccome

in until after these events. Altheugh _ says the letter

13Cne can also speculate whether MP&L would have sent
for NRC review such a letter withou< supervisory and legal
concurrence. But arguably the lack of concurrence would
preserve the supervisor and legal counsel from the taint of
pricr knowlecdge cf any attempted macerial false statement.



ol
o
episcée tock placecat a meeting, no cne else recalls the events
(except O'Reilly in a prepared statement), let alcne recalling
then as BN cces. (Apparently no investigator asked C'Reilly
directly for his reccllection of these events). In this light it
is hard to know what to make of— identifying the Octocber
draft of the MPil November 1 letter 2as the draf+t he was shown in
Septexber by McGaughy. The identification is all the more
strange in juxtapesiton with — statement that he had not
read the letter. (The OI investigator's note seexs to ba identi~-
fying his awareness of the strangeness cf —identi~
ficaticn. BHowever, this awareness is never menticned up front in

the report. See supra, n. 6.)

C'Reilly's strong statement about the inappropriateness of
stealth, entrapment and such t:ic’kery is more understendable if
we believe McGaughy's account that.- tock the letter to
O'Reilly and presume that he read it. Under the circumstances of
that date O'Reilly would have realized the import of MPEL's
subscribing to such a document and might well have been concerned
chat i+t would be perceived as trickery to let MPilL submit it.
This would particularly be true if he was accustcmed to counsel=-
ing MPil on what was accepta.bl.c to NRC and if that was the

purpose of MPslL's bringing the letter to the meeting.

1£ for the purposes of analysis, we were to assume that R II's
disclosure either intenticnally or inadvertently prevented MP&L -
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fr=m increasing its cffense, was there any harm? Mr. O'Reilly's
statements suggest that his analysis would provide "no" for an
answer, and would conclude that cautioning MP&L against submittal
of the letter in light of pending material false stateméﬁt issues
wouléd be ne mcre than advising them of the importance of
submitting accurate statements. But that cannct be correct. It
is one thing to give general warnings about the need tor.accu:acy
and even advice that scrupuldus care must be given to certain
types of submittals. It may be yet ancther thing when one sees
ambicuous or inadvertent error to cauticn cla:ity; Eowever, it
seems quite a different matter to participate in preparing
documents that you have required to explain to you the
unacceptable events that have transpired. while it is difficult
to articulate, it may be that the danger is that it will
encourage lying. This may occur because if the licensee doesn't .
know hew much the recipient of its letter knows, the licensee
will be more cencerned that his lie will be recognized as such,
than if the proposed recipient typically advises the licensee to
cerrect in advance of submission the matters the reciplent knows
or suspects are untrue. In the latter event the licensee will
have less concern that additignnl untruths will be recognized.
Alternatively stated, the cdeterrence purpose in assessing any
material false statement penalty suffers when the licensee can
count on the judge to step in and prevent the submittal that

would be recognized as false and would draw the penalty.
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Accordingly, OGC would find that harm is shown under this facter.

4

Criterien V. If not health and safety, what was the purpcse

and the nature of the communication?

Both OI and OIA appear to conclude that R Il's disclosure did not
have a health and safety purpcse, as that has been defined in the
context of this discussion. OGC believes they are correct as
chown in our discussion of the first criterion. Yet, neither
investigaticn appeared in any way to pursue an answer to the
question of purpose. In the case of 0I, the gquestion may have
been beyond the scope of its assignment. 1In the case of OIA, the
qguesticn appears to be central to the issues before it; yet, from
the interview reports, it appears that it was never asked. One
reason for this could be that it was so generally acknowledged to
be agency practice for this kind of disclosure to take place that
it was unnecessary to ask. O'Reilly's statements regarding the
openness of his practice would tend to support this view. But
that suppert is undercut by the insistence on the nearly
unexplained assertion that high priority health and safety
concerns required the disclosure. It is also undercut by the
lack of any contemporaneous record of the advice given at the
time of disclosure and the cbvious cmission of discussion of the

disclosure from the Sept. 23 meeting notes.
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There are numerous courses of action which could have provided a
regulatory reascn for the discleosure. For example, were R II to'
decide to delay startup they might have had a reascn to explain
that the decision was due to concerns about cperator training by
virtue of recently adopted beliefs that there had been material
false statements., Or if R II had decided not to proceed with
additional operator examinatiocns in light of understancable
doubts about whether MPiL had met its commitment that the
cperators would be adequately trained, R II might have referred
to material false statement in explaining that decision. Given
that MPsL had been earlier told of at least a possibility of MFS
consideration, and given that R II was not planning to alter the
course of startup etc., the facts as presented do not reveal a
safety purpcse for the disclosure., Thus, we fail to discern a
significant purpcse to the communication. We believe it was mcst
likely incidental information communicated in the course of the

open flow described as *agency practice.”
Conclusion on Issue 1

2s we have tentatively rated the factors, we conclude that the
answer to the first gquesticn ;s that R II unnecessarily shared
information with the licensee. Eowever, this sharing was not
clearly inappropriate in light of agency practice, policy or lack

therecf, and the circumstances of this case.
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- ﬁad R II authorize a return to cperaticns
er allow continued operation after learning
that the gualifications of reacteor
operatcrs were probably falsified and the

cperators peotentially ungualified?

