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UNITED STATES

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555

FEB 28 1964

The Honorable Lindsay Thomas
United States House of Representatives
washington, DC 20515

Dear Congressman Thomas:

| am pleased to respond to the questions raised by your constituent

Mr. J. Richard Bass. Mr. Bass's January 2, 1984 letter asked several
questions concerning the $100,000 civil penalty issued by the NRC on
December 27, 1983 to the Georgia Power Company. Enclosure 1 contains the
answers to Mr, Bass's questions.

The Georgia Power Company paid the proposed civil penalty and responded to the
violations by letter dated January 25, 1984, Copies of (1) NRC's December 27,

1983 proposed civil penalty and the January 6, 1984 correction letter,

(2) Georgia Power's January 25, 1984 response, (3) the NRC's February 14, 1984
acknowledgement, and (4) a computer printout containing a brief description of
the violations identified at Hatch Units 1 and 2 during the past two years are

enclosed.
Sincerely,
(Signed) T A Rohet
ﬁ‘ail11am J. Dircks
Executive Director for Operations
Enclosures:
As stated
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The Honorable Lindsay Thomas
United States House of Representatives
Washington, DC 20515

Dear Congressman Thomas:

[ am pleased to respond to the gquestions raised by your constituent

Mr. J. Richard Bass. Mr, Bass's January 2, 1984 letter asked several
questions concerning the $100,000 civil penalty issued by the NRC on
December 27, 1983 to the Georgia Power Company. Enclosure 1 contains the
answers to Mr, Bass's questions. 3
The Georgia Power Company paid the proposed civil penalty and responded to the
violations by letter dated January 25, 1984, Copies of (1) NRC's December 27,
1983 proposed civil penalty and the January 6, 1984 correction letter,

(2) Georgia Power's January 25, 1984 response, (3) the NRC's February 14, 1984
acknowledgement, and (4) a computer printout containing a brief description of
the violations identified at Hatch Units 1 and 2 during the past two years are

enclosed.
Sincerely,
‘rsigned) T. A Rehm
illiam J. Dircks
Executive Director for Operations
Enclosures:

As stated




Enclosure 1

Answers to the questions contained in Mr, Bass's January 2, 1984 letter,

Question

According to the source of information the plant was fined $100,000 for not
reporting something that could have developed into a very critical matter,

Answer

The civil penalty was not based upen a failure to report information to the
NRC. The civil penalty was based upon three violations. These violations
concerned the failure of the operators at Hatch Unit 2 to follow procedures
during a reactor shutdown on July 14, 1983. The NRC resident inspector entered
the control room when the improper reactor shutdown was in progress. He acked
several questions concerning the method being used to shut down the reactor.
The improper reactor shutdown was stopped and the reactor was then properly
shut down. Since the NRC resident was aware of the violation as it was
occurring, there was no failure to report information to the NRC in this
instance.

guestion

If the plant officials at Plant Hatch violated this regulation and were fined
$100,000, how do you or [ know that they are not violating a number of other
regulations?

Answer

Companies such as Georgia Power which receive a license from the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission ?NRC) to operate a nuclear power plant have the primary
responsibility for safe operation of the facility. While no program can
guarantee that every requirement is properly satisfied, the NRC has a program
of site inspections to ensure that nuclear power plants are operated safely
and in compliance with regulatory requirements.

The NRC conducts daily inspections at the Hatch facility. These inspections
are performed by two NRC resident inspectors who are assigned to the Hatch
facility. Additionally, inspectors from the NRC's Region II office in Atlanta
also perform regular inspections at the Hatch facility. These inspections are
supplemented by periodic special NRC inspections. This inspection program is
typical of the inspections which are conducted at all operating commercial
nuclear power plants.

Additionally, companies operating nuclear power plants, such as the Gecrgia
Power Company, are required to make reports to the NRC. The Georgia Power
Company has a good record of identifying and reporting violations as required
by NRC regulations.



Enclosure 1 -2 -

Question

I would appreciate it very much if you could send me a list of the violations
of the Hatch Plant which'are recorded by the Nuclear Regulatory Agency in
Washington.

Answer

The enclosed computer printouts contain a brief description of the violations
which have been identified at Hatch Units 1 ana 2 during the past two years.
These violations are more fully described in NRC inspection reports. These
reports are available to the public in the Public Document Room located in the
Appling County Public Library, 301 City Hall Drive, Baxley, Georgia 31563.



