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Galli Confersnos Call ®A®

On 4=19-90 & telephons confersnce call ocourred between
Vogtle site persennel and Bouthern Nuclesar parsonnsl
in Birminghan, Alabama, late in ths afternoon. In John
Autdenkampe’s office at Plant Vogtle wers Jobm Aufdankenpe
and Allen Mosba and in Ken ‘s office at Southern
Nuclear, in Birmingham, ware Jack ingfellow, Bill
:gipgsn. x;? MoCoy and George Rairston. [See Tape #854,

« . .'1 .

George Bockhold was alec on the oall but probably from
ancther phene on the Vogtle site. All ths above onnal
spoke on the call and were clearly identifiable voice. In
addition the names of thess participents were used during
the conversation including George Hairston’s. Alsc believed
ts be rurty to ths call in heCoy’s office vere Louis Ward,
Jim Bailey, and Paul Rushton (but they were net heard
speaking). [See Tape #2853 Tr.Pg.19 and 20). For a Brief
period Gus Williams end Tom Webb walked into Aufdankampe’s
office during the call. Gus Williass may have sade a brief
conment on the ocall.

George Hairston participated and spoke on the oall wvhen the
disssl genarator starts were discussed, indeed he
participated in the following sxchange:

Hairston: "We got the starts-- 8¢ we didn’t have no, we
didn’t have ne trips?®

Shipmani ¥e, net, noteee

MoCoy'! Lot me explain. I’11l testify to that.

Bhipmani Disavow.

This call revised the wording of the LER about the Diesel
genarstor starts edding the wording about the *Comprabensive
Test Prograa® (CTP) in the following exchange:

stringfellow: Let m=e make sure I's clear. Do we want to
say, "Since 3-20~%0, DGLA and DOLD have
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been subiectsd to & comprahansive test

progran? Do we want to say that kind of
stuff, or do we want to say~-~
Beckheld: Yas, you can say that.

The finsl wording agreed to on this call is indesd the
vording that was in the signed LER $0-006 rev.0.

APRIL 12, 1990-- Shipman’s Fallow-up Call to AstOenkamns.
Pallsse-up sall. "R

One more call ocourred sfter the sbove call within 15
minutes. Bill lhignnn called John Aufdenxemps. Allen
Kosbaugh wes still in Aufdenkampe’s office and Stringfellow
wes with Shipman [See Taps #58, Tr. Py. 20=33). George
Bockhold did not participate in this call. Eairston and
MoCoy were not on the call either.

No revisions of LER wording ccourred on this call, in
faot no revision ware discussed. Shipman resd portions of
the wording changes Rmaue by the higher Vioe ident level

sonnel on the earlier call, and they reas unchanged

n the final version. Shipman’s purpose on this call was to
get the site, specifically Aufdenkampe, to buy inte the
corporate revisions that had beon mads on the previous call.
Shipman must have had & "gut feeling® that the site
personnel wers not "in the fold" on repesting the false
statements. Mocbaugh commented to Shipsan that hs believed
that the Comprehensive test program could not Be claimed to
be ccmpleted until the Undsrvoltage test, start #1463 and
#1432 respectively (this definition of the CTP would have
proved the LIR statesents false) but Shipman ignored
Mosbaugh’s dafiniticon. Aufdenkaxpe deferred to his boss 2
levels higher, Bockhold, and said that George must have had
some basis and must have been right. Then the call turned to
a discussien of Pat NeDonald’s LER $0-0¢ comments with Jim
Swartiwelder who hed entersd Aufdenxkanpe’s offioce. AZter
"call B¥ ended, Aufde still hed resarvetions about the
LER bacauss he stated to ugh after ths aall:

Autdenkampe: If they interpret it differently, we're
sorry. We’ll send a rev. out, =wwee~

Aufdankampe: And I'ma not tuxktnz “rong or right, I'm
Just talking prasctisal.
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AIRAT 1990-- NRC OAX and THE “WHITR PARKE

In August ©f 1990, during the NRC’s OSI at Plant Vogtle,
the NRC reguestsd ansvers in writing to several written
gquestions. Southern Nuclear responded in a "White !:g:r'
vhich was given to the NAC on about $=322-90. Latar

"White® paper was alsc issued internally under covar letter
of Mark Ajuluni of Southsrn Neclear SAER. Bouthern Nuclesr’s
lawyer, Art Domby, of Troutman Sanders participated in the
GPC\Scuthern Nuclear meetings the week of §-13-90 whare the
08I issues were discussed and is believed te have sssisted
in the preparation of the "Wnite Paper®. At this time
Southern Nuclear did not know that Mosbsugh had made teps
recordings.

