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U.. SUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
Otfice of Inspecior angd AuZitor

Pocust 18, 1884

Cate n! (ranscrintion

Renort of Irterview

Division of Reactor Safety (DRS),
formeriy Division of Reactor Projects
0RP), Region 11, U.S. Nuciear Regu atory Comission (NRC), wes interviewed
relative to the facts and circumstances concerning & September 23, 1883,
meeting 2t Region 11 between Mississippi Power 2nc Light (MP&L) and Region 11
officials, He was 2150 interviewed with respect to the facts and circum-
gtances pertaining 10 discrepancies in Reactor Operator (RO) and Senicr
Reactor Operator ?SRD) training at Grand Gulf Nuclear Station (GGNS) and the
related course of evenis which led to & restert of GGNS on September 25, 1SE3.
KHe provided the following information:

Genera2lly, the meeting between Region 11 anc MESL on September 23, 1683,
concerned Agastat Relays and was characterized 2s 2 management meeting 2%
opposed to an enforcement meeting. 1t {s common practice for Region Il in
conducting menagement and enforcement meetings with the licensee, to remind
the licensee of the necessity to submit accurate and factual information to
NRC. He noted that NRC's enforcement policy regarding Material False
Ceatements (MFS) is routinely discussed during enforcement meetings and other
meetings invelving corporate Tevel personnel such as the September 23, 1883,
rmeeting. .

The thrust of Region 11 actions 2t the September 23, 1862, meeting was 1o
1dentify potential safety problems and to have them resolved at the earliest
cpportunity. He noted that when Region 11 officials informed the licensee of
NRC's increasing concern about the problems pssociated with reactor cperator
1icensing examination applications, they ¢i¢ not consicder that 2 pessible
suture investigation of this matter could possibly be compromised because such
actions 2are routinely practicec. He recently asked the 0ffice of Investiga-
+ions (01) investigator who handled this matter if he believed Region Il's
actions 2t the September 23, 1983, meeting compromised or hindered the 01
investigation. The Ol investigator denied that Region 11's actions com-
promised the investigation.

The events at the September 23, 1963, meeting concerning an MPAL letter
aderessing discrepancies in the Reactor Operator Training Program (ROTP) at
GGNS were, 2s 21luded to previously, secondary to the primary purpose of the
meetings. Events relating to the presentation by MPAL of the letter concerning
discrepancies in ROTP were precipitated by an August 19, 1983, meeting between
MPEL and Region 11. At +hat meeting, Regien 11 cfficials had explained to the

licersee that although qualification cards were not a regulatory requirement,
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per se, the licensee had committed in their Fir2l Safety Anzlysis Report
(FSAR) to complete qualification cards. Consecuently, their actions, or lack
of action in that recard was considerec to be 2 deviation an¢ potentially an
urs, Region 11 officials further advised the licensee thet if Fegion 1l had
known when the applications for the reactor operator examinztions were sub-
mitted that MPEL had not accomplished the training 2s described in the FSAR,
the cperator exams would not have been conducted until the training had been
completed, Region 1l also reminded the licensee that in 2 accordance with NRC
enforcement policy, an MFS is a potential civil penalty matter and they must
devote prompt management attention (investigate) to determine the nature,
scope, anc cause of the discrepancies with the qualification carcs 2s well 2s
any other traininrg deficiencies of licensed operators 2t GGNS.

Concerning the reliance of Region Il upon the licensee to provide further
details (an investigation) about the giscrepancies on the cuzlification cards
when Region II w2s considering the actions by the licensee or lack of actions
to be a potential MFS, he noted that based or the information availadle 2t
that time Region 11 ¢id not believe MPLL management intentionally submitted
the false applicatiens. He learned from his conversations with

James McGaughy, Vice Presicent, Nuclear, MP&L, concerning this matter, that
McGaughy signed the MPEL letter transmitting the false applications to NRC
without verifying the information. McGaughy relied on his staff in this
matter. Therefore, Region 11 believed that if they brought this problem to
McGaughy's ettentien it would preperly and promptly be resolved, He noted
+hat when the overall MPAL training program for ROs and SROs became suspect,
it was incumbent on MPAL to investigate and report any deficiencies to NRC 2s
well 25 take necessary corrective actions. o >

Digressing to the August 19, 1983, meeting, he recalled that towards the close
of the meeting, Region Il advised McGaughy thet they wished to again promptly
meet with MPAL to review the results of MPAL's investigation into the licensed
operator training discrepancies. McGaughy 2dvised Region 11 that he would
give the matter prompt attention, however, basec on the findings of

Region 11's February 15 through 17, 1883, 2ssessment and follow up inspection
at GGNS, he had concluded that the situation was not that serious.

