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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

Before the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board

In the Matter of Docket Nos. 50-424-OLA-3
50-425-0LA-3

GEORGIA POWER COMPANY,
et al, Re: License Amendment
(Transfer to Southern
(Vogtle Electnc Generating Nuciear)
lant, Units 1 and 2)

’ N —

ASLBP No. 93-671-01-OLA-3
GEORGIA POWER COMPANY'S RESPONSE TO
INTERVENOR'S FIRST REQUEST FOR ADMISSIONS
l INTRC JUCTION.

Georgia Power Company ("GPC") hereby responds to Intervenor’s First Request for
Admissions to Georgia Power Company, dated May 17, 1994 ("Request for Admissions®)
During the May 26, 1994 status conference in the Licensing Board's offices, the parties agreed,
with the Board’s approval, that GPC's response to the Request for Admissions (1) would be due
by June 30, 1994, and (2) would respond only to the numbered factual statements under each
allegation of the December 20, 1993 Office of Investigations Report (Case No. 2-90-020R) (the
"OI Report”). Tr. 400-01, 407. On June 29, 1994, GPC requested an extension of time within
which to file its response to July 7, 1994, which the Board granted in its June 30, 1994 Order.
Consistent w.th the Moy 26, 1994 status conference discussions, GPC has endeavored to address

every one of the 657 evidentiary findings of the Ol Report, exclusive of the Investigator’s Notes,
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subject to the objections stated herein. GPC has not endeavored to respond to the "Investi-

gator's Notes" included in certain evidentiary findings since those notes were apparently not
intended as factual evidentiary findings, but rather were intended to be the surmises of the Ol

investigator,

II. GENERAL OBJECTIONS.

GPC objects to Intervenor’s definition of *Licensee,” "Georgia Power Company,” "The
Scuthern Company,” "SONOPCO,"” "you," and "your," and consequently to interrogatories
which request infermation known to "GPC" or "you" as defined by Intervenor. Intervenor
defines these terms as including every agent or employee of GPC, The Southern Company,
and/or SONOPCO, past or present, their counsel and all their respective agents, servants,
associates, employees, and others who have information with respect to any matter referred to
in Intervenor's Request. As a result, Intervenor would have GPC conduct an investigation as
to the knowledpe of every employce, agent or representative of each of these companies and
individuals. Such an investigation would be unduly burdensome and expensive as well as
oppressive and overbroad given the fact that the evidentiary findings, for the most part, involve
statements by individuals which were recorded on a tape or a transcript. Without waiving this
objection, GPC has endeavored to resnord to Intervenor’'s Request by making a reasonable
inquiry of those individuals who are identified in each evidentiary finding.

GPC objects to Instructions E and F of Intervenor's Request which require detailed
information concerning every oral communication and person referred to in each of GPC's re-

sponses. Compliance with such instructions would be unduly burdensome and oppressive given



that most of the 648 respoiscs refer to persons having oral comnunications. Furthermore, Inter-
venor is intimately familiar w'th these communications and the persens and involved.

GPC also generally objects to Intervenor's Request to the extent that it requires GPC to
identify and produce every do ment whnich supports GPC's answer to each request for
admission. Compliance with this request would be unduly burdensome and oppressive given the
large number of evidentiary findings. Moreover, Intervenor is well acquainted with the
documents relevant to such evidentiary findings and it is unlikely that any such documents have
not already been produced to Intervenor among whe nearly 60,000 pages of documentation made
available to Intervenor in 1993. Nonetheless, without waiving this objection, in connection with
any denial of an admission herein, GPC has endeavored to identify and produce any documents
which it reasonably believes is not among the documents previously produced to intervenor. No
such documents were identified.

Furthermore, GPC generally objects to the identification, or disclosure, of those
communications and documents which are subject to the aitorney work product doctrine or the
attorney-chent communication privilege. GPC has been defending actions initiated by Intervenor
since mid-1990. In addition to this proceeding, such actions include (i) NRC inspections, an
NR . Office of Investigations ("OI") investigation, ard an NRC enforcement action respecting
those allegations lodged by Intervenor in the Hobby/Mosbaugh Petition related to the diesel
generator statements issue, (2) three separate actions before the Department of Labor, (3) an
investigation by the Department of Justice, and (4) an inquiry by a Congressional Subcommittee,
GPC's legal counsel has been heavily involved in the defense of these actions and, as a result,

has generated a large number of documents in preparation of such defenses. It would be oppres-



sive and unduly burdensome and expensive for GPC to identify each and every one of such

documents which are subject to either or both of (1) the attorney work product doctrine (i.e.,

they were prepared by legal counsel in anticipation of litigation and their disclosure would reveal

the mental impressions of legal counsel). or (2) the attorney-client communication privilege (i.e.,

communications from GPC to its legal counsel made in confidence for the purpose of obtaining

legal advice and counsel).

ul. RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSIONS.
A Response to Evidentiary Findings for Allegation No. 1

ks

2.

Admit,

Deny. GPC disagrees with the characterization of Mr. Cash’s count in
that Mr. Cash has stated that he counted all starts, not just those
considered successful by Mr. Mosbaugh. Tape 58, Tr. 35-37.

De .y. GPC interprets the reference to Mr. Mosbaugh’s "master list* in
this evidentiary finding as referring to the list of EDG 1B starts included
in his allegation submitted on or about June 14, 1990. Mr. Mosbaugh's
"master list* shows inconsistencies between the control log and the data
sheets but makes no mention of the shift supervisor log. Furthermore,
Mr. Mosbaugh's master list makes no mention of Diesel Generator data
sheets that would have been generated by site procedure SOP-13145-1
"Diesel Generators. "

Deny. GPC disagrees with the characterization of Mr. Cash's count in



that Mr. Cash has stated that he counted all starts, not just those
considered successfui by Mr. Mosbaugh. Tape 58, Tr. 35-37.

Deny. Mr. Mosbaugh's lack of involvement in the preparation of
presentation maierials was not "extremely unusual.” Presentations made
to the NRC typically involve only those personnel responsible for the
presentation.  Mr. Mosbaugh had no responsibility for the presentation.
Deny. GPC agrees that the PEB normally reviews written correspondence
from GPC to the NRC regarding Plant Vogtle. However, GPC denies
that verbal communications or presentations made by site personnel are
"normally reviewed" by the PRB. See GPC's response tc evidentiary
finding No. 157. GPC agrees that the April 9, 1990 letter is the type of
correspondence normally reviewed by the PRB. However, even though
the letier was not forme  .eviewed by the PRB, it was reviewed and
commented on by many of the Vogtle managers who are also PPB
members. See GPC's response to Allegation No. 2, evidentiary finding
No. 60.

Deny. Mr. Mosbaugh did not have any reason to suspect that diesel start
numbers were incorrectly stated in the April 9, 1990 letter to the NRC.
On April 19, 1990, Mr. Mosbaugh stated to Messrs. Odom and
Aufdenkampe that he did not know if the number of successful diesel
starts was correctly stated and that it may, in fact, be correct. Tape 57,

Tr. 121.



10.

I1.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

Deny. GPC believes that Mr. Kochery's list was given to the Incident
Investigation Team and has been labeled IIT Document No. 05-180-90.
This document only lists starts through March 23, 1990.

Deny. See GPC's response to evidentiary finding No. 8 above.

Deny. See GPC's response to evidentiary finding No. 7 above.

Neither admit nor deny. The interview notes of the Ol investigator are
an insufficient basis for GPC to determine either the accuracy or
truthfulness of this evidentiary finding.

Neither admit nor deny. The interview notes of the Ol investigator are
an insufficient basis for GPC to determine either the accuracy or
truthfulness of this evidentiary finding.

Neither admit nor deny. The interview notes of the Ol investigator are
an insufficient basis for GPC to determine either the accuracy or
truthfulness of this evidentiary finding.

Neither admit nor deny. The interview notes of the O! investigator are
an insufficient basis for GPC to determine either the accuracy or
truthfulness of this evidentiary finding.

Neither admit nor deny. The interview notes of the Ol investigator are
an insufficient basis for GPC to determine either the accuracy or
truthfulness of this evidentiary finding.

Neither admit nor deny. The interview notes of the Ol investigator are

an insufficient basis for GPC to determine either the accurecy or



17.

18.

19.
20.

4

26.

truthfulness of this evidentiary Jnding.

Neither admit nor deny. The interview notes of the Ol investigator are
an insufficient basis for GPC to determine either the accuracy or
truthfulness of this evidentiary finding. Furthermore, GPC believes that
the "special Tech Spec amendment” referred to in this evidentiary finding
was approved on May 25, 1990 (not the end of April 1990).

Neither admit nor deny. The interview notes of the Ol investigator are
an insufficient basis for GPC to determi.2 either the accuracy or
truthfulness of this evidentiary finding.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit,

Admit.

Neither admit nor deny. GPC admits that this evidentiary finding
accurately summarizes this portion of the Ol interview transcript.
However, GPC lacks sufficient information to admit or deny the truth of
this statement because of the differing recollections of Messrs. Bockhold
and Burr.

Admit with the clarificatio.: that successful starts did have engineering

value to demonstrate that the diesels were capable of performing their




28,

29.

30.

31

32.

intended function. Exh. 13, pp. 11-12,

Neither admit nor deny. GPC admits that this evidentiary finding
accurately summarizes this portion of the Ol interview transcript.
However, GPC lacks sufficient informatiun to admit or deny the truth of
this statement because of the differing recollections of Messrs. Bockhold
and Burr.

Neither admit nor deny. GPC admits that this evidentiary finding
accurately summarizes the portion of the OI interview transcript.
However, GPC lacks sufficient information to admit or deny the truth of
this statement because of the differing recollections of Messrs. Bockhold
and Burr,

Admit.

Neither admit nor deny. GPC admits that this evidentiary finding
accurately summarizes this portion of the Ol interview transcript.
However, GPC lacks sufficient information to admit or deny the truth of
these statements because of the differing recollections of Messrs. Cash and
Burr.

Deny. GPC admits that the evidentiary finding accurately summarizes this
portion of the OI interview transcript. However, GPC believes Mr. Burr
assisted Mr. Bockhold in developing the Diesel Testing overhead.

Deny. GPC admits that the evidentiary finding accurately summarizes this

portion of the Ol interview transcript. However, GPC believes Mr. Burr



33

35.

36.