KRC QUESTION #3 (with regard to LER 90-08, revisien O,
dated 4/19/90) 7
Who prepared the LER 7

Ansver: "Several draftgeece-e-ee- , "The £inal Zavision
of LER 90-08 , revision O was prepured Dy a
phonecon betvesn site management and corporate
managemant. Those participating are believed
to be G. Bockheld Jr., A.L. Noshesugh, J. G.
Aufderkanpe, ¥W. Ehipsan.”

NRC QUESTION #5~- Who in corporate added the words
"subseguent to the teat progras® in
LER 90-06, revision 07

Answar: "Corporate licensing personnel in cenjunction
vith the phone conversstion described above
nade editorial changes as directed. Those
present during the phons conversation are
thought to be W. Shipman, C. Boskhold Jr.,
A.L. Nosbaugh, J. G. Aufdenkampse, and J.
Stringtellow

With these responses, Scuthern Nuclear twice identifies the
call as being the one in which Bockheld participatsd.

With these responses Southern Nuclear has clearly ildentified
the call in which the draft LER was "revised® and the "final
revision prepared® as Conferance SAll "Al.

Southern Nuclear makes no mention whatscever of the later
call "B" in the sbove Wnite paper reply to the MRC in
describing how the LER wes prepared revised and finslized.

Southern Nuclear intentionslly failed to identify in their
responses to the NRC, the "exacutives® (Vice President level
and up) who participated on that call. Ken NoCoy was pressnt
during the meeting in August 1990 when these "White paper”
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responses were prepared but did not correct tha caission of
his participetion. In so doing Southarn Nuclear sought to
distance the sxecutives from involvemsnt and to attampt to
cover up their role. Specifically omitted wers Ken NoCoy and

George Hairston.
Also omitted were the other corporate staff listening in

MoCoy’s office in Birmingham even though they ware
identified by Shipman at the time of tha response
preparation as participants (Ses Tapa #25) Tr.Pg.i8=20],

AFRIL. 3. 1991--SCOTEERN. NUCLEAR RESPOMDS I S9E.2.408
08 BADGEID HOREY PEYITION

At this time, Southern Muclear did not know that thers were
tapas of the 4-19-90 oconference call or what was on any tape
retained by the NRC. The WRC specifically required Southern
Nuclesr to respond undar osth and affirmstion to Kosbaugh’s
2.206 patition in early 1991. Pat MoDonald, Scwthern
Nuclear’s exscutive vice president, signed tha responss and
outright denied that Hairston was on the lata aftarnoon
conferance Call "A%.

Quoting from Southarn Nuclear’s 2.208 response Secticn II.b
page 3, last parsgraph footnote 3:

Footnote 3--=- "The purding was rsxisad by site and corporats
:ogrocontueivon in s telepbone confarence
cell late on April 19, 1990. Although Kr.
Mairston was not a partici in tist call,
he had every resscn to balieve that the final
draft LER presented to him after the call was
sccurate and complete.”

Of calls "A® and "B*, only during call "A* (the confarence
call Ln.vniaa Hairston participated) was "the mepding

rayiaed” .
Clearly Southern Nuclear’s own words desoribe Call "A".

JIME 1981~ MOSBADGE CEALLENGRS ACCTREEN SEXIAR'S 1.306
_EXTITION REARCRAN

In June 1991 Mosbaugh filed two documants of sllegations,
one 11 and the other 1§ pages, with Brunc Urich of thes NRC
alleging that Scuthern Nuclear had made NUBETOUS false
statements in the 3.206 petition respense.

Apong the false statements alleged was the one sbout
Ka!rston‘s participation on the ¢-19-90 late aftsrnoon
conferance call.
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JULY 8. 1991---MOSBADGE AND NORRY SUPPLIEEE TREIR.2.208
PETTII0N

on July €, 1991 Mosbaugh supplements his 2.206 petition,
incorporating portions of the allegations provided to Brunc
Urich from Juns 1991. Amcng the @ lasants are ths
al)e-ations abous Kairston’s partic tion on the 4~19-90
late afterncon conference call as well as the allegation of

& covar~up.