Digressing to the September 23, 1983, meeting, he recalled that as an after-
thought to the meeting, McGaughy mentioned that he had 2 letter concerning
MPLL's correction of the record regarding quelification cards for ROs and SROs
2t GGNS which had been prepared for submittal to Region 1I. FRegion Il
officials then advised McGaughy that the issue of the operator cualification
cards was currently being discussed in Region 11 and that it was now being
considered an MFS as opposed to 2 deviation 2s it had been described at the
August 19, 1983, meeting. McGaughy said that in yiew f the significance that
was currently being notec by Region 11 (primrﬂy“ Richard Lewis,
Director, DRP, and David verrelli, Chief, Reactor Projects Branch #1, DRP) on
the issue concerning the qualification cards, he wanted to be absolutely
certain that the information provided to him by his staff wes correct.
McGaughy removed the letter from his briefcase to demonstrate the fact of its
existence and then put the letter back in his briefcase. Region Il officials

present at the meeting agreec to his propesal and 1rd1cated*uu a good

idea in consideration of the ceriousness of the matter, To
recollection, Region 11 personne] present did not reac the letter nor did they
make such a request from MPLL. He noted that MPLL representatives did not
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offer or refuse Region 11 representztives th maartyunity to read the letter.
Later, in the hallway, McGaughy acdvisec him(h that he believed MPBL had
been “"sand bagged" by NRC about the seriousness of the qualification cards
jesue because previous discussions between MPAL and NRC had not represented
this matter 2S 2 potential MFS, He recalled that this meeting was held in
Lewis' office at Region II.

-
i

A ober 3, 1883, documented summary of the September 23, 1883, meeting
(Exhibi
let

t 1) does not indicate the discussions anc actions relative to the MPEL
in question. Because, 2s previously alluded to, events regarding the
letter occurred after the formal meeting had adjourned. The October 583,
summary wes written by NN, @ former Recion 110N 5

assigned to GGNS.

Oct
hid
ter

Generally, with respect to the discrepencies in ROTP and the related course of
events at GGNS which led to the restart of GGNS on September 25, 1583, the
magnitude of the problems regarding the training progressed over 2 period of
time. Initially, Region Il believed that the deficiencies were 2 matter of
missing documentation resulting from poor file maintenance by MPAL. As time
progressed from Region Il's initial training assessment of RO and SRO training
in February 1983 to a second training assessment conducted in November 1883,
the problems associated with the training program expanced. They included not
only missing cdocumentation, but 2lso indications that some of the POs may not
have had 211 of-the required training 2s described by MPAL in the RO exam
applications. .

More specifically, during & training assessment inspection 50-416/83-0%
oncucted from February 15 through 17, 18E3, Regicn 11 first became aware that
211 of the supporting records for previous licensed operator treining could
not be located. MPBL advised Region 11 that they were aware of the missing
documentation and showed Region 11 a number of MPSL Plant Quality Deficiency
Reports (PQDR) documenting the problem, The PQDR characterized the problem 2s
missing or misplaced documents. MPEL committed to Region 11 that they would
resolve the problem by February 23, 1883, Region Il gave credence 10 the
licensee's explanation bec2use the records were in 2 state of disarray. In
accorcance with NRC practice, because MPAL had identified the problem in the
PQOR and had committed to resolve the problem, Region 11 considered the matter
to be an unresolved inspection item pending 2 further review of the iicensee's
actions in a follow up NRC inspection. He is aware that resulting discussions
within Region I1 invelving James P. O'Reilly. Re ional Admini
John Olshinski, Director, DRS,