A. OIA's findincs and conclusicns

OIA's response to this issue is reprinted below in its entirety:

The investigation showed that subsequent to the initial
¢raining assessment by Region II in February 1983, the
extent of the discrepancies in the training program
became apparent to Region II over approximately a nine
to ten menth period. From the information developed by
Region II during this period, the discrepancies in the

raining program indicated the problem was managemen
ard a2dministration of the licensee's operator training
program as cpposed to the competence of the individual
licensed cperators. Although there were varying
degrees to the severity of the éiscrepancies in the

vaining program, Region II knew that the operators
involved had been examined and licensed by NRC and
believed there was nc basis for suspension or revoca-
tion of their licenses. OIA noted that Region II
officials told the licensee on August 19, 1583, that if
Region II knew the training for Treactor operator
license candidates committed to in the licensee's Final
Safety Analysis Report had not been accomplished, the
cperatcr exams would not have been conducted until the
raining had been completed. OIA also noted that
{UREG-1021, "Operator Licensing EZxaminer Standards,”
which sets forth the eligibility requirements for
reactor operator and senior reactor cperator license
candicdates includes training prereguisites.

At the time of the September 25, 1983, restart of GGNS,
Region II believed that the operators were competent.
Eowever, during a second Region II training assessment
conducted from October 31 throuch November 4, 1983,
Region II concluded that three licensed operatcrs were
deficient in their knowledge of the plant. 1In
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additicn, another licensed operator had discrepancies
in his training reccrds. Consecuently, on Noverber 4,
1983, Regicn II effected the remcval cf these four
cperatcrs frcm their respective duties.

Finally, the problems identified with the licensed. .
cperator training culminated with Region II requiring a
recertification by MP&L cof the training program for the
cperating staff at GGNS.

B. Other NRC Offices' Position on OIA Report

OI &iéd not comment on this issue, EDO's only cozmment on this
issue stated: "... the facts as stated by CIA clearly support a
negative conclusion.®™ R II does not address this issue directly,
nor do any of R II's comments in its memcorandum seem to speak to
this issue. This is perhaps because R II interprets the OIA

respense as supperting R II and responding nc to the guesticn.

Eowever, Mr., O'Reilly references R II's report, which is the
prepared testimcony that he gave the CIA investigator and which is
an exhibit attached to Attachment € of the CIA report. We attach

it here for the Commission's convenience. Attachment 6.

C. What is the Question anéd what éid OIA's Respcnse
ignify

—— e

Before we proceed any furtherswe think it useful to elabcrate
briefly on the nature of the guestion. The issue as stated
contains two gquestions. The first is: Did R II officials
authorize a return to operations, and/or allew centinued

cperaticn, subseguent toO learning that the gqualificaticns of GG~
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reactcr cperators were probably falsified? To that questicn, it

appears frem generally agreed facts that the answer is yes.l4

The seccnd question is did R II officials auvtherize a return to
cperaticns anéd/or allow centinued cperaticn subsequent TO
learning that the operators were potentinlly ungualified. Mr.
Markey's letter makes it clear that he cannct understand how R II
could have allowed GG to operate after determining that the
adequacy of cperater training was at best unknown and quite

possibly inadequate.

Tn the sense that if cperators are not correctly qualified they
zust be potentially ungualified, R II knew that they were
potentially ungualified when it permitted restart and centinued

cperations.

Yet, R II said it believed the cperators were qualified -- based
on examination and observation. So, the heart of this guestion
is whether the probability of falsified qualifications and any
other known relevant information put R II on notice that the

cperatcrs could potentially be unqgualified in 2 practical sense.

14Any reservaticn would be baseéd on the word
"probably.” It is barely possible that word exaggerates
R II's positicn before 01 conducted its investigation. But
more likely R II did then think that qualifications weIe
falsified, as evidenced by their advice to MPslL that R I .

(Footnote Continued)
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The guesticn may pe taken cne step further to ask not enly
whether it put R II on notice but whether it reasonably should

have dcne so.

Read in that context, CIA's memorandum appears to challenge the
R II position and implies at least a qualified affirmative answer
to Issue II. In essence CIA is contradicting the position that
NRC examination and licensing was sufficient assurance that the
cperators were qualified where the NRC program reguired certain
training as well. OIA notes both that R II cfficials admitted
that they would not have permitted the examinations to be
conducted had they known that the training was not completed and
that NUREG 1021 is clear that passing the examination is not
encugh and that training prereguisites are required. Mcrecver,
OIA juxtaposes to the information that R II believed on Septenmber
25, 1983 that the cperators were competent, the informaticn that
in 2 training assessment conducted only a month later R II was
able to find three licensed operators who were incocmpetent, i.e.,
deficient in their knowledge of the plant. These cperators then
had to be removed along with another operator who had

discrepancies in his training record. Finally OIA stated -- in

obligue contradiction to the high level of assurance R II claimed

(Footnote Ceontinued)

would proceed on the basis of material false statements, andé
O was to investigate the extent of involvement and whether
she material false statement was willful.
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with respect to the cperators' ccmpetence, that R II later
cetermined that a total recertificaticn of the training program
was needed. Because it is a matter of judgment, not fact, CIA
left it to the Commission to cenclude whether the status of
cperater gqualificaticns should have prevented the startup cor

later caused a shutdown.