AUGDET 22, 991 ---NRC REQURSTS RESPONEN PICH.SGETTIERE
NUCLEAR TQ THEE  HOSRSIG0 NS FRLITICN
SRR L SRCRA

on 8-22-90 the NRC requested that GPC respond in writing
to the Mosbsugh\Mohby amended petition.

FALLACOOTER. 1991 =~ SCUTTERK NUCLEAL ORTATE APTIDAYITA FROH

iIn the fall/winter time frume of 1991 John Aufdenkaspe vas
ask by lawyers from the Troutman-Sanders Law rire
representing Southern Nuclear and GPC, prebaily John
Laxberaki, to sign an affidavit saying that George Hairston
was not s participant on the 4=19~90 conference call "A%.
Aufdenkamps told the Southern Nuclear lawysrs that contrary
te their sssartions he "remsmbered George Hairston being on
the call®. He went "Dack and forth" with tha lawyers several
times on nis affidavit. The lawyers were "hounding®
Autdenkanpe for the affidsvit. The lawyers told Aufdsnianpe
that they were obtaining effidavits from all the aall
participants and Aufdenkampe was "the only ona who
remenbered that Hairston was on the call®. [The uvIon used
this same tactic on Mosbaugh during the NRC's OI *dllution
valves” investigation to try to dissuade Nosbaugh from his
recollections about Skip Kitchens stataments about opening
the dilution valves when Art Domby, the Troutman Sanders
lewyer, ssid "I have privileged information frem my
{ntarviews with other personnsl®”,--- *I can tall you that
you are 180 degress out".)

Before Aufdenkampe signed his affidavit he discussed all
the above with Allen Mosbaugh. During thess csmversations
which took place in Aufdenkaspe’s residence in Augusts,
Gecrgia, Aufdenxampe named all the parsonnel that be
repanbered that participated on the call that the lawyers
were seaking the affidavit for. Aurcenkaxps gtated) himself,

Mosbsugh, Stringfellow, Shipman mﬁh?u q and
m: Mosbaugh confirmed ht; recel oohen of the sane
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psreonnal. There vas scue question whether Paul Rushton vas
on the call but no one remsmbered nim spesking.

Mosbaugh than guoted to Aufdenkampe, aimicking Hairston’s
voice, one thing that Hairston had said on the call~~
*That’s just what the Shift suparvisor told me to do®.

with that, Aufdenkaspe responded that he gusssed that he
shouldn’t be talking with Nosbaugh about this and that thare
was @ "conflict of interest®.

The Lawyers wers so pressuring Auzdnnks-t- to sign the
sffidavit that they ware freguantly calling et hie

home. His wife became concerned about this pressure

and mentioned it to Nosbaugh. When Aufdankanpe eventually
signed the affidavit, Aufdonkanpe‘s wife was sufficiently
concerned about what her husband may have pean persusded to
sign that she showed the affidavit to Nosbsugh. She openad
the top drawer in a small table located against the sast
well in betwsen the kitchen and dining room and handed the
sffidavit te Mesbaugh. Mosbaugh handled the dogument by the
sdges but should have laft sone tingerprinta.

Mosbaugh read the entire affidevit. It wvas about one pege

in length and stated that Aufdenkampe *remanbared thet
Hairston wae on the call but he was on an sarlier J:rtton ot
the call and not on the portion of the call e diescls
were discussed”,

Mosbaugh recognized that Aufdenkamps hes errored in stating
that Heirston had not participated in the diesel start
portions of the call.

The information stated to uolbouzg.b!n:uzduah-lp- sbout his
conversations with the lawyers, orastion he statad
gbout the content of his affidavit and the actual affidavit
that Nosbsugh read, conclusively shows that Southern Nuclear
sought to support (via employes sffidavits) its denial in
their 2.306 petition response that Hairston was on Call "A%.

1t ahows conclusively that the lawyers end the affiants
undarstood that tha call referred to in the 3.306 petition
response, the call of intarest, vas Call "A", becasuss only
or Call "A" wers Bockhold, MoCoy, and Reirston participante.
Aufdenkanpe identified to Mosbaugh that both Beckbeld and
NoCoy wera participants on the eosll sddressed in the
affidavit tha lawyers vere l..kiﬂ!.

Further Aufdsnkampe remembered Halrston being s participant
on the call of interest, "Call A". Halirston was not on the
later "Call B".
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On 10-3=91 Southern Muclear responded to the Hosbe

supplements. Southern Nuclesr statas that the basis for
Yootnote #3 which denied that Mairston was on the 4-19-90
conference call that ravised LER 90-06 was ¢

1. The callective recollection of OPC\Bouthaern Nuclear
personne) az docusented in the §=16-80 and #-22-90
“White paper®.