Operations Branch (0B), DRS, and Albert Gibson, Chief, 0B, DRS,
explorad the possibility that MPBL made an MFS with respect to the
discrepancies in the operator training. It was resolved from these dis-
cussions that based on the information known 2t that time, it could not be
concluded that MPAL made an MFS,

The unresolved item concerning the missing documentation was next reviewed Dy
fegion 11 during an Operational Readiness Inspection (50-416/83-38) from
August 15 through September 1, 1983, Concerning 2 six month delay in follow-
1ng up on this matter, he noted that the safety significance of this prodblem
was negligible in that the reactor (GGNS) was in 2 state of cold shutdown for
a2 maintenance outage since August 18, 1962, and was not expectec to restart
for approximately six to nine months. He explained that Region Il had issued
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a Cenfirmation of Action (COA) letter on Octeber 20, 1582, in connection with
the shutcown, 2nd it prevented MPAL from restarting GCNS without Region 1l's
concurrence. Also, Region 11's work leoed inclucec activities 2ssociated with
other reactors that were operztional and requirec more attention than GGNS
which, as noted, was in a state of cold shutdown,

oring this cperational reaciness inspection, Fegion 1l found that the pur-
norted missing cocumentation concerning RO and SRO training could not be
located and that some of the training had been abbreviated. The focus of the
inspection was then on incomplete RO qualification carcs because of the
ciscrepancies in them concerning previous 2pplications for operator licensing
examinations to NRC. The failu-e by MPEL in this regar3 wa2s censidered 2
deviation by Region 11 and so stated to MPEL management during 2n exit con-
ference on August 1§, 1983, At that meeting, he_ advised the licensee
that when they found that the information previously submitted to NRC was not
correct, it was incumbent upon them to assure its accuracy. He further
advised them that this matter could be considared by NRC as an MFS, Ine MPAL
representatives present were Jack Richard, Senior Vice President, Nuclear, anc
James McGaughy, Vice President, Nuclear, 2nd they verb2'ly comitted to
Region 11 that they would correct the record by way of 2 forma)] letter to NRC,
During the weeks following the exit conference, Region 1l discussed the
inspection findings theroughly and agein entertained the possibility that the
licernsee committed an MFS in this matter. There was some discussion 2s to
whether or nct.the matter should be referred to the Office of Investigations
(01), NRC, for a formal investigation.

iy

On September 23, 1883, as described above, there w2s 2 meeting at Region Il
between M:&L-and.NRC.

On October &4, 1883, MPEL and NRC representztives met 2t the Region 11 offices
so discuss cther issues concerning GGNS. At the conclusion of the meeting,
the licensee advised Region 11 that they wished to update the NRC about
progress in their investigation concerning the deficiencies in the licensed
cperator training program, They informed NRC that in 2ddition to the problems
of incomplete cualification cards, it was possible that some of the ROs had
not received some of their training because no record of some of the training
coule be found. Region 11 advised the licensee of their increzsing concern
with the problems regarding ROTP,

On Oztober 12, 1983, MPAL again met with NRC at Region Il to discuss MPEL'S
investigation of the discrepanfies with ROTP. Region I1 had recuested that
investigators from Ol attend that meetin James Y, Vorse, Director, OI,
tlanta Field Office,. anm of his (Vorse's) staff attended the
meeting. Region 11 advised Mral that was in 2ttendance at that meeting
because of the expanding scope with the trzining discrepancies and Region II's
heightened concern about the.problem. The licensee was also informed that

during the preceding week Region 11 had discussed with O] the possibility of
requesting a formal Ol investigation of this matter. On the following day