37.

assisted Mr. Bockhold in developing the Diesel Testing overhead.
Admit with the clarification that Mr. Bockhold, later in this Ol interview,
recalls that his definition of a successful start was one “that didn't show
a significant problem that would have caused the engine to trip or cause
the engine not to meet its intended purpose,” (Exh. 13, p. i8) and Mr.
Cash understood the ierm to mean essentially the same thing. See GPC's
Response to the NRC Staff’s First Set of Interrogatories, August 9, 1993,
Responses 7a. and b., at 12,

Admit with the clarification that Mr. Bockhold, later in his August 1990
interview, recalls that Mr. Cash started his count after the overhaul period
on EDG 1B. Exh. 12, p. 18,

Admit with the clarification that Mr. Bockhold's testimony was that Mr.
Cash started his count "sometime about that time or after that time" and
that Mr. Bockhold, later in his August 1990 interview, recalls that Mr.
Cash started his count after the overhaul period on EDG 1B. Exh. 12, p.
18.

Admit.

Deny. The evidentiary finding mischaracterizes Mr. Bockhold's
testimony. The question posed « Mr. Bockhold differs from the summary
in the evidentiary finding in that the summary adds the words "with no
Carther instructions.” Those woras were not included in the question

posed 10 Mr. Bockhold in his interview.



38.
39.

41.

42,

43,

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Deny. Mr. Cash began his review of the control room logs for successful
starts by reviewing entries beginning before the March 20, 1990 event,
and ending someiime shortly befoie April 9, 1990. Mr. Cash reported to
Mr. Bockhold that there were 19 successful starts on Ela5 1B during this
time period. Mr. Cash's data included more than 19 starts, therefore, Mr.
Cash must have exrluded some of the starts as not being successful. Sec
Exh. 11 and Tape 58, Tr. 35.

Deny. The evidentiary finding accurately reflects the interview transcript
of Mr. Cash but GPC believes Mr, Cash provided Mr. Bockhold with
only the summary of the diesel start information (i.e., the total starts for
each diesel) and assisted the secretary with more than just format changes
(Exh. 10, p. 26). See GPC's response to evidentiary finding No. 43 and
Tape 58, Tr. 35.

Admit with the clarification that GPC believes Mr. Cash gave only the
total number of successful starts for each diesel to Mr. Buckhold.
Neither admit nor deny. GPC admits that this evidentiary finding
accurately summarizes this portion of the Ol interview transcript.
However, GPC lacks sufficient information to admit or deny the truth of

these statements because of the differing recollections of Messrs. Cash and

10



45,

46,

47,

48,

49,

50.

al.

52.

53.

Burr.

Deny. The evidentiary finding accurately reflects the Ol interview
testimony of Mr. Cash. However, GPC does not believe Mr. Cash
supplied Mr. Bockhold with the sequence of testing activities shown on
the April 9, 1990 diesel testing transparency. See GPC's response to
evidentiary finding Nos. 23 and 24, and Exh. 13, p. 16.

Admit,

Admit.

Admit with the clanfication that the Ol interview transcript shows that
Mr. Cash’s response meant that the successful starts shown on the
transparency were all the successful starts of which he was aware.
Deny. GPC believes this evidentiary finding accurately reflects Mr,
Cash’s Ol interview testimony. However, GPC believes Mr. Cash gave
Mr. Bockhold the successful diese! start numbers of 18 and 19. Exh. 12,
pp. 7, 8.

Deny. GPC believes this evidentiary finding accurately reflects Mr.
Cash’s Ol interview testinony. However, GPC believes Mr. Cash gave
Mr. Bockhold the successtul diesel start numbers of 18 and 19. Exh. 12,
pp. 7, 8.

Admit,

Admit.

Admit with the clarification that GPC observes that the numbers above the

11



54,
a3
56.

57.

58.

59.

6l.

62.

63.

line appear to add up to the numbers below the line.

Admit,

Admit.

Admit,

Admit with the clarification that Mr. Cash's testimony was that he
obtained his count from the Unit 1 Control Log and the Shift Supervisor's
Log. Exh. 9, p. 4,

Admit.

Admit.

Admit with the clarification that while neither Mr. Bockhold nor Mr. Cash
can recall such discussion, Mr. Cash does recall that he understood Mr.
Bockhold wanted him to count starts without significant preblems, where
the diesel had started properly and reached the required voltage and
frequency. See GPC's Response to NRC's First Set of Interrogatories,
August 9, 1993, at 12,

Neither admit nor deny. GPC admits that the evidentiary findings
accurately summarize this portion of Mr. Bockhold's Ol interview
transcript. However, GPC lacks sufficient information to admit o. deny
the truth of this statement because of the differing recollections of Messrs.
Bockheld and Burr,

Adinit,

Admit.



67.

68.

70.

71.

73.

74.

75.

76.

Admit

Neither admit not aeny. GPC agrees that the evidentiary finding
accurately summarizes Mr. Cash's testimony, However, rzference to Mr.
Cash's computer-generated list shows more starts are included than Mr.
Cash reported to Mr. Bockhold.

Admit.

Admit with the clarification that the statement regarding the beginning of
Mr. Cash's start count relates directly to EDG 1A and pot EDG 1B,
Admit.

Admit.

Deny. GPC agrees that this evidentiary finding accurately reflects the Ol
intervicw testimony. However, GPC believes that the question of how
successful starts compared to valid tests came up during the presentation.
See NRC Staff's Supplemental Response to Intervenor’'s First Set of
Interrogatories, September 15, 1993, at 6.

Admut.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit with the clarification that Mr. Cash’s estimony was that he did not
recall such discussions.

Admit.

Admit,

13



78.

81.

82.

83.

85.

Admit with the clarification that GPC believes Mr. Cash understood his
task was to count starts without significant problems. See GPC's response
to evidentiary findings Nes. 38, 69 and 75.

Admit with the clarification that GPC believes Mr. Cash understood his
task was to count starts withou significant problems. See GPC's response
to evidentiary findings Nos, 38, 69 and 75.

Admit.

Admit.

Deny. GPC agrees that this evidentiary finding accurately reflects the Ol
interview testimony. However, GPC believes that the NRC asked GPC
to explain how successful starts compared to valid tests during the
presentation. See NRC Staff's Supplemental Response to Intervenor's
First Set of Interrogatories, September 15, 1993, at 6.

Admit.

Admit with the clarification that “successful starts associated with
operability” does not mean starts that were completed in accordance with
Technical Specification operability requirements.

Admit.

Neither admit nor deny. GPC aoes not know the manner in which the
information was conveyed from Mr. Cash to Mr. Bockhold, but GPC
believes the information consisted of only the total number of succe~ “ful

starts for each diesel. See GPC's response to evidentiary finding No. 42.

14



86.

88.

91.

92.

93.

9s.

97.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Neither admit nor deny. GPC admits that this evidentiary finding
accurately summarizes this portion of the Ol interview transcript.
However, _PC lacks sufficient information to admit or deny the truth of
the statement because of the differing recoliections of Messrs. Bockhold,
Burr and Cash.

Admit.

Deny. GPC agrees that this evidentiary finding accurately reflects the Ol
interview testimony. However, GPC believes that the NRC asked GPC
to explain how successful starts compared to valid tests during the
presentation. See NRC Staff's Supplemental Response to Intervenor’s
First Set of Interrogatories, September 15, 1993, at 6.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit with the clarification that Mr. Bockhold's testimony was not
intended to imply that Messrs. Odom and Aufdenkampe sh uld have seen
the transparencies prior to the presentation w the NRC.

Admit.

15



98%.

100.

101,

102,

103,

104,

105,

Neither admit or deny. The interview notes of the Ol investigator are
an insufficient basis for GPC to determine either the accuracy or
truthfulness of this evidentiary finding.

Neither admit nor deny. The interview notes of the Ol investigator are
an insufiicient basis for GPC to determine either the accuracy or
truthfulness of this evidentiary finding.

Neither admit nor deny. The interview notes of the Ol investigator are
an insufficient basis for GPC to determine ecither the accuracy or
truthfulness of this evidentiary finding.

Neither admit nor deny. The interview notes of the Ol investigator are
an insufficient basis for GPC to determine either the accuracy or
truthfuiness of this evidentiary finding.

Neither admit nor deny. The interview notes of the Ol investigator are
an insufficient basis for GPC to determine either the accuracy or
truthfulness of this evidentiary finding.

Neither admit nor deny. The interview notes of the Ol investigator are
an insufficient basis for GPC to determine either the accuracy or
truthfulness of this evidentiary finding.

Admit.

Neither admit nor deny. The interview notes of the OI investigator are
an insufficient basis for GPC to determine either the accuracy or

truthfulness of this evidentiary finding.

16



106.
107.
108.
109.

110.
111,
112.

113.

114,

115.

Admit.

Admit,

Admit.

Neither admit nor deny. The interview notes of the Ol investigator are
an insufficient basis for GPC to determine either the accuracy or
truthfulness of this evidentiary finding.

Admit.

Admit.

Neither admit nor deny. The inwerview notes of the Ol investigator are
an insvfficient basis for GPC to determine either the accuracy or
truthfulness of this evidentiary finding.

Neither admit nor deny. The interview notes of the Ol investigator are
an insufficient basis for GPC to determine either the accuracy or
truthfulness of this evidentiary finding.

Neither admit nor deny. The interview notes of the Ol investigator are
an insufficient basis for GPC to determine either the accuracy or
truthfulness of this evidentiary finding. However, GPC denies the
assertion that Mr. Bockhold was nonresponsive and had a disdain for NRC
involvement.

Neither admit nor deny The interview notes of the Ol investigator are
an insufficient basis for GPC to determine either the accuracy or

truthfulness of this evidentiary finding.

17



116,

117.
118.

119.

120.

121,

122.

123.

Neither admit nor deny. The interview notes of the Ol investigator are
an insufficient basis for GPC w0 determine either the accuracy or
t.uthfulness of this evidentiary finding.

Admit.

Admit.

Neither & ..( nor deny. The interview notes of the Ol investigator are
an insufficient basis fc. GPC to determine either the accuracy or
truthfulness of this evidentiary finding.

Neither admit nor deny. The interview notes of the Ol investigator are
an insufficient basis for GPC to determine either the accuracy or
truthfulness of this evidentiary finding.

Neither admit nor deny. The interview notes of the Ol investigator are
an insufficient basis for G™C to determine either the accuracy or
truthfulness of this evidentiary finding.

Neither admit nor deny. The interview notes of the Ol investigator are
an insufficient basis for GPC to determine either the accuracy or
truthfulness of this evidentiary finding.

Neither admit nor deny. The interview notes of the Ol investigator are
an insufficient basis for GPC to determine either the accuracy or
truthfulness of this evidentiary finding. However, GPC denies that Mr.
Bockhold and his Engineering Department staff lacked initiative or basic

engineering inquisitiveness.

18



124,  Admit.

125. Admit.

126.  Admit.

127. Neither admit nor deny. The interview notes of the Ol investigator are
an insufficient basi: for GPC to determine either the accuracy or

truthfulness of this evidentiary finding.