D. Criteria for Decisicn

In determining whether R II's response to the cperator
qualifications problem was reasonable, the following facters

appear tc us to merit consideration:

(1) Wwhat was the safety significance ¢f the decision
invelved?

(2) Wwhat facts were known?

(3) Did the acticns taken reflect reasonable

consideration of NRC rules, regulations, and reguirements?



1. Safety significance

Our discussion cf Issue 1 addressed whether +here was a healt
and safety reason that regquired disclosurs cf NRC's intent to ¢©
forward with enforcement based con paterial false statment. FEere
we add-ecss a different matter which is the health and safety
'significance of the underlying matter to the operaticn cf the
reacter. OGC fully supperts the assessnment € EDO and R II that

+he matter of cperatcr license qualifil ¢ion is of high safety

The ccmpetence, training 2 nd cualificaticn cf opera-
tcrs, including the integrity or safety sensitivity
cf manacgers who direct th e‘r activities, are real
sa‘e-y guestions. Wheneve- e-e are such cencezns,
csuch matters must be taken seriously and handled eon

2 priority basis ...
reccordingly this facter is not disputed anéd we cenclude that the

unéderlving matter reguired sericus ané priority treatment.

2. What facts were k“cwn.

.

recording o the OI Repert, a former emplovee cf MPglL informed o2

ot

2+ an interview tha

in addition to notifying MPslL training andé

cperations officials regarding training discrepancies, he also
informed R 11 erplcyeem of these problems in December,

1882. m This informaticn is nowhere confirmed in
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+he repcrt so far #s we have been 2ble ©© determine, nor is it

elsewhere explicitly denied.

Alsc accerding to the OI Repc:t,E ¢cld the investi{:;tor
about his participation in the Februarly 1683 training assessment
activity. At that tiué he discussed with a fcrmer GG exmployee,
+he same man who claims to have cgiven kim informaticn in Decermbder
1882, MPal's locging of the PQDRs that related toc license
examination applicants. Munro said then +hat cn his review of
several applicaticns, it became apparent to him that the licensee

had pessibly submitted false statements to the NRC, and he

éiscussed this with the group leader,
ey -eceived guidance that the matter was to be carried
2e an unresclved item. Later, cn his return tc the R II

headgu --e'S.ﬂ was ameng those who briefed the Regional

Y
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cr, O'Reilly. “}said he commented a2t that
briefing that scme candidates may not have cecmpleted FSAR
recuirements and that this was so even though their applications
showeé that the activity was completed. - said that he

unéerstocod from that meeting 2s well that the matier would be

A+ the +ime the March 10, 1983 NRC training assessment report was
signed, NRC was at the least already or notice thot the January
11, 1983 PCDR was not resclved. It ZIs possible that R II staZl.

members, individually cr ccllectively, were aware of the i
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possibility of falsification, but certainly, it was known that
the licensee had made no attempt to correct the guesticoned ’
information con the applicatiens. Further, no training had been

conducted on over 200 design change packages. And othefr training

related prcblems had been noted.

Tn additisn, R II knew it was dealing with a2 facility where there
had been a lower than normal pass rate on one large group of
operator examinations. OIA Report Attachment 8, Exhibit 1 at 2.
mhe f2il rate coculd have been sufficient tc render suspect the GG
training and certificaticn program where there were cther

indicators of pessible problems.

The matter w;s next tangentially raised in August when the
licensee reguested speedup cf the examination date. Apparently
knowing that the candidates were ncot yet qualified, Region II
scught, received and relied on verbal commitments that the

gualifications would be fully met befcore the examinaticns.

Afeer that came the August 15 through 19 inspection. The report
of that inspecticn was not isgued uritil September 26, a day after
startup. We believe it is fair to assunme that Region officials
were fully cognizant of the information in that inspection repcrt
by the 25th, where the final concurrence and sign off came only a
day later. Accordingly, it must be considered that at startup

IT knew the amount ané duration of training that had been



srepresented, insocfar as it was kncwn in that report, and that

licensed cperators were therefcre deficient in training.

O+her relevant information relates tco the August inspecticn

period.

@ : = 11 reactor engineer, related that he was at the
facility in July and August, 1982. At that time he guesticned an

MPiL cfficial about the status of the PQDR and was tcléd that the

ctlbeen clesed was because the licensee had not
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cempleted the search effort. -said that at that time menbers
of the NRC inspecticn group began to suspect that the matter was
pore than

set a failure tc document the completicn of require-

ments by applicants. Mcreover, he advised that these matiers

_ sold interviewers that during the cperaticnal readiness
inspecticn frocm August 15 to September 1, they had found that

" Ee was thus
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"some of the training had b
acknowledcing that he knew at’ that time that false representa-
isns haéd been made regarding the extent of the training given.
Ancther R II empleoyee, Gibsen, provided a safety raticnale for

neitmer revoking nor suspending operators' licenses. Gibson
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informed OIA that he would have spoken up if he believed that th
cperators were not ccmpetent. Ee said he had "no streng
evidence" to indicate incompetence, and since there was fuel in

the reactcr, he thoucht it was prudent not o suspend or revcke,

sher R II perscnnel alluded to the relationship cf fuel in t!
reactor to a suspensicn or revocatien decisicn. An interview
report with Beckham indicated that real consideration was given
+c suspension or ;evocation and that among the decision £;cto:s
was the fact thaé fuel would reguire attention of licensed
operators even while in cold shutdown. Fe also made the point
tha2t to off-lcad irradiated fuel would have required direct
supervision by licensed operators. we éo not know whether fewer
cperatcrs would have been required and whether there weuld have
been sufficient cperators for that kind of staffing had
revocations taken place. R II cofficials may have faced a
Eobsen's choice, either to blink their eyes at possible operator
lack of qualification or reduce the level cf safety by revoking
licenses and thus reducing the complement cf available licensed

cperatcrs when fuel was in the reactor.