2. Hairston’s persensl recollections
The response notes that Scuthern Nuclear did net have & tape

of the call and until there is credible evidense to the
contrary, Southern Nuclear believes Footnote #3 is correct.

DECEMEER 10, 1881-—GPC DRIIARE EAIRKIUN WAS CHLERE.LATRE
APTEREOON COMPERENCE. Chld. BMEED. O TAPE 471

On December 10, 1991 GPC wrote & letter (BLV-03393)
providing additional information to Thomas Murley (WRC FRR)
responding to the Hobby\Mosbeugh 2.206 pesitien. Ia this
letter (mection IV) GPC transcribes & g:tua of Tape #71.
GPC uses this transcript to identify late afternoon
conference call that was referred te in the 2.206 petition
response. GPC refers to ths referenced call ast

"the April 19, 1990 telephone confersnce call when the
langusge concerning the emergency diesel gunerator start
count was finalized in the LER."

And states that Tape F71:

"indicatasr that Hairston vas pogf @ ptruu‘::t during
the April 19, 1990 telephone confarence cell the
language oconcerning the emsrgency diesel generstor etart
oourit wvas finalized in the LER".

This is & new and different statement than that which had
been made in Foetnete 3 of the April 1, 1091 2.206 petition
response, because nov the denial is not the whole call, but
only a orctuc portion of the call, “"when the language”
e=liygs finalizs4%". This statemsent is sisilar to the
statement tZat had been put in Aufdenkaspe’s affidavit.
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In this tape sequence Nosbaugh and Aufdankaspe (whom GPC
only identifies as "P"[participant)) are discuseing
ecpil A". Aufdenkampe identifles pockhold 5 times
in GPC’s transeript segment as participating in the call.

By submitting this letter to Thomas Murl in Decenber of
1991, GPC has provided the ADALuULARLA of which
call MNoDonald and GPC\Southern Nuclear meant im their 2.206
petition vesponse, "Call A". Only on *Call A" was Bockhold a

participant.

Further GPC states that this is “"consistant with ocllective
recollection of participants during the August 1990 oBI".
A8 of the August 1990 O8I, GPC\Scutharn Fuclear’s stated
collective recollection was that, Nosbsugh, Autdankaupe,
stringfellow, Bockhold, and Shipman wers on the *"Call A",

DECENREE_18. 1952~ SOCTI0N KUCLEAR BRSPCRDA. I5._THE

In their letter dated 13-18-92 to Asst. U.S. Attorney Sally
Quillian Yates, Southern Nuclear snd its Law Pirs Troutman
Sanders, again uses samé tape segment a8 above from tape 71
to identify "the confersnce call whern the LER language was
ginalized”. But this tise they claim that EGEhangh was not
a participant. [See letter Pg.i1l ite= B.6.]

wwe " do not belisve that Allen Hosbeaugh was &
participant during the finsl etages of the tal
conference call when the LER language wae finallsed.
Ses ¢.¢., Mosbsugh Tape 71. John A bhad to
explain to Allen Mosbaugh what had ha during the
conference call on April 19th."ee=

by submitting this letter to Asst. V.8. Attormey Sally
Quillian Yatss, on Decembar 132, 1991, GPC has previded the
irrafutable ..:&“ of which osll MaDonald mnd GPC\Southern
Nuclear asant their 2.206 petition response, "Call A".
only on "Call A* was Bookhold & participant.

In July 1993, Southern Nuclear obtained posssssion of the

"gix tapes™ which included the "Call A",

onee Boutbhern Nuclear and its Lav Firm Troucaan Sanders wee

avare of the ocentent of these nrl. they knew that ocontrary
on

to the April 1, 1991 2.306 t reaponss® a8 wvall as the
October 3, 2991 supplemental petition response, as well us
the December 10, 1991 additional inforsation response lettar
from Ken MoCoy, Kairston was on "Call A". Within 2 days &
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correction of the false information was reguired to bae nade
to the Regional Adaministrator under 10 CFR §0.9.

Also requiring correction under 50.9 was the "Wnite Fajer”
from the August 1990 O8I which failed to corveatly identity
all the "Call A" participants. They alsc knew that the
12-18-91 DOJ response was incorrect at that tise as wull.