128.  Admit.
129.  Admit.
130.  Admit.
131, Admit,
132, Admit.

133. Neither admit nor deny. The interview notes of the Ol investigator are
an insufficient basis for GPC to determine either the accuracy or
truthfulness of this evidentiary finding.

i34, Neither admit nor deny. The interview notes of the Ol investigator are
an insuificieat basis for GPC to determine either the accuracy or
truthfuiness of this evidentiary finding. However, GPC denies that the
NRC Staff was not aware of the roubleshooting probiems as of April 9,
1990. See Interrogatory Response of Kenneth E. Brockman to GPC's
First Set of Interrogatories, December 23, 1993, at 2, 7, and 8.

135. Admit.

136. Admit.

19



140,
141,
142,

143,

144,

145.

146.
147.
148.
149,
150.
151.

152.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit with the clarification that Mr. ni~Coy recalled reviewing the
presentation material prior to the presertation. See GPC's response to
evidentiary finding No. 168.

Admit.

Deny. GPC agrees that this evidentiary finding accurately reflects the Ol
interview testimony. However, GPC believes Mr. Burr, whose principal
place of employment was Birmingham, assisted Mr. Bockhold in
developing presentation material. See GPC’s responses to evidentiary
rinding Nos. 23 and 24.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

20



153.

154.

155.

156.

157.

158.

159.

160.

161.

162.

163.

Admit.

Admit with the clarification that there were 18 consecutive starts of EDG
1B following the comprehensive test program as that term was defined by
Mr. Aufdenkampe on April 19, 1990. See Tape 58, NRC Insert §, Tr.
4.7,

Admit with the clarification that Mr. Cash also used the Shift Supervisor's
Log.

Admit with the clarification that the meeting did occur and copies of the
presentation were distributed. See Tape 40, April 10, 1990.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Neither admit nor deny. GP_ agrees that the evidentiary finding
accurately reflects the Ol interview t__mony. However, GPC lacks
sufficient information to determine whether Mr. Kochery provided diesel
testing information to Mr. Bockhold because recollections have faded.
Admit.

Deny. This evidentiary finding inaccurately describes Mr. McCoy's
testimony in that Mr. McCoy indicated that one purpose of the April 9
presentation was to address all of the issucs in the Confirmation of Action
letter including restart approval and not "the reswrt issue.”

Admit.

21



164,
165.
166.

167.

168,
169.
170.
171.
172,
173.
174.
175.

176.

177.

178.

179.

180

181

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit with the clarification tha. Mr. Cash's only involvement after the
April 9 presentation was in verifying a list of diesel starts developed by
Mr. Mosbaugh on or about April 30, 1990,

Admit.

Admit,

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit,

Admit with the clarification that Mr. McCoy's testimony is that he did not
recall having any questions.

Admit.

Admit with the clarificatiot: that Messrs. Cash and Burr did attend the
meeting.

Adrait.

Admit

Admit,

2



182,
183,
184,
185.
186.

187.

188,
189.

190.

191.

192.

193.

Admit.

Admit,

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Deny. The first sentence of this evidentiary finding inaccurately
summarizes Mr. McCoy's tesumony. Mr. McCoy's testimony was that
he had no knowledge of Mr. Bockhold's instruction “to just get successful
starts" prior to the April 9 presentation. (Exi.. <9, p. 25.)

Admit.

Admit.

Admit with the clarification that Messrs. Hairston or McCoy would
typically be involved in setting up such a meeting. While Mr. Hairston
does not recall giving instructions to anyone regarding preparation for thc
meeting, it is possible that he had discussions with Mr. McCoy during the
week prior to the meeting. (Exh. 31, p. 18.)

Admit in substance with the clarification that Mr. Hairston has no specific
re~ollection of any particular goal for this meeting. He was there to
discuss all relevant issues and answer any questions. (Exh. 31, pp. 21-
22.)

Admit,

Admit.

23



Admul

Admit with the clanfication that Mr. Hairston's testimony was that the
meeting could have been longer

Admit v th the clanification th, GPC believes Mr. Burr assisted Mr
Bockhold in developing the Diesel Testing overhead See GPC's
responses to evidentiary finding Nos. 25 and 24

Admit with the clanfication that the meeting was to give an overall view
of the event and discuss all of the issues that related to it including what
GPC had done and what GPC would be doing in the futurs

Admit

Admit

Admit

Admit

Admit

Admit

Admit

Adm

Admit

Admit with the clanfication that conversations among Vogtie plant staff

regarding the performance of the Calcon sensors occurred shortly afier the
Site Area Emergency

Admit




209.
210.
211,

212.
213,

214,

218,
216.
217.
218,
219.

220.

Admit,

Admit.

Admit with the clarification that GPC believes it would be inaccurate to
say that “most* of the meeting was spent discussing diesels,

Admit.

Admit.

Admit with the clarification that Mr. Majors did have general knowledge
that the March 20, 1990, event involved diesel generator problems.
Admit,

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Response 1o Evidentiary Findings for Allegation No, 2

1.
2.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit with the clarification that Mr. Cash provided Mr. Bockhold with
the EDG start count numbers which were used in the April 9, 1990
presenition and letter,

Deny. GPC agrees that the evidentiary finding accurately reflects the Ol

25



10.

1.

13.

14,

interview testimony. However, see GPC's response 1o Allegation No. |,

evidentiary finding No. 41,

Deny. GPC agrees that the evidentiary finding accurately reflects the Ol
interview testimony. However, diesel start information in the April 19,
1990 LER resulted from review of operator logs in addition to the review
performed for the April 9, 1990 presentation and letter. See Tape 58,
NRC Insert 4, Tr. 1, and Tape 57, Tr. 121-125.

Neither admit nor deny, GPC notes that the Ol interview transcript
citation for this evidentiary finding ¢hould have been Exhibit 12, p. 16.
GPC believes the evidentiary finding mischaracterizes Mr. Bockhold's
testimony in that it implies Mr, McCoy drafted the referenced statement
while Mr, Bockhold does not actually state who drafted the statement.
GPC lacks sufficient information to determine who drafted the statement,
but notes Mr. McCoy does not believe he drafted it. See GPC's
responses 10 evidentiary finding Nos. 36-37,

Admit.

Admit.

Admat.

Admit.

Admit.

Admul.

Admit.
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15.
16.

17.
18,
19.

20.

2l.
22,

Admit.

Deny. GPC believes the April 9 letter had been drafted prior to the April
9 presentation and was revised by meeting participants while returning to
their offices. See GPC's responses ¢ evidentiary finding Nos. 50-60.
Admit.

Admit.

Admit with the clarification that it was primarily Mr. Bailey rather than
Mr. Stringfellow that worked with Mr. Aufdenkampe and Mr.
Aufdenkampe's people in drafting the April 9 letter prior to the
yresontation.  See GPC's responses to evidentiary finding Nos. 50, 51,
54, 57 and 60.

Deny. This evidentiary finding inaccurately summarizes Mr,
Aufdenkampe's testimony. Mr. Aufdenkampe actually states that the first
time he saw a signed copy of the April 9 letter was sometime after 2:43
p.m. (central time) on April 9, 1990. GPC believes Mr. Aufdenkampe
had probably reviewed draft versions of this letter prior to April 9. See
GPC's response to evidentiary finding No. 19,

Admit,

Admit with the clarification that Mr. Stringfellow's testinony 'vas pot that
Mr. Hairston "just wanted to get the letter out® but rather that Mr.
Hairston wanted to get the letter out because Mr. Hairston *just wanted

to go ahead and get it on the record.” (Exh. 30, p. 13))
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23
24,

25.
P

27.

28,

29.

31,

33,

Admit.

Admit with the clarification that GPC believes the error in the Apnl 9
letter was not the result of imprecision in the logs with respect 1o valid
starts or successful starts. See Exh. 11,

Admit.

Admit,

Admit with the clarification that the April 9 letter was not formally
reviewed by the PRB.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Deny. GPC agrees that the evidentiary finding accurately reflects the Ol
interview testimony. However, GPC believes that the accuracy of the
statement referenced does not depend on the critcria used by the person
obtaining the data.

Deny. GPC agrees that the evidentiary finding accurately reflacts the Ol
interview testimony. However, GPC believes that the April 9 letter
implies that the starts were consecutive,

Admit.

Deny. GPC agrees that the evidentiary finding accu.ately reflects the Ol
interview testimony. However, GPC believes Mr. Bockhold's direct

involvement was not a determinative factor in not obtaining PRB review

28



35.

37.
38.

19

4],

42.

43

45,

46.

47.

48.

and approval of this letter,

Admit.

Neither admit nor deny. See GPC's responses to evidentiary finding Nos.
7 and 54,

Admit.

Deny. GPC agrees that the evidentiary finding accurately reflects & Ol
interview testimony. However, GPC believes that more than one start
occurred that calls into question the wording in the April 9, 1990 letter
(i.e., "No failures or problems have occurred®).

Admit with the clarification provided in GPC's response to Allegation No.
1, evidentiary finding No. 6.

Admit.

Admit,

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit with the clarification that GPC believes more than one stan
occurred that calls into question the wording in the April 9, 1990 letter
(i.e., "No failures or problems have occurred®).

Admit with the clarification that Mr. Bockhold did not intend for
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49,

35,
52.
53.
54,
55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

6l.

63.

successful to mean the diesel did not trip within one minute. See GPC's
response to Allegation No. 1, evidentiary finding No. 75,

Admit.

Admit,

Admit,

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit with the clarificatior that the April 9, 1990 letter (paragraph C,
page 2) describes an event on EDC 1A where one of the Calcon sensors
vented and would not reset during a diesel run,

Admit.

Admit with the clarification that GPC believes Mr. Burr may have been
on the plane also.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit,

Admit,

Diay. GPC agrees that this evidentiary finding accurately reflects the Ol
interview testimony. However, GPC believes more than one start

occurred that calls into question the wording in the April 9, 1990 letter
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(1.e., *No failures or problems have occurred*®).

64.  Admit,
65.  Admit.
66.  Admit.
67.  Admit,
68.  Admit,
69.  Admit.
70.  Admit.

Response to Evidentiary Findings for Allegation No. 3

1. Admit
2. Admit,
3 Admit.
4. Admit.
5 Admit.
6. Admit.
7. Admit.
8. Admit,
9. Admit,
10.  Admit.
11, Admit.
12, Admit.
13.  Admit.

3



14,
18.
16.
.
18,
19,

20,
21.
22.
23,

24

25.

26.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit,

Adwit.

Admit.

Deny. Mr. Stringfellow actually asks the question, *Can you [Mosbaugh)
determine if those were valid tests or valid failures?® (Exh. 34, NRC
Insert 3, p. 3).