In late September, in discussions related to the September 25
resta:t.- expressed concerns that perhaps the operateors were

not ready. (OIA Report at 11). Ee could not pinpeint the

N

h

eficiencies at that time but apparently haéd an overall

uneasiness. On Ocicber 4, 1983 Regicn IX's Admiaistrator says
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ehat R II learned‘for the first time that scme reguired training
may nct have been conducted at all, apparently in
contradistinction teo substantially abbreviated training. During
a Region II training assessment from Octcber 31 through’
November 4, 1583, three licensed operators were found tc be
deficient in their knowledge of the plant and were remcved. 1In
addition ancther licensed cperator was remcved because cf
discrepancies in his training records. The gualificaticns of 4
of those whe had taken the September 26 exams had been completed

in a highly unsatisfactory manner.

On November 11, there was a meeting between R II and MP&L
regarding the cverall qualifications of operators at GG. On
November 18 the licensee agreed to a complete recertification of
the training program for the operating staff, By this time low

power testing had been completed.
3. Did the actions tak~n in the reported factual
situations reflect reasonable consideration of NRC rules,

regulations and reguirements?

Resolution cf PQDRs

R II's original decision to permit the licensee to resolve the
problem that it had itself identified is consistent with NRC

enforcement peclicy. However, the record is clear that the
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licensee and Regidh II were both aware that a PQDR should be
resolved within 30 days. The March report revealed that this
groblem did net stand in isolaticn but that there were other
significant training problems. Thus, it is questionablé'whether
R IT was reascnable in maintaining such a "low key" apprcach that
it did nothing until August to require rescluticn cf the PQDR.

I+ is not possible to answer from the record why the PCDR was
allowed to remain open until September 30 and how R II could
continue to believe the training problem was only a documentation

questicn after it was not resolved in a timely fashion.

Expedition of Operatcors' Examinations

From what we discern, additicnal operators were essential to
MPil's plans for operation after the September 25 scheduled
restart. Nothing suggests that staff's scheduling the
examinations in advance of gualification of the applicants bent
the rules or practice. But R II's trust was questicnable where
it already had substantial reason to know that MP&l has been

short-changing the training program.
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Resoonse %0 Operafor Training Deficiency

(a) Possibility of license revocation and

shutdown

To respené to the cperator training deficiencies, revocatien of
cperators' licenses cr the applicant's license to cperate were
possible under the Atomic Energy Act and NRC rules. 10 CFR 55.10
sets forth the reguirements for applications for operator
licenses. (Throughout this paper we have used the term operator
licenses to include senior operator licenses). Included in the
information reguired pursuant to that section are both
information cn the educaticn and pertinent experience and the
details of courses of instruction and training at the facility.
Applications are to be complete and accurate and signeZ by the
applicant. See 55.10(a) (1), (6) and 7(d). Section 55.40(1) of
the same part permits, but does not reguire revocaticn,

suspension or modification, in whole or in part, £o:: any material

false statement in the application.

Among many alternatives that were legally available to R II was
revocation of the operators licenses or suspensicn of those
licenses until the gualifications and abilities of the operators
could be verified. Revocation cof the operators licenses might
have made continued cperations an impeossibility because reactors

-

may not be operated by unlicensed operators for safety reascns.
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(b), Testing R II's reascns for not revcking

licenses

In permitting cperator licensees to retain their licencsés R II
relied on "the results cf the many examinations and evaluations
performed, and eon [R II's] continuing cbservation of satisfactory
performance in the control room.” O'Reilly statement, OIA
Report. This reliance could be read to eviscerate any separate
‘requirement for experience and training. In our view this was an
inappropriate re;ponsc to a serious and high priority safety
matter. Moreover, there is nothing on the record to document the
nature or standards of R II's evaluations and observations. The
discovery very shortly after restart of several ungqualified
cperaters whose removal was required, would tend to show that

R II's reliance had been misplaced. It is alsc worthy of note
that after recertification training from November to February,
1684, three cf 26 cperatcrs tested did not pass. OIA Report

at 9. This was in addition to 4 already removed for lack of
knowledge and 3 who were permitted to take the exam cn September
26 but were later founé to have serious problems in the manner o
cempletion of qualificaticn card requirements. Two had actually

f£a.led the September 26 exam.-

As related above, ancther decision factor was apparently the need
for licensed operators because there was fuel in the reacter.