When the NRC conducted it’s OI interviews of current and
former Southarn Nuclear personnel, the WRC utilised | ione
of various 4-18-90 tape recordings during the interviews.
Depanding of the dates of thase interviews Southern Nunlear
may have learnsd that their previous statsments wers false
first from the OI interviews rather than the "Six Tapss?.
Once Southern Nuclear learned of the existance and oeontent
of portions of these tapes, inoluding the lastar Call "2%,
their story changed.

SOJTEXRY NOCLEAE CHANGRE 138 SICEY

In tastimony to the NRC OI znd in response to the NRC, Pat
MoDonald and Southern Nuclsar changed their stery te claim
that the telephons call they were referr te in Pet
MeDonald’s sworn response to the 2.206 petition was Call
*B%, the call after Call "A"., The obvious need to do this
was Mairston’s clear voics and extensive ieipation on
call "A* including his participation in osel
discussions.

By switching to call "B¥ they could "make” MaDenasld’s sworn
:::gog:gts “come true” because indsed Eairstonm wau not on

The problem is that Southern Nuclear wvas net referring te
call “B* when it responded to the 2.206 petition as
exhaustively demonstrated above. They lied tham, to cover up
the invelvemant of the axecutivas irn the false statements of
4~19-90 and they are lying now beceouse with the proof
offerad by the tape it’s their way out.

GPC 8 PALLA. 10 RISCIOAR EXIATERCE CF AFFIDATINR DORING
- RISCRVERY. TN _ACA FROCKEDING

in the course of discovary in the eurr:::.::!tlo Licanse
transfer proceedings before the ASLE, ve dxleev-:z
zrequests were filed. Specifically in Mosbaugh’s first set of
interrogatories, Question #54 (f£) required to "{dantity
&ll documents® that "relets in any manner® to conversations
held on April 19, 1990 concerning LER 90-006. GPC failed to
identify the affidavits in their responss to guesstion #84.

.10
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Having feiled to disclose the existence of the affidavits
Nosbsugh’s lawyers presssd the issuve.

A discovery meseting was held betwean ‘s lawvysrs
and GPC\Southern Nuclsar’s lawyers in Wa , July,
1993. GPC's lawysrs were ask about the response to Question
#33 and wers ask why they didn’t identify the affidavits.
Their responss was "how’d you find out about those® .,

Subsequent to this meeting GPC filed a supplemert to its
response, stating that signed statoments ware obtained from
John Aufdenkampe, Thomss Webb, Jack stringfellew, and CGeorge
Heirston but refused to turn over the dooumemts. ilu
Intsrvener motion to compal production of affidavits, GiC’s
reply and GPC supplemental response to in atories).
Mosbaugh's leawyars then t to obtain the affidavits thru
the ASLS but the court upheld GPC’s clais of Attorney-Client
priviiege.

KN _MORE_TELLING X8 SCOTEERM FUCLEAR'S CIIREREE CTANCE ON
TEL AYRIDANIIS

Southern Nuclear failure te discloss ths existance of their
employses’ affidavits, during discovery in this current ASLE
procesding is most surprising. This centars
arcund sdsitted contsntions that Vegtle’s licamse was
{1legally transferred and thet Southern Nuclear 4o0es not

have the character, competence and trustworthisess to hold a
nuclear operating license. Nosbaugh’s allegations thet
George Hairston knowingly made material false statemants to
the NRC in LER 90-006 about Vogtle’s dissel gumerators and
specifically that Southernm Wuclear lied in its 2.308
petition response ebout Hairston not being on the 4=19-90
conference call are central issues to the comtentions.

After Southern Nuclear’s leswyers finelly ildentified te
the court that affidavits were cbtained from Anfdenkaspe,
stringfellow, Wabb, and Hairston they refused to twm them
ovar. Why would Southern Nuclear want to hold back this
gupporting evidence? GPC’s filings to the ASLE, the courts
and the NRC, to previous Mosbaugh allegations, are filled
with GPC’'s employess affidavits.

According to John Aufdenkampe’s atatements O Allen
Nosbaugh, GPC’s list of affiants is Dat %
Aufdenkaspe had stated to Mosbeugh that the re told him
that they were getting sffidavits from evsryonse on the call
:_:'d cnﬁ he was the only one who resembered Baireton was on

call.