UNITED STATES \[
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

REGION 11
101 MARIETTA STREET N.W.
ATLAMTA GEORGIA 30303

DEC 3°

’n

seorgia Power Company

ATTN: Mr. R. J. Kelly
Executive Vice Presicent

P.0. Box 4545

Atlanta, GA 30302

Gentlemen:

SUBJECT: PROPOSED IMPOSITION OF CIVIL PENALTIES: EA 83-86
[MPROPER SHUTDCWN (RE=ERENCE: INSPECTION REPORT NO. 50-366/83-23)

The enclosed Notice of Violation and Proposed Imposition of Civil Penalties
is based upon the fingings of an NRC special inspection. The inspection
examined the circumstances associated with the improper shutdown of Hatch,
Unit 2, on July 14, 1983.

This inspection was conducted by the NRC Resident and Region-based inspectors
on July 14 ang 15, 1983 20 review the circumstances of the improper shutdown
of your Hatch Unit 2 reactor on July 14, 1983 (the findings are set forth

in Inspecticn Report No. S50-366/83-23). The detailed findings of this
‘nspection were aiscussed at the site with facility management at the
conclusion of the inspectio In addition, NRC safety concerns were discussed
auring enforcement bvnferences held in the Region II office in Atlanta,
Georgia, on July 22, 1983, at Plant Hatch on Novemper 2, 1383, angd in the NRC
cffices in Wasnington, D.C. on Novemper 14, 1983.

The findings of the inspection revealed that on July 14, 1383, while
Jnit 2 was Deing returned to service, a prociem was experienced w~ith main
concenser vacuum. This problem required a reguction in reactor 2ower %0
avoiz a reac:or shutdown. The on=shift cperators anc their supervisors
reccgnized that the normal method of reducing power would not achieve a
sufficiently timely power reduction to avoid a scram. These ingividuals,
apparentiy strongly influenced by advice from two snift tecnnical advisers,
mace a "consensus decision" to achieve tne necessary ~apid sower reduction Dy
Sypassing bdoth the Rod worth Minimizer and the Roa Sequence Controller ang oy
selectively scramming individual control rods, witnout an asoroved asrocecure,
from the Scram Time Test Panel! wnich is out of signt of, anc out 2f normal
oice communications with, the reactor Zontrol console. The "zonsensus
gecision" and tne resulting actions resulted in a control rod configuration
tnat nad not been analyzed fram a reactor safety viewpoint.

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETUAN AECETSY REQUESTED

500



DEC 37 1003

Georgia Power Company g

To emphasize the leve! of unacceptability of the manner in which the reactor
was controlled on July 14, 1983, and after consultaticn with the Director of
the Office of Inspection ang Enforcement, [ have nDeen autnorized %o ‘ssue tne
enclosed Notice of Violation and Proposed Imposition of Civil Penalties in tne
amount of One Hundred Thousanc Dollars based upon the findings of the first
inspection. Three separate violations were identifiec and a separate civil
penalty could have Deen assessed for each. However, since al! three
viclations stemmed from the same fundamental problem, the viclations have
been classified together as a Severity Level Il problem (Suppiement [)
pursuant to the NRC Enforcement Policy, 10 CFR Part 2, Apoendix C. and a
single civil penalty is proposed. The base penalty of $64,000 has been
escalatea %o $100,000 because of the sericusness of this event, the number

of Tecnnical Specifications that were vicolated, and the number of licensed
operators and supervisors involved.

You are reguired to respond to the Notice and should follow the instructions
specified tnerein when preparing your response. The seguence of events that
occurred on July 14, 1983 gives rice to a number of questions which the NRC
believes must De addressed by the Georgia Power Company. First, has the
Georgia Power Company's policy of "safety first" been compromisec by improper
consideration by indiv‘gual members of the Plant Hatch staff of "keeping the
plant running" without proper consideration of overal! plant safety? Second,
nas the Georg'a Power Company's policy of strict acherence to approved operating
procecures deen compromised at Plant Hatch Dy individual supervisors and managers
ang has an e’fective system of audits been implemented %0 assure compliance with
tre policy? Third, is each operations supervisor fully aware of nhis/her
indivigual responsibilities for making decisions? Fourth, is the role and the
autnority of the shift technical adviser clear to them and to each operations
supervisor? And finally, is each licensed operator aware ¢f the importance

of aagherence to Technical Specifications and knowliedgeable of approved
intergretations of those Technical Specifications? Your response to the attacned
Notice of Viclation and Proposed Imposition of Civil Penalties should address,

‘n cetail, each of these questions with particular empnasis on assuring gooc
vertical communications Detween Plant Hatch in Sax’ey, Georgia, ard the

corporate offices in Atlanta, Georgia. [t is further regquestec that you

orovige sufficient information 3/ tnese specific matzers sO that we may

conclude that your corrective actions will De effective over the long -un

Your reply to this letter, and the results of “uture inspectiors, will De
consicered in determining wnetner further action s aporonriata

Title 10, Code of Fegeral Regulations, a copy of tnis ‘et the Notice of
Jrolation will be placed in <he NRC's Public Jocument oom. To orotecs ne
privacy of the individuals involved, tre Letters of Repr 1

slaced in the Public Dccumens Room at this time.