Admit.

Admit,

Admit,

Admit,

Neither admit nor deny. GPC lacks sufficient information to determine
whether this is "new" terminology being introduced by Mr. McCoy.
However, based on the discussions recorded on Tape 58, GPC suspects
that the terminology was discussed by the participants on the call prior to
Mr. Mosbaugh's entry into the discussion. The tape recording does not
capture the entire conversation. See also GPC's response to evidentiary
finding No. 133,

Admit with the clarification that Mr. Cash did not perform a separate
verification other than his original review of the control room logs.

Admit.



27.

28,

3l
32.
33.

33.

36.
37,
38.
39.

Deny. This evidentiary finding inaccurately reflects the conversation in

that Mr. McCoy's statement was in the form of a question rather than an
imperative.

Admit.

Admit,

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Deny. GPC's position is that these words are not audible on Tape 58.
Counsel for GPC, NRC and Intervenor have discussed their respective
versions on this portion of Tape 58 and are preparing a revised transcript
for stipulation that includes each party's position.

Deny. GPC's position is that these words are not audible on Tape 58.
Counsel for GPC, NRC and Intervenor have discussed their respective
versions on this portion of Tape 58 and are preparing a revised transcript
for stipulation that includes each party's position.

Admit,

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit,
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4],

42

43

4.
46.

47.

48,

49,

Admit with the clarification that the use of the adjective *suddenly® to
describe Mr. Aufdenkampe's discussion on this portion of the tape is
inaccurate and that Mr. Aufdenkampe's *guess® is based on a list of diesel
starts provided by Messrs. Odom and Webb. See Tape 58, Tr. 37,
Deny. GPC agrees that the quoted portion of the evidentiary finding is
accurate. However, GPC denies that Mr. Aufdenkampe (a) had not
defined the end of the comprehensive test program, and (b) did not have
a rational basis for this conclusion. See Tape 58, NRC Insert 5, Tr. 4.7,
Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit,

Deny. GPC agrees that the evidentiary finding accurately reflects the Ol
interview testimony. However, GPC does not believe the substance of the
finding to be an accurate reflection of what was said and when it was said.
The more accurate record is the Tape 57 transcript, recorded on April 19,
1990.

Deny. GPC agrees that the evidentiary finding accurately reflects the Ol
interview testimony. However, GPC denies that Mr. Mosbaugh
accurately describes the evenis or participants. See Tape 58 Tr. at NRC
Insert 4, p. 1.

Admit with the clarification that the more accurate record is the Tape 58

4



ay

51

53

54

55

56

transcript, recorded on April 19, 199

Deny. GPC agrees that the evidentiary finding accurately reflects the Ol
interview testimony, However, GPC denies {(a) the characterization of the
process in which the LER was reviewed, and (b) that the LER was
inaccurate because there were failures on the EDG 1B identified by Mr
Mosbaugh on April 19, 1990. See generally, Tape 57 and S8

Admit

Deny. GPC agrees that the evidentiary finding accurately reflects the Ol
interview testimony. However, GPC does not believe the substance of the
finding to be an accurate reflection of what was said and when it was said
I'he more accurate records are the Tapes 57 and 58 transcripts, recorded
on Aprl 19, 1990

Deny. GPC agrees that the eviuentiary finding accurately reflects the Ol
interview westimony. However, GPC denies that the LER drafts did not
contain any specific statems 5 of diesel starts

Deny. Mr. Moshaugh should have been aware of everything

Deny. GPC agrees that the evidentiary finding accurately reflects the Ol
interview tesumony. However, GPC denies that Mr. Mosbaugh and
others "realized” the diese’ start statements in the April 9 letter and draft
LER were false. See Tape 57, Tr. at 120-12]

Neither admit nor deny. GPC agrees that the evidentiary finding

accurately reflects the OI interview transcript. However, GPC lacks




57.

58.

59.

61.

62.

63.

65.

sufficient infrrmation to admit or deny the truth of Mr. Mosbaugh's
statements.

Neither admit nor deny. GPC agrees that the evidentiary finding
accurately reflects the Ol interview transcript. However, GPC lacks
sufficient information to admit or deny the truth of the finding.

Deny. GPC agrees that the evidentiary finding accurately reflects the Ol
interview testimony. However, GPC denies that Mr. Mosbaugh heard
Mr. McCoy make such a statement. See GPC's response to evidentiary
finding No. 49,

Admit.

Admit with the clarification that GPC believes the participants on the call
are identified in the NRC's Tape 58 transcript.

Admit.

Admit with the clarification that Mr. Aufdenkampe was a participant 10
a conversation where Mr. Stringfellow was so put on notice. See Tape
57 transcnipt, Insert 1, at 1.

Admit with the clarification that there were not more than 18 consecutive
starts using the definition of comprehensive test program described in the
June 29, 1990 LER revision cover letter,

Admit.

Admit.

Admit with the clarification that GPC believes that Messrs. Odom and



68

HYy

70

&

78

Webb did p.ovide Messrs Aufdenkampe and Mosbaugh with a list of
starts before the LER was issued on April 19, 1590, See GPC's response
0 evidentiary finding No. 67 and 1 ape 58, Tr. at 37

Admit

Admit

Admit

Admit

Admit with the clarification that there was a conversation on April 19,
1990, in which the comprehensive test program language was selected to
clarify when the el start count began, See Tape 58, NRC Insert 4. Tr
L, and GPC’s response to evidentiary finding No. 24

Admit with the clarification that GPC believes Messrs. Aufdenkampe and
Stipman had a discussion on this subject with Mr, Bockhold on April 19,
1990 which was not taped. See T ape 58, NRC Insert §, Tr. 4-7

Admit

Admit

Admit with the clarification that Mr. Aufdenkampe did make that
statement to Mr. Stringfellow. See Tape 57, NRC Insert 1, Tr. |
Admit with the clarification that GPC believes the site did confirm the
accuracy of "at least 18" diesel starts

Admit

Admit
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81,
82.
83.

8S.

B7.

89.

91.

92.

93.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit with the clarification that GPC believes Mr. Stringfellow was a
party to the telephone conference call involving Messrs. Mosbaugh,
Aufd:nkampe and Shipman on April 19, 1990 where the participants
discussed the meaning of the comprehensive test program. See Tape 58,
Tr. NRC Insert §, at pp. 4-7.

Admit.

Admit with the same clarification as in GPC's response to evidentiary
finding No. 84,

Admit.

Admit with the clarification that GPC interprets "other that® to mean
*other than,*

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit,

Admit.
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5

98.

100.
101,

102.

103.
104,
108.
106.
107.

108,

109,

Admit.

Admit with the clarification that based on Tape 58, GPC believes Mr,
Shipman did participate on a telephone conference call with Mr. McCoy
which included discussion of that term,

Admit.

Admit.

Admit,

Admit.

Admit,

Neither admit nor deny. GPC agrees that this evidentiary finding
accurately reflects the Ol inte view testimony. However, GPC lacks
sufficient information to adm. . or deny that the conversation occurred in
the conference rcom between the offices of Messrs, Shipman and McCoy.
Admit.

Admit.

Admit,

Admit.

Admit.

Admit with the clarification that GPC does not believe that Mr. Bailey
participated on the call. See GPC's response to evidentiary finding No.
194,

Admit,
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110,

111

112.

113,

114,

118.

116.
117.
118.

119.

A dmit.

Admit with the clarification that GPC believes that multiple, simultaneous
conver’ ations took place on this portion of Tape 58.

Admit with the clarification that GPC believes there was a fair amount of
discussion regarding the meaning of the term comprehensive test program.
See Tape 58,

Admit with the clarification that GPC believes Mr. Cash counted starts as
successful which occurred before the point in time Mr. Bockhold believed
the start count to begin. (See Exh. 11.)

Neither admit nor deny. GPC agrees this evidentiary finding accurately
reflects the Ol interview testimony. However, GPC lacks sufficient
information to admit or deny the truth.

Deny. GPC agrees this evidentiary finding accurately reflects the Ol
interview testimony. However, GPC denies that Mr. Bockhold could not
have identified a definitive ending point for the comprehensive test
program if he had been provided with sufficient information. See GPC's
Response to NRC Staff's First Set o' Interrogatories, dated August 9,
1993, at 3,

Admit,

Admit,

Admit.

Admit.



120.

121.
122.

123,

124,

126.

Admit with the clarification that GPC believes Mr. Bockhold did have
knowledge on April 19, 1990, of how the comprehensive test program
language was inserted into the LER. See Tape 58, NRC Insert 4, Tr. 1.
Admit.

Admit with the clarification that Mr. Bockhold participated in the April
19, 1990, conference call where it was decided to insert this language into
the LER. See Tape 58, NRC Insert 4, Tr. 1.

Deny. On April 19, 1990, although the specific point in time was not
identified, Messrs. Bockhold, Aufdenkampe and Shipman had a working
definition of the end of the comprehensive test program and on June 29,
1990, a new definition was assigned to the term in the cover letter for the
revised LER.

Admit with the clarification that GPC believes Mr. Bockhold advised
Messrs. Aufdenkampe and Shipman on April 19, 1990, that the
comprehensive test program ended right after the calibration of the
tensors, See Tape 58, NRT Insert §, Tr. 4.7,

Deny. GPC does not believe that this evidentiary finding is an accurate
reflection of Mr. Bockhold's testmony. The evidentiary finding
mischaracterizes Mr. Bockhold's response a an attempt to “absolve
himself of any responsibility.” See also GPC's response to evidentiary
finding No. 1.4,

Admit with the clarification that use of the adjective "just® incorrectly

4]



127.
128.
129.
130.
131.
132.

133.

134,

135,

characterizes the testimony of Mr. Bockhnld.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit,

Admit.

Admit,

Neither admit nor deny. GPC agrees that this evidentiary finding
accurately summarizes the testimony. However, GPC lacks sufficient
information to admit or deny its truth, Based on the discussions recorded
on Tape 58, GPC suspects that the participants to the April 19, 1990
conference call discussed the term comprehensive test program before Mr.
Mosbaugh entered the conversation and began his taping. GPC also
believes there may have been other conversations regarding, this subject
on the same day that were not recorded. See GPC's responte to
evidentiary finding No. 123,

Admit.

Admit with the clarification as in GPC's response to evidentiary finding
No. 124,

Deny. This evidentiary finding does not accurately reflect the testimony
of Mr. Bockhold. Mr. Bockhold's testimony is that he does not remember
the conference call because the Ol investigator is jumping from one
section of the tape to another without allowing Mr. Bockhold to hear the
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136.
137,
138.
139.

140,

141,

143
144,
145,
146.