Nonetheless i+t does nct appear whether suspensicn of the
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cperators in quest
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L

ien wouléd have reduced cperator stafiing levels

below NRC reguirements, ©CI caused any actual safety problem that

was more serious than retention of

guesticnable gqualifications.

the cperators with

The question remains whether safety

is served by permitting the guestionably qualified to remain on

duty.*s

There was a suggestion that R II had scme concerms about the

gunfairness to operators of

apparently relied on the licensee,

revoking their licenses where they had

at the licensee's directicn,

to £ill in their cards after signing. It should be noted that

suspension until the matte

r was sorted cut could in large part

have softened the blow ¢or the cperators. AS signers they should

be expected to bear some responsibility for misrepresentaticns.

O+herwise, NRC is sending a signal that a signature cn an

applicatiocn has no

significance.16

lsWhile revec
pelieve that unles
in a sericus and h

ation and suspen
s the fuel probl
igh priority saf

conformity with NRC regulations sh

by R II.

161 acaition
paper, CI discover
by the cperatcr 1i
cf the statements
a nullitcy as a gua

o the discrepa
ed that statemen
cense applicants
of training, in

rantee of accuracy. -

sion are discretionary, we

em acdmitted no cther solution,
ety matter a need for strict
ould have been better perceived

ncies discussed throughout this

+s of qualification were signed
in advance of the cempletion

effect rendering the signature
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Far frem demonstrating R II's high level cf adherence to NRC
regulations and procedures because cf sericusness and priority of
the procblem, the OIA Report reveals on the part c£ R II a

wil

[

ingness to temporize in apparent subordination of the matter

to the restart scheduling reguirements of the licensee.17

The
doubts and reservaticn# abocut ccmpetence that appear in many of
+he interview reperts and the nature of the subsequent
discoveries and subsequently imposed safety recuirements that
fcllowed sc cleose on the September 25 restart date support this

pesition.

Evaluation of Issue II

As the previcus discussion reveals, the matter cf operator
training merited serious consideraticn and pricrity. R Il's
extended "low key" treatment of the matter apparently placed them
in a position where sericus consicderation could not be

accomplished within the time frame that had been established for

17Eowever the OI Report, and our review, was limited to the
«wo issues raised in Mr. Markey's letter. This limited-scope
review did not, anéd could not, take into account other actions by
R II tc promote safety at the GG facility. Thus we cannot
express any copinion on the overall performance of R II in
protecting public health and safety. In this connection, we note
+hat we are aware of other investigations or inspections related
to GG but have given them nc consideration this analysis.
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the startup. R II seemed to take a permissive attitucde in orcer
to permit startup and to let its uncevering of the facts and

request for an OI investigation lag behind cperations.

Attachnments:
1. Chronology
2. OIA exhibit of draft of MPil's
Sept. 30 letter
3, MPgl Sept. 30 letter as submitted
4. OI Exhibit 44, MPsL draft letter
§, MPglL letter cf Nov. 1
6. Regicn II's Report as
it appears in OIA Report
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1883

-
January,

August 15-185,1883

August 19, 1983

August 30-

Sepr. 11, 1983

CHERONOLOGY

Low pewer (5%) licensa issued for Grand
Gulf.

Plant went critical fcor a very saort
time then began a l3-mcnth outage

Licensee formally identified gqualifica-
icn operator training file documenta-

tion deficiencies in a Plant Qualify

Deficiency Repcrt (PQDR) (CI Report)

Special GG training assessment by Region
II (R II) "surfaced" cperater training
€ile documentaticn deficiencies (OI
Repert)

Training assessment repcrt was signed.
The repert reflects that the QC documen-
taticn issue will be carried as 2n
"unresclved item" pending completion cf
a documentaticn search by the licensee
(0I). Unresclved items are to be
resclved within 30 days (CIA)

According top during a management
meeting on RII, an agreement was made toO
advance the exam date for 4 licensees to
September 26 by postpening exams for
another licensee. MP&l had reguested
the change ané haé "assureé RII that the
candidates would complete their training
in an acceptable fashicn by Sept. 26.7

R II conducted special safety inspection

Exit interview - tells MP&L
proeblem will be treated as deviation.

R II cenducted secend part of special -
safety inspection.



Septenber

Sept.

oc: -

Oct.

-
-

30,

,8'

P

1683

1983

1963

1983

Enforcement panel conference - decided
to pursue enfcrcement Zor MFS,
willfulness was at issue,

MP&L - RII meeting in Atlanta ’
told MPsL it would be MFS, prepzred
"draft-letter" retained by MPil.

Lew power restart

Special safety inspection signed --
"reflects that QC training reguirement
had not been completed by 18 licensed
operators. Report further indicates
+hat the Cold License Operator QC was
listed as training received and complet-
ed cn license applications submitted to
NRC and these applications contained in
or known by the licensee to be incor-
rect, but which licensee made no effort
to correct" (OI)

MPEL Letter (final of draft displayed
Sept. 23) -- licensee acknowledged that
scme formal training including QCs,
listed as completed on Sept. 3, 1981
initial applicaticn. had not been -
accomplished by scme applicants.

GG officials met with Regicn 2 to
discuss results of the licensee
conducted investigation.