.n accordance with 10 CFR 2.790 of the NRC's "Rules of °ra

«r v (



DEC 37 1983

Georgia Power Company -3-

.

The responses directed Dy this letter and the enclosure are not subject t
~learance procedures of the Office of Management and 3uaget as required Dy the
Saperwork Reduction Act of 1380, PL 96-511.

Sincerely,

Ay e

James P. QO'Reilly
Regional Aaministrator

Enclosure:
Notice of Violaticn and Precposed
Imposition of Civil Penalties

cc w/encl:

J. T Beckham, Vice President and
Sereral Manager-Nuc'ear Generation

. C. Nix, Site General Manager

C. E. Belfiower, Site QA Supervisor
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NOTICE OF VIOLATIC

PROPOSED :“9051"“5—5F IVIL OPENALTIES

Georgia Power Company Jocket No. 50-366
Hateh Unit 2 License No. NPE=2
EA 83-86

A special inspection conducted at Hatch Unit 2 on July 14 and 15, 1983
aisclosed that wnile Unit 2 was bDeing returned to service, a problem was
experienced with main condenser vacuum. This problem regquired a reduction in
reactor power t0 avoid a reactor shutdown. The on-shift operators and their
supervisors recognized that the normal methed of reducing power would not
achieve a sufficiently timely power reduction to avoid a scram. These
indivicuals, apparently strongly influenced Dy advice from two shift technical
acvisers, made a "consensus cecision" to achieve the necessary rapid power
recuction Dy Dypassing Doth the Rod Woerth Minimizer and the Rod Segquence -
Controller and by selectively scramming *ndiv‘ouai control rods, without an
approved procedure, from the Scram Time Test Panel which is out of sight gFs
and out of normal voice communications with, the reactor control console. The
"consensus cecision" anad the resulting actions resulted in a control rod
configuration that had not been analyzea from a reactor safety viewpoint.

To emphasize the need to achere to facility operations' and administrative
D'OCECUPCS and to uograde olant management control systems relat ng to

censed personnel shift technical advisers, and supervisor's decisi ion=making
'esoo"s':f’*t'es NRC proposes to impose a civil penalty in the amount of

100.000 for the matter of the improper reactor shutdown event on July 14, 1982.

In azzorcance with the General Policy and Procedure for NRC Enforcement
Ac:'ans. 10 CFR Part 2, Appendix C, and pursuant to Sectian 234 of the
Atomic Znergy Act of 1954, as amended, the violations and the associated
cfvi’ cenalties are set forin below:

A, Technical Specification 6.8.1 states that grocedures snall be written.
poroved and implemented for reactor operations.

Contrary to the above, on July 14, 1383, control rod manipulations were
conducted in violation of written anc aporoved orocedures, resyiting in
control rod patterns outside those analysec for the Rod Orop Accigent
described in FSAR cnapter 15.1.38. These manioulations were ‘morager!y
accompliished Dy scramming control =2ds from tne scram =ime test sane!
(2H11-P610) ana inserting control rods using zhe Smergency In swizch
instead of the approved procecural metnod of inserting zontral rogs n
notch centrol from the main contro! pane! (2H11-2602)

txamplies of procedures which were not followed include:

1) Procedure, HNP=2-34 Ryles for Performing Procedures, requires
that verdatim comp’iance is mandatory (”aragraph 13.2) ang tnat, ¥
an approved procedure cannot De performed as written, stop and
cnange the procedure. 0On July 14, 1983, Procedures HNP=2-3402
and HNP=2-3207 were not being foliowed verbat:m nor was she event
stopoed, and the orccedures were not changed.

L




Notice of Violation 2=

€

2) Procedure, HNP-2-9402, Control Rod Scram Testing, requires, in step
£.17, return of the scrammed rod to its initial position prior ta scramming
the next rod. . On July 14, 1983, the rocds scrammed from the time test
pane! (2H11-P610) were not Deing returned %o their initial position
prior to scramming the next rod.