147,

tape recording in a continuous uninterrupted fashion.

Admit,

Admit,

Adrmut.

Admit.

Neither admit nor deny. GPC agrees that this evidentiary finding
accurately reflects the Ol interview testimony. However, GPC lacks
sufficient information to admit or deny its truth,

Neither admit nor deny. The interview notes of the Ol investigator are
an insufficient basis for GPC to determine either the accuracy or
truthfulness of this evidentiary finding. However, GPC denies that (a)
Mr. McCoy told Mr, Brockman thet GPC was only going to count EDG
test failures as they were defined in the Reg. Guide and (b) Mr. McCoy
did not mention that there had been EDG troubleshooting failures after the
March 20, 1990 event. See Tape S8, Tr, 27, 38

Neither admit nor deny. See GPC's response to evidentiary finding No.
141.

Admit,

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.
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148,

149,

150.

151,
152.
153.
154
155.
156.
157.
158,
159.
160.
161.
162.

Admit with the clarification that GPC believes there may have been other
conversations on the same subject as the group conversation which are not
recorded on Tape 58. See GPC's responses o evidentiary finding Nos.
132 and 133,

Neither admit nor deny. GPC agrees that this evidentiary finding
accurately reflects the Ol interview testimony. However, GPC lacks
sufficient information to admit or deny its truth.

Admit with the clarification that the language in th¢ * =~ was a change
from the language in the April 9 letter,

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit,

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit with the clarification that GPC believes Mr. Hairston's question

was answered in one of the inaudible simultaneous, multiple conversations



163,
164,
165.

166.

167.

168.

170.
171.
172.
173,
174,
175.
176.
177.

178.

recorded on Tape 58,

Admit.

Admit.

Admit with the clarification that Mr. McCoy said the phrase *sounded
similar to® not *sounded familiar t0.*

Admit with the clarificat- 1 that GPC believes Mr. Hairston's question
was answered in one of the inaudible simultaneou:  wultiple conversations
recorded on Tape 58.

Admit with the clarification that GPC believes Mr. Hairston's question
was answered in one of the inaudible simultaneous, multiple conversations
recorded on Tape 58,

Admit,

Admit.

Admit,

Admit.

Admit.

Admit,

Admit.

Admit,

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.
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179,
180,
181,
182.
183,

184,
185.
186.
187.
188.

189.

190.

191,
192.
193.

194,

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Deny. GPC denies that this evidentiary finding accurately reflects the
conversation recorded on Tape 58. Counsel for GPC, NRC and
Intervenor have discussed their respective versions of this portion of Tape
58 and are preparing a revised transcript for stipulation.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit with the clarification that GPC believes the participants on the
referenced section of Tape 58 are identified in the associated NRC
transcriot.

Admit.

Admit with the clarifica_on that Mr., Hairston did not state that he was
"speculating” during this portion of his Ol testimony.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit,



195.

196.
197.

198,

199,

200,

20!

202.
203.
204,

206.

2A'7.

Admit with the clanfication that, based on PRB meeting minutes and
portions of Tapes 57 and 58, GPC knows the PRB addressed ihe LER a
number of times before it was signed on April 19, 1990,

Admit.

Admit.

Deny. GPC agrees that this evidentiary finding accurately reflects the Ol
interview testimony. However, GPC believes that the comprehensive test
program had been defined on April 19, 1990, before the LER was issued.
See GPC's response to evidentiary finding No. 124,

Admit.

Admit with the clarification that, based on GPC's review of Tape 58,
UC believes Mr. McDonald did review and comment on the LER before
it was 1ssued,

Admit with the same clarification as in GPC's response to evidentiary
finding No. 200.

Admit.

Admit,

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.
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D.

Response to Evidentiary Findings for Allegation No. 4

Neither admit nor deny. GPC lacks sufficient information to admit or
deny this cvidentiary finding. No PRB meeting minutes or NRC tapes
address this matter,

Admit.

Deny. GPC agrees that this evidentiary finding accurstely reflects the Ol
interview testimony. However, GPC denies that this testimony accurately
describes the conversation between Messrs. Bockhold and Mosbaugh.
Mr. Bockhold was first to question how Mr. Mosbaugh's validated
information would effect the April 9, 1990 letter. Mr. Bockhold did not
state he would address this issue in the May 15, 1990 proposed letter.
Rather, he suggested this might be an appropriate means for addressing
the April 9, 1990 letter and Mr. Mosbaugh was tasked with making the
appropriate corrections by working with his subordinate, Mr. Odom. See
GPC transcript of Tape 90, Tr. 1-3,

Deny. GPC agrees that this evidentiary finding accurately reflects the Ol
interview testimony. However, GPC denies that this testimony accurately
describes the timing of the QA audit. Mr. Hairston requested the audit
on or about June 8, 1990. See Exh. 31, pp. 79-80.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit with the clarification that on April 19, 1990 start count verification
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10.
11,
12

13,

14,

i5.

16.

17.

efforts were conducted, in addition to those perfurmed by Mr. Cash, and
that several “start counts® were made between April 19 and June 29,
1990.

Admit.

Neither adrait nor deny. GPC agrees that this evicentiary finding
accurately summarizes the Ol interview testimony. However, GPC lacks
sufficient information to either admit or deny its truth.

Admit.

Admit,

Deny. GPC denies that this evidentiary finding accurately reflecis Mr.
Bockhold's testimony. Further, GPC does not believe that "interpretation
of the data” is part of what GPC meant by diesel generator record keeping
practices as that term was used in the June 29, 1990 LER revision cover
letter. Sex Tape 187.

Admit.

Admit with the clarification that Mr. Majors prepared the June 29, 1990
cover leiter,

Admit.

Admit with the clanfication that Mr. Bockhold did have a discussion with
Mr. McCoy and other members of the plant staff on August 15, 1990,
regarding how Mr. Cash developed the start count for Mr, Bockhold.

Admit,
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18,
19.

21,

22

23
24,
23.
26.

27.

il

32.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit,

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Deny. GPC denies that this evidentiary finding accurately reflects Mr,
Aufdenkampe's testimony., Mr. Auidenkampe could nut recall with
certainty what the time period was between the iasuance of the LER aid
the site transmittal of a draft-revised LER to the Corporate offices. This
transmittal did not occur until about May 15, 1990. See Mr. Mosbaugh's
wstimony, Exhibit 5, pp. 232-240.

Admit with the clarification that GPC believes Mr. Aufdenkampe did
review the June 29, 1990 cover .<tter, in his capacity as a member of the
PRR, See I'RB Meeting Minutes, Meeting No. 90-91,

Ad nit,

Admit.

Admit.



33

as.

38.

39.

4].

42,

<3,

Neither admit nor deny. The interview notes of the Ol investigator are
an insufficient basis for GPC to determine either the accuracy or
truthfuln s of this evidentiary finding. However, GPC bei'eves that Mr,
Aufdenkas | pe spoke to Ms. Trocine sometime during the week of June 11-
15, 1990, regarcuir ¢ the mistake in the diesel start count and requested that
Ms. Trocine pass the ir/ormation along to Mr. Brockman. See GPC
transcript of Tape 172, I'v. 3l.
Admit.
Admit.
Admit with the clarification that GPC believes that the comprehensive test
program was defined in the June 26, 1990 cover letter,
Deny. GPC agrees that this evide” La v finding accurately reflects the Ol
interview testimony. However, GPT ¢ s that the June 29, 1990 SAER
audit report accurately identified the causer i.>r the error in the April 19,
1990 LER.
Admit.
Admit,
Admit.
Adniit with the clarification that GPC believes Mr. Frederick &Nl
Messrs, Bockhold and Cash during the course of the SAER audit.

drnit.

Admit.
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44, Admit

45 Admit
46, Admit
47 Admit
48 Admit
49 Admit
50 Admit with the clanification that the evidentiary finding reflects Mr.

Hairston’s opinion

2l Admit

52 Admit,

53 Admit with the clarification that Mr. Frederick's knowledge of Mr.
Mosbaugh’s "concern «Lout the diesel start numbers in the April 9, 1990,
letter and the April 19, 1990, LER," was limited to the information he
learmmed through his membership on the PRB.

54 Admit

55 Admit

56 Admit with clarification that Mr. Frederick told Mr. Masbaugh that he
was also supposed to determine why the discrepancy exists. See GPC's
response o evidentiary finding No. 62 and Tape 160, Tr. 23-29,

57 Admit

58 Admit

59 Admit

Pl aReT



61.

63.

&

67.

69.
70.

71.

73.
74.

75.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit with the clarification that where the evidentiary finding indicates
that Mr. Frederick "is suppose to find why the discrepancy exists,” the
discrepancy Mr. Frederick is referring to is the various diesel start counts
reported to the PRB during the May to June, 1990 time frame.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit,

Admit with the clarification that GPC is aware, based on a review of Tape
187, Mr. Majors stated that he believed Mr. Hairston assisted Mr. McCoy
in drafting portions of the June 29, 1990 cover letter. See GPC's
response evidentiary finding to No. 70.

Admit,

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit,

Admit,

Admit,
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76.

78.

80.

81.

82.

Admit with the clarification that, based on review of Tape 187, GPC is
aware that Mr, Mosbaugh did express such concerns to Mr. Greenee.
Deny. GPC believes that Mr, Greene was aware on June 29, 1990, that
Mr. Cash made the diesel start count for the April 9 presentation. See
Tape 187,

Admit.

Deny. This evidentiary finding takes a quote attributed to Mr. Greene out
of context and thus creates a mischaracterization of the portion of Tape
187 that the evidentiary finding purports to summarize. Mr. Greene does
recommend changing the word “discrepancy® to "difference” in the June
29, 1990 cover letter. However, his 12ason for suggesting this change,
as reflected at Tr. 56, is his view that the cover letter is intended to
explain the difference between what is being reported in the *evised LER
and the cover latter. See Exh. 47, pp. 34, 35,

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Response to Evidentiary Findings for Alis ation No. §

i

Deny.  This evidentiary finding inaccurately reflects the Gl interview
testimony in that Mr. Bockhold stated that he did not recall if he assisted
in drafting the August 30, 1990 letter. GPC is aware, based on review

of Tape 184, that Mr. Bockhold did assist in the drafting of that letter.
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Deny. See GPC's response 10 evidentiary finding No. 1.