O'Reilly formally regquested
investigative
assistance from CI
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~ISSISSIFPI POWER & LIL.{T COMPANY

» ; Melping Bwiid Misaiasinpl
P. 0. BOX 1840, JACKSON, MIESISESIPPI 382CS

Seprember 30, 1983

U.S. Kuclear Regulatory Commission

Regica 11 - r
101 Barietzs St., X.¥W., Suite 2900

Atlacta, Cecrgia 30303

Attesticen: Mr. Bruce Wilsen

Dear Mr, Wilacn:

SULJECT: Crand Gulf Wuclear Staties
Uzits ) snd 2
Docket Nos. 50-416 and 50-417
License Xo. XFF-13
leference: ALDM-81/002
Yile: ©765/0260/0272/00%2
Applicaticns for Operater's and

Senior Operator's Licenses

ALCH-23/0629

Iz the licesse spplication letter teo Mr. Paul Collins, subject
title Applicatien for Operstor's and Sesior Operat. z's Licenses,
ALCM-31/002 dated September 3, 1581, errors were nade {n the enclosed
spplications for some of the licesse candidates. These errors were
discovered by MPAl's traising staf{ upes review of the applicaticss,
after which time the traicing staf{ izitiated a Plazt Quality Deficie=zcy
Report (PQDR, 7-81) to track the matter to resclution. The FOLR was
brought to the atteatiez of KRC sestatives during s special
traizizg assessment cosducted by acd bhis team on
February 15-17, 1983, aad vas carried as an unresclved item {n the XRC's
report (50-416/23-06 and $0-417/83-C3). The wnresolved item was later
discussed with the NRC's while the XRC's operaticcal
readicess reviev was i progress. .

The errors, which were the subject of the PQDR, were that some of
the persernel listed iz Eaclesure 1 to the referenced letter did mot
complete 2 Cold License Operater Qualification Card, although it was
{ndicated tiat they bad completed the qualification card in their
license applications, Item 7 of Enclosure 2 to the same letter. MP&L
bas reviewed io detail the circumstasces which resulted in these errors,
and bas determined that it is neither necessary nor practical te require
the cperaters, vbe bad net corpleted a qualification card, to de so at
this time. This determination is based on the fact that these people
have successfully completed the initial training program, bave received
their licenses, have successfully coepletec the yearly requalificatica
pregraz, and bave gained operational experience at the pla=t since 1981.

6’("“ | ‘-_?‘:': I

L - -



The traisisg staff has (pitiated permascst corrective actiem to
prevest similar eccurrences in the future. A sew training {nstructiea,
Licensed Operator Traiaing Progres luplementation, 14-8-C2-6, has been
isswed, , This procedure specifies the mathod to be used by esch license
candidate to complets the qualificatios card.. la séditica, it alse
specifies the required comp letice peried. The {astrection alse
promuligates o Sav chccksheet for the traimizg staff's wae. This
checkshect includes @ lipe item that will provide docuomentatioe that the
qualificatien cards and the required traiaing werw completed asd r
requires as eatry to be made is the appropriste traising record aftar
the training bas been completed. . . _ - .

Purtbermore, during its {ovestigaticn of the ervors, which were the
ssbject of the PQOR, XPLL determined that other errerd had been made in
the list of formal traiging, Iltem 7 of the Applicatieca, Laclosure 2 ta
ARCN-81/0C2, for certain eof the applicants. These sdditicaal errors
were that the license spplications for seme of the spplicants indicated
that & specific training course bad been successfully completad by the
spplicast, whes in fact, the course bad mot been completed, but it <&
sppears that in each case the subject mattar ef the coarse bhad been .
successfully covered by other training receiwed by the applicast. MMO
{s coctisuing its detailed revievw of eack spplicatioen, vbhich has been i
submitted to the KRC, and of the supperting training records te warily LT
the sccuracy of each submittal. MPAL will submit to yeur effice & -
complete verification of eack applicast's records, {deatifying and _ O

resclving each discrepascy by October 21, 1983.

The traising staff bas {piti{ated permanent corrective action to
prevent similar eccurrences. Procedure 14-5-02-6 bas been issued and
provides 2 checklist te include line items verifying that required -
traising for licemse applicacts bas bees completed and requires :
appropriate extries to be made in the trainisg records after traising 7
courses bhave been completed. . -;”/-

The discrepancies discussed above have been reviewed by the Flant
Staff and it bss been determined that these items have 8O impact on the
safe operatios of Grasd Culf Nuclear Station. Thiz letter is being
provided iz order to metify you of discrepancies between whbat was
origisally submitted in the license applicatiens and wvhat is actmally
documented in the individual traising records.

MPLL sppreciates the isportance of this matter and since the time
wbeo the errors in the Applications were first discovered, it Bas given
additicnal sapagement directioz te the preparatiocs of Operator and
Senior Operater License Applications and bas establisbed procedures 2
ensure that these types of errors do met occur iz the {future.

Sincerely,

- (Tl | Gttt

ce: (See Next Page)
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October , 1983

U. S§. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Regicn II

101 Mariecta Stree:z, K. W. .
Suite 2500

Atlasta, Georgia 30303

Atcestion: M=. J. P. O'Reilly, Regional Adsiniscratoer
Dear M=. O'Reilly:

SUAJECT: Grand Gulf Ruclear Staticsm

. Opicz 1

' License No. KPF-11
Docket No. 50=416
Applications for Operators
and Semior Operators License
AECH=-83/

Mississippi Pover & Light Company potified you by letter,
AECM-23/0629, dated Septembder 30, 1983, of ervors made iz previously
subzizted applications for Operator's and Sepior Reacter Operator's
Licezses. This subject wvas also discussed vith you iz your Atlacta
office on Occtober 12, 1983, This letter summarizes the problems dis-
cussed and our propesed actions to resolve this matter.