Region 11 management met anc decided to recuest ? forma) investigation by 0I.
On October 17, 1983, Region 11 verbally recuested tha
01, and Vorse begin an investigation of this matter, This verbal

request was followed by a formal letter of request dated October 18, 1983,
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From October 31 through November &, 1683, Region 1] conducted encther Training
rssessment Inspectten (50-416/83-83) of ROs and SROs 2t GCGNS. The purpose of
the irspection was to determine what corrective measure by MPAL had been tz2ken
to preclucde future errors in licensec RO applications and 2lso to verify that
21) previously licensed Coeoislr possessed sufficient knowlecge to safely
pperate the reacter. Hea roted that as 2 resu!t of the inspection, it
was found that four licensed cperator candicates examined in September 1SE3
for SRO licerses had been rushed throuch their training. For example, cne of
she cuzlification cards had over 100 sign offs on oral examination of krowl-
ecce on reactlor systems accomplished in one day. This raised serious
cuestions in Region 11 2bout the adequacy of training at GGNS. Only portions
of the normal NRC simulator and plant walk through examinations had been given
to 13 operaters. Three licensed operators, upon questioning by members of the
NRC inspection team, exhibited inadeguate knowledge cf the plant, Ten opera-
tors examined by the NRC inspection team were deemed 1o be fully adequate.
Three licensed cperators who exhibited inadequate knowlecge of the plant were
remcved from their respective duties on November &, 1583, following the exit
interview between MFAL and Region 11, MPAL subseguently documented these
actions by way of 2 November 10, 18E3, letter to Region 1I. Because low power
testing had 2Imost been completed, and based on Region 11's observations of
the licensed operators 2t the plant, GGNS was permitted to operate until
November B, 1882, when the plant was taken to 2 cold shutdown. He noted that
on November 7, 1883, former Commissioner Victor Gilinsky visited GGNS and
sured the facility with Lewis, O'Reilly, eond himself. Prior to the Comis-
cioner's tour of the plant, he was briefed by Regicn 11 (0'Redlly, lewis, and
) concerning the ¢iscrepancies with ROTP and the fact that some licensed

cperators had been removed from their cuties 2s @ result of Region 1l's
training assessment/inspection. Gilinsky expressed his concurrence with
Region 1I's actions regarcing ROTP at GGNS.

Although cold shutdown of GGNS was effected by NRC through a verbal agreement
with MP4L on November &, 1883, stipulating MPAL would be allowed to operate 2t
five percent power or less for two more days (this actually proved to be four
cays) in order to complete low power testing, the COA letter of December 5,
1923, regarding this action coes not state that GGNS sheul¢ not be operated.
Hewever, it did specify certain conditions to include that MPLL would complete
a recertification of the training program for the operating staft at GGNS
prior to exceeding five percent power. He 2150 noted that there was 2 meeting
hel¢ in Region 11 on November 14 and 18, 1683, between NRC and MPEL wherein
MosL described the recertification program that they had cormitted to for the
GGNS operating staff. The December 5, 18583, COA letter tc MPAL confirms those
comm* L.ents. ;

With respect to the December £, 1983, COA letter, he ’ recalls cis-
cussions with Region 11 management (he does not recall who the discussions
were with) wherein the question was asked if the operation of GGNS should be
prohibited until such time that the cormitments, specifically, the recerti-
fication of the cperator training program identified in the COA letter were
£u1¢i11ed. He noted that despite the fact no formal regstriction was placed on
GGNS with respect to it operating below five percent power, the recertifica-
tion of ROTP restiricted oper2tor manpower which resulted in insufficient
availability of licensed operators to meet the technical specifications of
shift manning requirements. Therefore, the plant could not operate. He °
recalled that he had crafted 2 version 0 the December 5, 1583, COA wherein it

5
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specifically stated that GGNS chall not be restarted urtil licensecd operator
recertification was completed. This draft letter was discussed at various
levels of management in Region 1] and 2 decision on its finalization was never
reached. Instead, the December 5, 1980, COA letter stated "prior to exceeding
five percent power"... The issuance of the letter was celayed until

Decerber 5, 1883, because Region 1l staff resources were involved in cther
activities concerning GONS.

In February 1984, MPAL completed the recertitication of the licensed operators
at GGNS. NARC has subseauertly conducted walk through and simylator examina-
tions for all operators scheduled to perform operator duties at GGNS. The
purpose of the examinations was to verify the acdecuacy of MPhL's recertifica-
tion. As a result of these' examinations, NRC considers the licensed operators
at GGNS to be fully trained and competent.

»