Admit with the clanfication that GPC believes Mr. Bockhold reviewed the
August 30, 1990 letter, See Tape 184,

Admit with the clarification that Mr. Borkhold's testimony was that he
personally was not confused about the distinction between successful stan
and valid test

Admit with the clanfication tha® Mr Bockhold's testimony refers to
individuals, other than Mr, Cash, who attended the April 9 presentation
See Exh. 23, p. |

Admit with the clarification that confusion arose among GPC personnel,
other than Mr. Cash, who ‘nied to count successful starts after April 9,
1990

Admit

Admit

Admit

Admit

Admit

Deny. GPC agrees that this evidentiary finding accurately reflects the Ol

interview tesimony. However, GPC believes that Mr. Cash did make
mistakes in performing his count. See GPC's response to Allegation No.

|, evidentiary finding No. 66

Deny. GPC agrees that this evidentiary finding accurately reflects the Ol




14
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.

2 B

26.

interview testimony. However, GPC believes that Mr. Ajluni discussed
mistakes in Mr. Cash's count in a2 December 1990, note to Mr. McCoy.
(Bates No. 044750-51.)

Admit,

Admit.

Admit.

Admit,

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Deny.  This evidentiary finding does not accurately reflect the Ol
interview testimony. Mr. Stringfellow stated that there were "a couple of
differences” between his tables and the tables returned to him from the
site "in the area of diesel starts 132, 134, and 136."

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Deny. GPC agrees that this evidentiary finding accurately reflects the Ol
interview testimony. However, this does ot accurately reflect the criteria
used by Mr. Cash to count successfui starts. See GPC's response to
Allegation No. 1, evidentiary finding Nos. 40 and 69.

Admit.
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27.
28,

29.

31.
. v §

33.

35.

36.

37.

38.

36.

41,

Admit.

Deny. GPC agrees that the evidentiary finding accurately reflects the Ol
interview testimony. However, GPC believes that Mr. Cash counted
more than one problem start as successful.

Admit.

Admit with the clarification that Mr. Cash counied more than one problem
start as successful.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit.

Admit with the same clarification as in GPC's response to evidentiary
finding No. 30.

Admit,

Admit.

Admit with the clarification that Mr. McDonald’s testimony reflects he
was talking about calls to the NRC regarding the same subject matter as
was being addressed in the August 37, 1990 letter and pot calls to the
NRC regarding the August 30, 1990 letter in particular.

Admit,
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42.

45.

46.

47.

48,

49.

Admit with the clarification that GPC interprets *2pril 9, 1991* to mean
*April 9, 1990.*

Admit.

Admit with the clarification that Mr. Greene's testimony was that the
August 30, 1990 letter was prepared using the same process as that used
for preparing all correspondence with the NRC (i.e., there was no special
process employed for drafting this letter),

Admit.

Admit with the clarification that Mr. Bockhold was present at the PRB
meeting where the August 30, 1990 letter was discussed.

Admit with the clarification that GPC interprets “that the number
reported” to mean "than the number reported.”

Admit.

Deny. This evidentiary finding does not accurately reflect Mr, Greene's

testimony.

Response to Evidentiary Findings for Allegation No. 6

1.

Deny. GPC agrees that this evidentiary finding accurately reflects the Ol
interview testimony. However, GPC does not believe it accurately
describes or characterizes the control air quality during the relevant time
frame. See Tape 41.

Admit,

Admit with the clarification that GPC believes the air quality was
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4.
5.

6.

satisfactory at the controls., See Tape 41, Tr. 49-50.
Admit.
Admit,

Admit,

Response to Evidentiary Findings for Allegation No. 7

Deny. The final revisions to the LER were not made on this particular
conference call. See Tape 58.

Deny. The diesel starts language was finally approved by site personnel
(Aufdenkampe and Mosbaugh) on this call and other portions of the LER
were finalized with the additional participation of Mr, Swartzwelder. See
Tape S8, Tr. 27-32.

Admit with the clarification that GPC did not have the benefit of Mr.
Mosbaugh's tapes at that time.

Deny. The final revisiors to the LER were not made on this particular
conference call. See Tape 58.

Deny. See GPC's response to Allegation No. 3, evidentiary findings Nos.
34 and 35.

Deny. GPC's statements have been made in good faith based on the
knowledge prssessed by GPC at the time.

Admit.

Admit with the clarification that GPC interprets *April 1, 1990* as "April

1, 1991.*
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10.

Deny. GPC agrees that this evidentiary finding accurately reflects the Ol
interview testimony. However, GPC denies that the individuals identified
were the ones on the call. See Tape S8, NRC Insert S, Tr. 4-7, and Tr.
27-32 for proper identification of the participants.

Admit.

Response to Evidentiary Findings for Investigative Cenclusion from Review of

Audio Tapes

1.

tJ

Deny. This evidentiary finding mischaracterizes the portion of Tape 42
it references. Mr. Aufdenkampe, at Tr. 14, indicates that GPC's
obligation to tell the NRC about diesel control air problems would not
arise until such problems had been confirmed. Mr. Aufdenkampe's
views, when reviewed in context, clearly demonstrate that his comment
regarding not telling the NRC about diesel control air matters was aimed
at the timing of providing confirmed information and not whether such
information should be provided.

Deny. This evidentiary finding mischaracterizes the portions of Tapes 269
and 184 it purports tc summarize. The referenced portion of Tape 269 is
a discussion between Messrs. Aufdenkampe and Mosbaugh regarding the
PRB meeting earlier thai day in which the August 30, 1990 letter was
reviewed. Mr. Aufdenkampe states that he was "glad George [Bockhold]
left perause T wis yoing to call point of order that we [the PRB) couldn't

advise George [Bockhold] on something when he was there trying to,



trying 10.* At that point Mr. Aufdenkampe is cut off by Mr. Mosbaugh
who finishes the sentence by stating, “advise the Board when he's telling
the Board what statements to take out of a letter.” Tape 269, Tr. 1-2.
Mr. Bockhold was suggesting revisions to a prior draft of the August 30,
1990 letter. The referenced portion of Tape 184 is a portion of the PRB
meeting where the August 30, 1990 letter is discussed. The evidentiary
finding indicates that Mr. Aufdenkampe'’s "frustration shows" on this part
of the Tape because Mr. Bockhold "ran® the meeting. The word "ran,*
which according to the evidentiary finding is a quote from the Tape,
cannot be found on the cited portion of the Tape or on the NRC's
transcript of the Tape. Mr. Greene, as PRB chairman, chaired the
meeting and, as reflected in the PRB meeting minutes, Mr. Bockhold
participated as a guest/technical advisor, GPC also notes that Mr. Brian
Bonzer, NRC resident inspector, attended the meeting. Nothing on the
cited portion of the Tape supports the conclusion that Mr. Bockhold "ran*
the meeting.

Deny. GPC believes this evidentiary finding inaccurately characterizes the
referenced portion of the tape transcript. Mr. Horton is expressing his
preference for using the phraseology "the ... were the result” as
opposed to "the grrors ... appear to be the result.® Mr. Horton expresses
his belief that using the word "appear” suggests that GPC does not know

the reason for the errors. (Tr. at 33.) Later in the conversation, Mr.
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Bockhold suggests changing the word “errors® to "con‘usion* because he
believes the NRC was confused by GPC's use of th2 term "successful
start” as opposed to "valid start.® (Tr, at 33-34.)

Admit with the clarification that it was Mr. Bockhold's firm belief that no
GPC or SNC employee intentionally provided false information to the
NRC. Furthermore, the evidentiary finding's observation that Mr.
Bockhold "speaks in terms of what other people believe, as opposed to
what the situation actually is," is conclusory and no! substantiated by this
portion of Tape 258.

Admit.

Deny. Mr. Coursey denies this evidentiary finding for two reasons.
First, Mr. Coursey's question regarding how many failures had occurred
once the diesels were "up and running" does not indicate a “history of
diesel problems.” Rather, it is simply a question posed as a part of the
investigation of diesel nrobiums associated with the March 20, 1990 event.
Second, contrary to the evidentiary finding, Mr. Coursey is not a
participant to any conversations surreptitiously recorded by Mr. Mosbaugh
on Tape 258.

Deny. GPC does not agree that this evidentiary finding accurately reflects
the taped conversation. Mr, Frede does not say "that burns you up."
Based on review of the tape, GPC believes that someone else makes that

statement but is unable to identify the speaker.
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Deny. This evidentiary finding inaccurately characterizes the referenced
portion of the tape in that it implies that the revised LER will dictate
language in the QA audit report. The tiped conversrtion actually
discusses a potential wording change in the LER revision that would
change the reference point 1or the diesel starts count in the audit report
from “"completion of the comprehensive test program® to "subsequent to
the event.” The audit report was complete at this time and a change in
the reference point would require a revision to that report. This is why
in the conversation Mr. Fredenck states "I may have to put some words
in the audit report based on that.”

Deny. This evidentiary finding inaccurately charactenizes this portion of
the tape transcript. Mr. Horton is pooviding his own independent,

(technical) evaluation. of diesel generator 1A, start number 148 as part of
i

the PRB's effort to develop a tabular summary of diesel starts during the

relevant time frame. Mr. Horton had independently collected his own
data in preparation for this meeting (Tape 184, Insert, Tr. 3). His
statements are that start |48 resulted in an unplanned trip of DG 1A,
however, the start should be declared successful because of the
circumstances involved. The diesel had been started for bubble testing.
GPC received a malfunction alarm signal associated with a group of three
sensors. Th:s alarm indicated that one of the three sensors was venting,

but not specifically which one. GPC decided to continue with the bubble




12.

13.

test knowing that disconnection of either of the non-venting sensors would
result in a trip. This was the basis for declaring the start as a success
while at the same time acknowledging that the trip was unplanned. Mr.
Horton's statements, when understood in this context, are clear on their
face, i.e., he is filling out the tabular summary that was attached to the
August 30, 1990 letter.

Deny. GPC denies this evidentiary finding. Mr. Odom has no specific
recollect: *~ «1 this conversation other than his review of the audio tape,
ho-c.i.  used on his review he denies the OI investigator's
characwrization that he was "frustrated.* Mr. Odom did not believe that
GPC was trying to attribute the error in the LER to a typographical
mistake and does not believe either the tone or the content of his response
refiect frustration on this point.