3) Procedure, HNP=2-9207, Control Rod Movement, Paragraph 0.4 and lata
Sheet | requires notch control for rods identified with an asterisk.
This asterisk was on all rod groups moved during the shutdown of
July 14, 1983, up to the point wnere the reactor manual scram was
initiated, and tnese movements were not conducted Dy notch
control.

4) Procedure, HNP=2-3207, Control Rod Movement, Paragraph 5.5 requires
that road movement de stopped if proper cperation of the Rod Segquence
Control System (RSCS) is not confirmed. On July 14, 1983, rod move-
ment was continued even though the RSCS was circumvented and ;
srerefore inoperative.

Technical Specifization 3.1.4.1 requires the Rod Worth Minimizer (RWM)
to be cperadble or a second licensed operator or otner qualified member
of the technical staff to be present at the reactor console to verify
compliance with the prescribed control rod pattern.

Contrary to the above on July 14, 1983, after bypassing the RWM, a seccnd
persct did not verify compliance with the prescribed rod pattern. As a
conseguence, the rod inserticn sequence was violated as evicenceZ Dy
Control Rod 42-39 at notch 12 versus the required notch 48.

Technica® Soecification 3.1.4.2 requires that the Rod Sequence Control
System (RSCS) be operable in Cperation Conditicn 1 when thermal power
is below 20%.

Contrary %o the above, on July 14, 1983, while in Cperation

congition |, with thermal power below 20%, the SSCS was not operationa’
in that 1t was not performing its intended function of notch contro!
The required notch control was circumvented Dy use of tne tmergency

In switch and the scram switches on the scram time test panel.

Collectively, the above violations nave ceen evaluated as a Severi‘ty _eve’
prooiem. (Suppiement [)

ne nn

Cumylative Civil Penalty - $10C,000 assessed egqually among tne vio'ations



Notice of Violation -3-

Pursuant %o the provision of 10 CFR 2.201, Georgia Power Company is neredy recuired

+0 suomit w0 the Director, QJffice of Lnsoe..'.n and Snforcement, U.S. Nuclear

Regulatory Commission, Washington, 0.C. 20335, and a copy to the Regional
Agministrator, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Comm1sswan Region II, within 30 cays of
the cate of this Notice a written statement or explanation, including for each

allegea viclation: (1) aamission or denial of :ne alleged violations; (2) the
reasons for the violation if aamitted; (3) the corrective steps wnich have deen
taken ancd the results achieved; (4) the corrective steps which will De taken %o
avoig further violations; and (5) the date when fyull compliance will be achieved.
Consideration may be given to extending the response time for good cause shown.
Under the authority of Section 182 of the Act, 42 U.S.C. 2232, the response shall De

submitted under ocath or affirmation.

Within the same time as provided for the response required above uncer 10 CFR 2.201,
Gecrgia Power Company may pay the civil penalties in the cumulative amount of
$.00,000 or may protest imposition of the civil penalties in whole or in part by
a written answer. Should Georgia Power Company fail to answer within the time
specified, the Director, Office of Inspection and Enforcement, will issue an
order imposing the civil penalties in the amounts proposed above. Should :
Georgia Power Company elect to file an answer in accordance with 10 CFR 2.208
protesting the civi)l penalties, such answer may: (1) deny the violations listed
in this Notice in whole or in part; (2) demonstrate extenuating circumstances;
(3) show error in this Notice; or (4) show other reasons why the penalties
shoula not be imposed. In addition to protesting the civil penalties in whole
or in part, such answer may request remission or mitigation of the penalties.

In requesting mitigation of the proposed penalties, the five ractors addressed
in Section IV(B) of 10 CFR Part 2, Appendix C should be addressed. Any

written answer in accorcdance with 10 CFR 2.205 should De set forth separately
from the statement or explanation in reply pursuant to 10 CFR 2.201, but may
incorgorate Dy specific reference (e.9., citing page and paragraph numpers)

to aveia repetition. Georgia Power Company's attention is directed to the other

1

rovisions of 10 CFR 2.205, regarding the procedure for imposing a civil penailty.

Jpon failure to pay the cumulative penalities cue, which have been Subsecuen:Ty
determined in accordance with the applicable provisions of 10 CFR 2. 2“ this
matter may De referred to the Attorney Senerai. and the penalties, uni ess
compromised, remitted, or mi'iqated may be collected Dy civil action pursuant
to Section 234c of the Act, 42 U.S.C. 2282.

~C 'HE NUCLZAR REGULATCRY COMMISSION

t//icif/‘y ;777G¢Z7iﬂéﬁ//

James P Q'Reilly
Regicnal Aaministrator

Jatec at Atlanta, Georgia
this L?’".ay of Cecemper 13583