Purthersore, in filings with the ASLD Southern Kuolear’s
lawyers sdpitted that Aufdenkeaps had conversations about
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the sffidavits with Mosbaugh , but denied that Nosbaugh had
baen shown Aufdankampe’s affidavit. This is false. Mrs.
Aufdankaspe provided to Mosbsugh, her husband’s affidavit to
read, and witnessed Mosbaugh resding the affidavit. Moabaugh
alse had follow-up conversations with Mrs. Aufdankasps about
what her husband could do te retract the affidavitc.

A BRIXT WX LEMeLL

Aufdenkamps’s affidavits and others were intanded to support
the fact that Hairston was not & participant te diaesel
disoussions on Call "A" or sven presuss for a noment, Call
"B*, Surely Southern Nuclesr lawyers would have obtained
affidavits from all the call’s participants bt Southarn
Nuclear only claimed to the ASLE that statanants vere
obtained from 4 personnel:

For "Call A"
1. Twe of the § "Wnite Paper” identified participants
i. Two non="White Paper® idantified perscrmal
3. Altogothor 4 of the total 13 known participants
For *“Call B*
i. One of four speaking participants.

Rogardless of their completeness, the stataments wers

intended to bolster Southern Nuclear’s case that Basirston

did not knowingly subzmit false information to ths NRC, then

:2Yt:l l:z::;rn Fuclear refusing to turn this evidence over
s C

Or is the scope and the cantent of thase affidavits now so
damning that Southern Wuclear can not afford to reveal thea?

Aufdenkenpe’s sffidavit slons shows that call "A™ was the
call raferred to in the 2.206 petition response.

But additionally 4f (& Aufdenk steted to Nosbaugh)
Scuthern Nucisar obtained affidavits similar te
Aufdenkampe’s from Boakhold, Netsy or any participant not on
call "B*, that act alone would t::vo that Call "A" was what
MoDoneld and the lav firms originally intended in the 1961
2.206 petition response saweon under cath and affirsation,
and the recent statements of Southern Nuclaar, Pat MaDonsld
and Troutmen Sanders are more lies to the NRC and ASLE.

Southern Nuclear is caught in thoir own vwab of lies. Mow
Southern Nuclear is cleiming that the caell that Pat MoDonsld
vas referring to in his 2.208 itien res was Call
"B¥. Thess recent events constitute a GEYar-up
un:‘:ronqdoinq by Southern Nuclear and its Lav firm Troutaan
-1 rs.
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I request that the NRC investigate all the issues eddressed
above and specifically address the allegations stated below
vhich are based on those factes.

ALLEGATION 1!

ALLECATIONR 2:

ALLECATION 31

ALLEGATION 4:

ALLEGATION S:

ALLEGATION 6:

southern Nuclear and its Law Pirs Troutaan
have engaged in & omr-n:h::m 1090 and have
made false stotements, wi 14 information,
failed to report information, and failed to
correct informstion known €0 be incomplete
and\or insocurate to tha NRC, DOJ, and ASLE.
This applies to the informaticn end events
gurrounding the 4-19-90 conferemce call
ineluding the participation of smrporute staff
and exscutives on the 4~19-60 canference oall.

Pat MeDoneld knowingly sade false statesants
in sworn testisony to NRC OI i» 1993 whan he
falsely identifisd conversation *B" ss the
conversation he was refearring t€o in his sworn
response to Mosbaugh’s 2.208 petition.

Southarn Nuclear and its Lav Pirs Troutman
Sanders falsely denied in 1993 that Allen

Moabsugh had been shown John Aufdenkampe’s
aftidavit, in its reply brisf to the ASLE.

Southarn Nuclear and its lLav Pirm, Troutaan
Sanders falled to identify to the ASLE in 1993
all the personnsl from vhom signed statements
or affidavits were obtained, that reiste to
the conversations on 4-19-50, osmosrning LER
#0-06 and tha "Call A and\or B¥ participants.

In the *"White Pepar® responses €9 the WRC in
August 1980, GPC\Southern Nuclear and its Law
ﬁ:u: ing key ik B .&.”i‘.’.‘:‘.m ipated

Y personre cipat
on tha canferance calls idantified in NRC
Questions 3 and ¢85,

When Southern Nuclear xnd it’s Lew firas
Troutaan Sandars, had in their pessession
all the 1n¢omtim necsssary to recognise

that their 2.200 petition responses and "Whits
Papar® contained falee statements about

the 4-19-50 call, they failed to report this
1;.: g ::c’u required by regulations