Deny. Ms. Tynan denies this finding on two grounds. First, the language
quoted is an inaccurate transcription of the taped statement of Ms. Tynan
on June 29, 1990. The statement made by Ms. Tynan should read as
follows: "Why can’t we get through what we keep approving? Sending
off-site.” Second, the investigator’s characterization of Ms. Tynan's
statement is inaccurate. Ms. Tynan believes she was frustrated at the
time, but not for the reason stated by the investigator (i.e., she is not
"expressing frustration about corporate always changing what is approved

by the site™). Her frustration stemmed from changes being made by the



corporate office to the particular document which is being discussed on
this portion of the tape. Based on her review of the tape, Ms. Tynan
believes the document being discussed is the revision to LER 9G-006

which was under review by the site and corporate office on June 29

1990

*.dmit,

Deny. GPC denies both the accuracy and truthfulness of this Ol
evidentiary summary. The summary inaccurately quotes language from
the tape and mischaracterizes Mr. Bockhold's conversation with his plant
staff. A more accuraie summary of this conversation is that Mr,
Bockhold informs his plant staff that each of them will be provided with
legal counsel, if they so choose, to assist them in any Ol interviews, Mr,

Bockhold indicated that assistance by legal counsel is often helpful in that

legal counsel can help in organizing facts a.wd clarifying ambiguous

questions on the part of the OI investigator. Mr. Bockhold indicated that
he had been interviewed in other contexts previously, and as a result,
would not need to be briefed by legal counsel regarding preparation for
and participation in an interview of this type. Finally, Mr. Beckhold
indicated that these are consensual interviews and should the Ol
interviewer express concern over the consensual conditions then the
employee may decline the interview and require the Ol investigator to

subpoena his or her presence




GPC objects to responding to Intervenor’s request for admissions for evidentiary finding

Nos. 10, 11, and 16-26 because the subject matter of these findings is outside the scope of this

proceeding as defined by the Board's June 2, 1994, Order.

Dated:

July 7, 1994

TROUTMAN SANDERS
Suite 5200

600 Peachtree Street, N.E.
Atlanta, GA 30308-2216

(404" 885-3360

Emest L. Blake

David R. Lewis

SHAW, PITTMAN, POTTS & TROWBRIDGE
2300 N Street, N.W,

Washington, D.C., 20337

(202) 663-8084

Counsel for Georgia Power Company
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UNITED STATES OF ANERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY _ONKISEION
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In the Xatter of

Docket Nos. 50-424-0LA~3

GRORGIA POWER COMPANY, ot al. 50=-42%5~0LA~)

Re: License Amendment
(Transfer to
Southern Wuclear)

(Vogtle Bleotrie Genaratiag Plant,
Units 1 and 2)

R R o ETE™

ABLEP MO, #3-671-0LA~3

AFPIDAYIT OF JOEN @. AUFRENEAMPE

1, Jobn G. Aufdenkamps, being duly sworn, state as follows:

1, I.am currently employed by Southern Compan, Bervices as

Design Team Leader, Vogtla Project.

2. I am duly authorized to verify Georgia Power Company’'s
Response to Intervenor’s First Request for Admissions,
Specifically the responses to evidentiary findings
‘ontained in the Nuclear Requlatory Commission Office of
Investigationa Report, Case No. 2~90~020R, dated December 17,

19893, which deny, admit with Clarificetion, or neither admit nor

deny as follows:

| Allegation No, 1 Nos. 154, 155
| Allegation No. 3 | Nos. 41~42

Investigative Conclusion from
Revies of Audio Tapes

No. 1, 2
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FERpoOnses are true and correct to
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Sworn to and subs
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July. 1994,
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wotary Public

My commission expires:
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UNITED BTATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of

Docket Nos. S50-424~0LA-3

GEORGIA POWER COMPANY, et al. 50~425-0OLA~3

(Vogtle Electric Generating Plant,
Units 1 and 2)

(Transfer to
Southern Nuclear)

:
:
: Re: License Amendnment
t
!
: ASLBP NO. 93-671~0OLA~-3
AFFIDAVIT OF MARK J., AJLUNI
Mark J. Ajluni, being duly sworn, state as follows:
I am currently employed by Southern Nuclear Operating
Company as Senio~ Project Engineer, Vogtle Project.
I have been expressly authorized to verify Georgia
wer Company’s Response to Intervenor’s First Request for
Iimissions. Specifically I am duly authorized to respond on

behalf on the Company to the First Request for Admissions for

evidentiary findings contained in the Nuclear Regulatory

Commission Office of Investigations Report Case No. 2-90-20R,
dated December 17, 1993, which deny, admit with clarification, or
neither admit nor deny requested Admissions not otherwvise

addressed by individual attestations.

I hereby certify that the statements and opinions in such
responses are true and correct to the best of my personal

knowledge and bellef.

Sworn to and subsugibed
before me this “day of

| 1 v 1 G«
'\.IA:y A‘.""‘z.

—— L3 RS

o ¥ . 1 3 -

Notary Public

My commlission
A
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UNITED STATEE OF ANERICA
FUCLRAR RBGULATORY COMMISEION

BEIORE ZXE AZONIC SASRTX AKD LICKMAIND ACARD

In the Xatter of
GREORGIA POWER COMPANY, ot al.

Cocket Nos. 50-424-0Lh-3
B0O-425-0LA~3

Re! Licanse Asendnent
(Transfer to
Seuthern ¥uolear)

ASLEY WO, #5-671-0LA-)

ATIIDAYIT OF GROAGE BOOKEQLR, JR.

I, Gecrge Bockhold, Jr., being duly sworn, state ae follows!

(Vogtie Blectric Genexating Plant,
Unite 1 and 2)

1. 1 am currently employed by Bouthern Nuclear Opsrating
Company as General Manager, Nuclear Tech Support.

2. I am duly authorized to verify Georgia Power Company'’s
Response to Tntervenor's Pirst Reguest for Admissions,
specifically the responses to evidentiary findings
contained in the Nuoclear Reguletory Commission Office of
Investigations Report, Case No. 1-90-020R, dated Decexber 17,
1993, which deny, admit with clarification, or neithey admit nor
dany ag followe!

Allegation No. 1 Nos. 26, 33=-38, 37, 60, 77,
e 78, B3, 96

Allegation No, 2 No. 4

Al;!igtion Ne. 6 NG,

Investigative Conclusion frem | Nos.
| Review of Audioc Tapes
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I hersby certify that the statements and opinions in such
response are trus and corresct to the best of my personal

knowledgs and belie?f.
:’2’ grr‘l(_}d%
.Or'. Q r.

Svorn to and subscribed
before me this 7 day of
July, 1984.
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UNIUED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISRION

In the Matter of

PDockat Nos. 50~424-0LA~3
S0~425~0LA-3

GEORGIA POWER COMPANY, gt al.

: Re: License Anendment
(Vogtle Rlecirioc Generating Plant, (Transfer to
I Unite 1 and 2) : Bouthern Nuclear)
: ASLEFP NO. 93~671-0LA~3
AFXIDAVIT QF JIMMX PAUL CASX

I, Jimmy Paul Cash, being duly sworn, state as follows:

1, I am currently employed by Southern Nuclear Operating
Company as Btretegic Analyst.

2. I am duly authoriced to varify Georgia Pover Company’s
Response to Intervenor’s First Request for Admissions,
spacifically the responses to evidentiary findings
contained in the Nuclrar Regulatory Commission Office of

Investigations Report, Case No. 2=50=020R, dated Decenber 17,

1993, which deny, admit with clarification, or neither admit nor

deny as follows:

e o . LT I AR

Allegation No., 1

—
=
O
L3
m
~3
o
H
e ]

3
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>

T hereby certify that the statements and opinions in such
response are true and correct to tha best cf ny personal

knowledge and belief.




Bworn to and subscribed
pefore me this __ day of
July, 1984,
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UNITED BTATES OF AXERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

EEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY 0 LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of
Docket Nos, 50-424~0LA-3

GBORGIA POWER COMPANY, et al. 50-425-0LA~2

(Transfer to
Southern Nuclear)

(Vogtle Electric Generating Plant,

t
:
g
!
H Re: Ligense Amendment
:

Unite 1 and 2) :

2

2

ABLBP NO. 93-671-0LA-3
AFPIDAVIT OF CHARLES L., COURSEY

I, Charles L. Coursey, being duly sworn, state as follows:

: 1 I am currently employed by Georgila Power Company as
Superintendent, Maintenance, Vogtle Electric Generating Plant,

- I am duly authorized to verify Georgia Power Company’s
Regponsa to Intervenor’'s First Reguest for Admissions,
specifically the responses to evidentiary findings
contained in the Nuclear Regulatory Commission Office of
Investigations Report, Case No. 2-90-020R, dated December 17,
1993, which deny, admit with clarification, or neither admit neor

deny ae follows:

Investiyative Conclusion from INo. 6
Review of Audio Tapes i
Sp ST SRS S e e

I hersby certify that the statements and opinions in such
response are true and correct to the best of my personal

krnowladge and belief.
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L

Charies L.
sworn to and subscribed
before me Lhis L# day of i
July, 19984.

Notary Public

My commission expires:

PATRICIA C CLARKE, NOTARY PUBLIC
FERRPE COUNTY Lo s
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UNITED STATEE OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR RY¥GULATORY COMMIBSION

BFEQNRE THX _ATOMIC FAFETY AND LICENSING BOAKD

In the Hatter of

Douket Nos. S0-424=0LA~3
GEORGIE POWER COMF¥ANY, 9t &l. 80«425«0LA~S

Ret License Anendment
(Trensfar to

foutlern Nuolear)

(Vogtle Rleaatrie danerating Plant,
Units 1 and 2;

o

ASLEBP NJ, 93+671«Jlae?

SEXIRAVIT OF G, A, YRZRERICK

L, G. R. Frederick, being duly sworn, state as fillows:

1
-

I am currertly employed by Georgia Fower Conpany an

Manager, Maintenan~as, Vogtle Elaciric Generating flant,

- I ax duly authorized to ver f Georgia Power Compary’s
Y

Response to Interveior’s First Feguest for Adunissicns,

spacifically the yesponses to evidentiary findings

containad in the Nuclear Regulatury Cormiesion Office of

Invastigations Report, Cass Yo, 2~80~0.0R, dated Decembar “?

1993, which deny, admit with c.iarificatic or nelther &dmit: nor

dany ag followe:

kllqurton No. 4 Ko, 53, 62
investigative Conclusion from Nos. 7, &
Review of Audio Tapes
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I hereby certify that t, tats ents and opinions in such

“sponse aAre tru. and garr-on t N« best of my personal

ledgs and heli ?
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G. R, Frederick

Sworn 1 nd subscribed
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Notary Publlic
My commission axpires:
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UNITED STATES OF AMEKICA
NUQLEAY REGULATORY QOMMISXONM

BEFQRE_LUL ATQMAGC BAFRTY AND LICENAING BOARD

I the Matter of '
’ Dooket Mom. S0-424~ULA=)
GROLGIA POWER COMPANY, at al. ' SC-4R5-0LA=2
'
' Ret License Amendment
(Yegtle Rlsotyio Generating Plant, (Tronsfer te
Jnites 1 and ) ' Southern Nuolear)
'
! ASTEP NO. 93«871~0LA~)

AFEIRAVIT OF THOMMAS Y. GRAENN

I, Thomas V. Greene, being duly svern, stute as follows:

1. 1 aw currently employed by ‘outharn Nuclear Company
Oparating as Manager-Nuclear Engineering & Livensing, Vogtle
Project .