MP5L performed a complete reviev of traizing records for all cur-
ly licensed Reactor Operators and Senior Reactor Operators at Grazd
1£, and identified discrepancies betveen the licemse applicaticn and
e training records. A complete list 0f identified problems associated
izh esch application is enclosed (Eaclosure l). - The discrepancies cam

be categeorized izto three general prodblem areas:

(1) Traizisg duratios (length of course) wvas zot as long as isdi-
caced on the application. The following discrepancies wverTe
identified in this area:

(a) Several spplications listed one wveek of Mitigation of
Core Damage which wvas sctually only four days long.
Letter AECM-81/330, dated August 28, 1981, from MP4L to.
Harold Denton, committed to 80 hours of Mitigation of
Core Damage. Although only thirty=twe hours of document~
ed training was givea in this module, much ef the
caterial normally covered inm the Mitigatien of Core
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(e)

(d)

(e)

Dtaag; Course is taught io other courses. The eight week
Crand Culf Techaclogy ©F Systems Course includes mocdules
on fuel, peutres sonitoring and vessel isstruseatatica.
Individual courses in Feal =ransfer and Fluid Flow, Eger=
gency Procedures, and Chapter 15 of the FSAR are taught
im isdividual course amd saTe zajor topics in the Mitiga=
cion of Core Damage CouTse. Afzer completizg the above
soted courses, & major pertion of the Mitigation of Core
Damage Course is a repeac and caz be covered iz a short

ime span. A Teviev vas eonducted of the couTse material
and exams for this four—day course &mé substactiated that
the material vas adequately covered. Ko further actiexz
is deemed necessary for ehis discrepascy. The preseat
course is givesn over & two week period.

Several applicaticns listed o thirteen day Plant Opera~
tions Course addressing the YSAR, 10I's &=d IFP's amd a
sevez day Plant Operation's Course addressing Technical
Specifications which vas gives as a combized fifteea day
course. . The thirteen days specified were actually taught
im ten days and the seven day course wvas taught in five
days. The course vas placed in the Trainicg Records as &
£ifreen day course., The duration of these courses were
adequate aand the required material wvas covered in the
shorter courses. No further acticn is deexmed necessary
for these courses.

Several applicaticns listed a tvelve day sizmulater Te~
fresher, but wvas accomplished in tesz days. the dates
that the trainiag vas to be accomplished was showva o= the
applicatics as 11/12-11/23/82. These applicaticns were
submitted iz October 1982, indicating this wvas scheduled
traizing to be completed. Caly ten days of training wvas
performed. The two veek sizulater refresher wvas of ade-
quate lezgth, chus Do further action is proposed om this
issued. :

Several applicaticus 1isced a 13 day Plact Operaticas
Course which vas actually 12 days. The twelve day couTse

adequately covered the required saterial thus Do actios
for this item is deemed secessary.

Oue applicaticn 1igted a fourteen day gizulator refresher
traizing course which the records indicate wvas thirteea
days. The course vas satisfactorily completed azd the
application should have indicated thirteen days. No fur~
cher acticn is deenmed secessary for this ite=. This
application also noted a cme veek Mizigation of Core
Dazage (3russwvick, c?sL), but the rraining records indi=
cate 32 hours of traising wvas rteceived. No Surther
action is required for this ite=m as justified in itea
(l1a) above. The saterial covered ncr the exam vas e
vieved as this course vas sz CP&L.
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Ome applicaticn listed a onme day QA indoctrizatica Course
vhich only lasted cme hour. =his wvas an error ia the
applicatiocn as the training records clearly icdicate the
one bhour course. This material caa be satisfactorily
sddressed iz this time frame; thus, o2 additional actions
are deexmed necessary. o

Three z2pplications listed & sixz week Beat Transfer and
Fluid Flow Course. A three week course vas eatered tvice
in these applicants trainisg records, amd vhen the sppli~
cation was prepared, the duplicate courses were showvn on
the applicatics as six weeks. The Traizing Records for
these isdividuals bave beez corrvected. The three week
course adequately address this material, &d 20 further
action is deemed pecessary for this item.

(2) Documentation does not exist to substantiate certaisz traiming
listed cn the applicatioms. The following discrepancies were
identified in this aTea:

(a)

(»)

(e)

(d)

(e)

Several applications listed a six day Reactor Physics,
Core Ther=o a=d Radcon Course. There are o0 records that
document this course. Each cf these applicants bad other
traizning im each of these subjects, Both the MPEL and
KEC exa=s tes: this area. Due o these two factors, Do
additional traizing is deezed necessary to address this
traizing.

Several applications listed a three day Eeat Transfer ad
Fluid Plow Course, yet docume=ztaiton does unot substan~
tiate this triaming. Each of these applicants bad other
training vhich adequately addresses this material. - This
material ir also well-covered om MP4L and KFRC exa=s:
thus, no further training is deemed pecessary.