2. 1 am duly suthorized to verify Georgis Power Company’s
Response to Intervenor’s First Reguest for Admisaions,
specifically the responses to evidentiary findinge
contained in the Nuclear Regulatory Commission Office of
Investigations Report, Case No. 2-90-020R, dated December 17,
1893, which deny, adeit with clarification, or neither admit nor

deny as follows!:

Allegation No. 4 Nos, 7§, 81
Allegetion No, § Non, 44, 47, 4%

1 hereby certify that the statements and opinions in such

response are true and correct to the best of my personal
knowledge and be / laf,

R R ueu—, ——m ey = Rt o p——— - v R e L T SUSI——
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“Tireens

Sworn to and » ribed
before me this day of

7) Burd
o Sl R

—p

—_—

— - ——————— 1
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UNITED STATER OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR RECULATORY COMMINEIOW

BEFORE TEE ATONIC BAFETY AND LICENSING ROARLD

In the Matter of
GEORAIA PONER COMPANY, ak AJ.

Docket Nos. S50-424~OLA-)
30~435~0LA~3

Re! Licesnse Ansndnsant
‘*ransfar te
Southers Wuclear)

ABLEBY NO. $#3-671~0LA~S

(Vogtle Rleotric Gedarating Plant,
Unite 1 spnd 2)

R e A s we Ee e e

ALLIRAYIT QF W, @. EAIRATON. 111

1, W. G. Hairsten, 11X, being duly svorn, state as follows:

1, I am currently employed by Southern NFuclear Operating
Conpany as President and Chief Exeocutive Officar and by Geargia
Powar Company as Executive Vice President.

2. T am duly authorized to verify Georgie Power Company’s
Respones to Intarvenor’s First Request for Ad~issions,
spacifically the responses to evidentiary findings
contained in the Nuolear Regulatory Commission Office cf
Investigations Report, Case No, 2~50-020R, dated December 17,
1993, which dany, adait with clarification, or neither adait nor

Geny ae follows:

Allqggtion No. 1 No. 1%0, 191, 1985, 197

i65:8 2

Allagation No. 3 No. 180

Allegation No. 4 No., 50

- ——— - e ———— W gy ity e G ————— Vg @ =
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I hereby cartify that the statements and opinions in such
response Are true and ocorrect to the bant of my personal
knowliedge and balief,

Sworn to and subscribed
before me thie __ day of




UNITED BTATES OF AMERICs
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISBBION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC BAFETY AND LICENBING BOARD

In the Matter of

Docket Nos., 50-424-0LA-3

GEORGIA POWER COMPANY, et al. 50~425~0LA~3

: Re: License Amendment
(Vogtle Electric Generating Plant, : (Transfer to
Units 1 and 2) : Bouthern Nuclear)
ASBLBP NO, 93-671~0LA-3
AFFIDAVIT OF MICHAEL W. HORTON

tworn, state A8 [

Southern Nuclear Operating

verify Georgia |}
Admissions,

findings

e W




hereby ertify that the statementg and pini
ponse are true And rrect t the best I my persor
wWiée 1€ AN Deé Lel
[ |
o ke
M hael W. Horton
rn ind subscribed
re me this day f
Y 194

Nota -
My Carmmussion Expires
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URITED BTATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISEION

BEFORE THE ATONIC BAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of !
t Docket Nos. S50-424-0LA~3
GEORGIA POWER COMPANY, st Al. ! 50=428-0LA~)
1
! Re: Lisgnse Amandnent
(Vogtle Bleotrio Generating Plant, 1 (Transfer to
Units 1 and 2) ! Southern Nuclear)
'
[ ABLSP NO, 93«671~0LA~2

ATEIRAYIT OF C. KEMMEIN MOCOY

I, C. Kennath MoCoy, being duly sworn, state as follows:

1, 1 am currently employed by Southern Nuclear Operating
Company as Vice President-Vogtle Projsct and by Georgia Power
Company as Vice President-Vogtle.

2, I am duly authorized to verify Georgia Power Company’s
Response to Intervenor’s First Reguest for Admissions,
specifically the responses to evidentiary findings
contained in the Nuclear Regulatory Commission Office of
Investigations Report, Case No. 2-90~020R, dated Decenber 17,
1993, which deny, adnmit with clarification, or neither admit nor

denyas follows:

Allegation No. 1  Nos, 162 176, 187

Allegation No. 2 No, 39

Allcgntion No, 3 Nos. 27, 168
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«UABESISEN~ 1 208 877 70058 Y

I hereby certify that the statenents and opinions in sv.h

¥ .-ponse are trus and correct to the best of ny pesrsonal

knowledge and belief,

Sworn to and subscribed
before me this - dsy of
July, 1984,

¥y commission ogl:uc

T —— ————_—— - —

N 1/

« Kanne

42! /7

/
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR PEGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE AUONIC BAPETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of
Docket Nos, 50~424~0LA~3
GEORGIA POWER COMPANY, ot al. 50-425~0OLA-3
Re! License Anmendment
(Transfer to
Southern Nuclear)

(Vogtle RBlectric Generating ilant,
Units 1 and 2)

B AR AR B e ee ae aw ee

ASLBP NO. 93-671-0OLA=3

AFFIDAVIT OF R, FP. MCRONALD

1, R, P, McDonald, being duly sworn, state as follows:

i, I am currently employed by Advunced Reactor Corp. as
Executive Director.

2. I am duly authorized to verify Georgia Power Company's
Response to Irtervenor’'s First Request for Admissions,
specifically the responses to evidentiary findings
contained in the Nuclear Regulatory Commission Office of
Investigations Report, Case No. 2-9%0-020R, dated December 17,
1993, which deny, admit with clarification, or neither admit nor

deny as follows:

Allegation No., § Nos., 40, 42 I
Allegation No., 7

1 hereby certify that the statements and opinions in such

response are true and correct to the best of my personal

2

knowledge and belief.
l.' ja_’ A { “{
N\ U?”‘ T
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R T2 ol

. P. MeDonald

Sworn to and subscribed
before me this ¢ day of
July, 1994,

Ll _ I
otary c
My commission expires:
Lotuoer” (9 (997
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UNITED BTATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMIBSION

REFORE THE ATOMIC BAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of
Docket Nos. S50-424~0LA~3
GBORGIA POWER COMPANY, et al. 50-425-0LA=2
Re: License Amendnent
(Transfer to
Bouthern Nuclear)

(vogtle Electric Ornerating Plant,
Units 1 and 2)

- e RE e e e e e

ASLEP NO., 93=671-0LA-3
AEFIDAVIT OF RICHARD M. ODOM

I, Richard M. Odom, being duly sworn, state as follows:

1 1 am currently employed by Georgia Power Company as
Enginwering Supervisor, Vogtle Flectric Generating Plant.

2, I am duly authorized to ver.ify Georgia Power Company'’s
Response to Intervenor’s First Reguest for Admiseions,
specifically the responses to evidentiary findings
contained in the Nuclear Regulatory Commission Office of
Investigations Feport, Case No. 2~90-020R, dated December 17,
1993, which den , admit with clarification, or neither admit ner

deny as follows:

Investigative Conclusion fro

Review of Audio Tapes

hereby certify that the statements and opiniens in such

response are true and correct to the best of ny personal

knowledge and beliaf.
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char . om

Sworn to and subscribed
before me this (¢ day of
July, 1994.

Yoliepe O Llase
otary ¢

My commission expires:

C QUARKE NOTARY pup:
l'lll.unuu;{!ff?gy
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UNITED GTATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMNISEION

SETQRR _THE ATOMIC BAYRTY AND LICENGING ROARD

In the Matter of
UBORGIA POWER COMPANY, ot al.

Dooket Now, 80-424~0LA-)
$0-425-0LA-3

Re! License Anendnment
(Transfer to
Bouthern Nuclear)

ASLBP NO. 93-671-0LA~3
ALEIRAYIZ QF M. J. STRINGRRLLOW

I, N. J, Stringfellow, being duly sworn, state .e J:))Avs;

(Vogtle Rileotrio Generating Plant,
Unites 1 and 2)

1. 1 am currently employed by Southsrn Nuclear Operating
Company as Proiect Engineer, Nuclear Licensing, Vogtle Project.

2. I am duly authorized to verify Gecrgia Power Company’s
Response to Intervenor's rirst Request for Admissions,
specifically the responses to evidentiary findings
contained in the Nuclear Regulatory Commission Office of
Investigaticns Report, Case No. 2-90+~020R, dated December 17,
1993, wvhich deny, adnmit with clarification, or neither admit nor

deny as follows:

Allegation No. 2 ]No. 22
lllloqation No. 3 Nos. 19, &8
IAllo:ntlon No. § No. 21 |
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I hereby certify that the stat~ments and opiniens in such
Yesponse are true and correct to the best of my personal
knowledge and belief.

Sworn to and oup’urih-d
before me this ["“ day of

July, 19%4.
/) llﬂc / 1£M,L{LxL
otary Publlc
My oonntuoion nxpiroa:
] ALx 2990
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UNITED BTATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMIBBION

EEFORE THE ATOMIC BAFETY AND LICENGING BOARD

In the Matter of
Docket Nos, S50-424-0LA-3

GEORGIA POWER TOMPANY, #% Al §0-425-0LA-3

(Transfer to

(Vogtle Electric Generating Plant,
Southern Nuclear)

!
]
]
]
} Ret License Amendnent
!

Units 1 and 2) !

!

]

ABLEP NO, $3-671-0OLA~)
AELIRAYIT QF CAROLYN €. TYNAN

I, Carolyn C., Tynan, being duly sworn, state as followe:

1. I am currently employed by Georglia Power Company at
Plant Vogtle as a Suparvisor assigned to the Performnce
Improvenent Tean,

2. I am duly authorized to verify Georgia Power Company'’s
Response to Intervenor’s First Reguest for Aduissions,
specifically the response to evidentiary findings
contained in the Nuclear Regulatory Commission Office of
Investigations Report, Case No, 2-%0-020R, dated Decenmber 17,

1993, which deny, admit wvith clarification, or neither admit nor

deny as followas:

Investigative Conclusion fron No. 13
Review of Audio Tapes

I hereby certify that the statements and opinions in such

response are true and correct to the best of my personal

knowledge and belief,
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{ ,7——
!Tm%_,%ﬁmn
sworn to and subscribed

before me this day of e I -,/
July, 1994, st //

otary c

My commission expires:

PTIIOM . DR 50700 B
m(“m‘" WAL
oo i beloe 17