One applicant listed a five day Mirigation of Core Damage
Course. His training records indicate he actended a
total of four days but did mot take the exa=. This
applicant will be required to reviev the material and
pass an exam covering the course material.

Ove applicant listed a twelve wveek Cold License Training
Course/Grand Gulf Technology ¢a three differest spplica=-
tions. The training records indicate that he did oot ob-
tain & passing grade on week 10 of this course. Prier to
Bis third applicatiom, he did satisfactorily complete a
tventy-cne week Licease Operateor Exam Preparation Courne
vhich covered this saterial. No further ctrainming is -
deemed necessary.

One applicant listed a sevez cay Plact Operations Course
covering Technical Specificaticss and a five day Plant
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Operaticns Course covering Techmical Specificatios om his
origical applicaticn in September 1981,  He did oot pass
the exaz= oo the seven day course and there is 2o record
of attendance for the five day course. EHe did not pass
his NRC exa=, asd submitted azother applicatiocn in
October 1982, which eliminated the seven day -amd five
day courses. There is bo record of this epplicasnt being
traised iz the Tech Specs. Ee wvill be required to reviewv
this macerial and satisfactorily pass &= exz=,

Oce application listed a twelve week Grand Culf Tech-
solegy = Cold License Traizing Course. Thete aTe oo Te=
cords to verify week 11 er 12, amd week 9 is iscomplere.
This same applicatiom listed a three week Eeat Tracsfer
and Fluid Flow Course, but there are oo records to verify
this. This traisisg wmaterial wvas covered in a later
twvescy-coe week License Operator Exa= Preparation Course,
vhich he satisfactorily completed. No further actiem is
deemed necessary for this discrepancy.

One applicaticn ;listed a two week pre-sizulator course,
but there is mo record to verify this. This applicant
failed the NRC exam. Asother applicatioz has been sub~
micrted for this applicant te take the KREC exa= ia
December 1983. Ee bas successfully passed & twvo a=d
cne-half week simulator refresher course sizce the first
spplicaticn. No further actios is deemed necessary for
this discrepascy.

Several applicaticus listed self study setraizing eor re-
vievs. This self study retraizing vas performed after
the imdividuals bad failed the NRC exaz=. These iz~
dividuals had already complezed all required trainizg to
take the NRC exam thus, mo further traizing wvas requiced,
This study vas to mee: the individuals needs. No records
are maintained for zhis type study. This is comsidered
satisfactery but is documented iz this report due to the
eatry cu the applicatios.

Ove applicant lised several courses o bis application
that he wvas gives ‘credir for teaching rather thaa taking.
There was mo notaticn om the applicatiem o this fact.
Eis traizing records will be updated to iasdicate this.
Crediz for teaching is considered adequate, aad %o fur-
ther acticn is deemed necessary.

One applicacicn that wvas submitted in 1982 had several
proble= aress. MPEL vithdrew this application at that
time due :o the individual's traizing sot beisg complete,
and he was ot gives a NRC exaz. No further action is
deemed secessary for this item.
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(3) TYor the majority of licensed perscanel, Qualification Cards
vere not completed, or canzot be located, as required by the
FSAR a=d as indiczated cm the liceanse applications. Ia addi-
tiom, the Qualification Cards that wvere completed during this
time fraze did not imclude a Practical Factors sections as re-
quired by the FSAR. .-

The Practical Facters Section portioce of the Qual Card bas
bees established for each licemsed operator. Records of com
pleted surveillances wvere revieved &nd for those surveillances
that had beea performed by, or under the direction of a li-
censed operator, that operator's Qual Card was signed off as
sacisfacctorily completing that practical factor. The Opera~
tion's Superictendent bas authorized specific Senior Reacter
Operators to sign off the additicnal practical facters. This
authoristicn was based cu the SRO's past experience and/or ex—
posure to the surveillaace procedure. Each licensed operator
is iz the process of completing this practical factors sectiocn
prier to full pover licensing.

The Ksovledge Factors portiom of the Qual Card is preseatly
being reviewed., Where documented traizning exists to substan~
tiste the Kaovledge Factor bas bees previously veviewed in
other traizinmg, bis Qual Card will be updated and credit takez
for this previcus traizizg., Where aTeas exist that training
camsot be substastiated, then the Kaovledge Factor pertion

vill be satisfactorily completed.

The majority of the problems noted in this report are the result of
traizizg record proble=s that occurred prior to and durisg 1581. There
Bas beez & vast improvesent in the traiziag records since that time.
The NRC applicatien form bas bhelped to elimizate application erTors.
For future applications, the preparer vill sign a cover sheet staticg
chat the records bave been reviewved to substantiate the traiming listed
en the applicatioz. The Operaticn's Trainisg Superviser or Traizing
Superiztendent will iadependently verify the izformation aad sign &
gimilar stateme=nt.

The imvestigation asd idemtification cf these problems was perfcr=
ed by our Traizing Deparizeat. 1 bave regquested our Quality Assurance
ergacization perforz & completely independeat review of these records
for added assurance that every problez bas Dbeen ideatified. This audic
is iz progress amd should be completed during the week of October 26,
1983.

1 hepe that this inforzation will resclve your concemms of this
proble=.

Yours truly,

WY/ CR/ P4 /whd
e osvre (1)
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