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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

INCIDENT INVESTIGATION TEAM

INTERVIEW OF )

SCOTT NEWBERRY )

Nuclear Regulatory Commission
The Woodmont Building
8120 Woodmont Avenue

Bethesda, Maryland

Friday, August 30, 1991

The above-entitled interview convened, pursuant to

notice, in closed session at 8:10 a.m.

PARTICIPANTS:
RICHARD CONTE, NRC/IIT Tean

JIM STONER, NRC/IIT Team
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PROCEEDINGS

MR. CONTE: On the record. It’s 8:10 on the 30th
of August. We’re at the Woodmont Building in Bethesda,
Maryland. We’re conducting interviews with NRC personnel
for the Incident Investigation Team for the event at Nine
Mile 2 on August 13th 1991.

My name is Richard Conte and I’m from Region I.

MR. STONER: My name is Jim Stoner and I am from
Duke Power.

MR. NEWBERRY: My name is Scott Newberry. I’m
chief of the instrumentation and controls systems branch in
the office of NRR.

MR. CONTE: First of all, Scott, would you give a
little bit of your background?

MR. NEWBERRY: Yes. I came to the NRC in late
1976 from the Navy. I first worked reactor systems branch
in NRR. I of course worked Three Mile Island for several
years.

I worked in other jobs, all in NRR, through the
years in the areas of reliability and risk assessment,
technical specifications, events assessment.

I started my current job in 1987 as chief of the
instrumentation and control systems branch and I’ve been
there since ’87. |

MR. CONTE: Thank you.
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Why don’t I let you run down the list of

preplanned questions and that will get us started on sone
topics.

MR. STONER: When the NRC reviewed Nine Mile Point
relative to 1.97, how did they come out in that inspection?

MR. NEWBERRY: Well, I can talk to the review a
little bit. The review was conducted before I was in my job
but I asked one of my engineers to go back and review the
record.

I think basically Nine Mile Point 2’s design in
the review showed that they were in compliance with Reg
Guide 1.97 to a very large extent. I think the only area I
recollect where they were not, and that’s the subject of
continuing review, was the area of neutron flux monitoring.

I would expect that if you wanted to éet
documentation of that there would be no trouble in the
safety evaluation reports at FSAR.

MR. CONTE: Let me clarify here. When the event
happened, you say as the chief of the instrument control
branch you had one of your engineers do a review as a result
of this event?

MR. NEWBERRY: Yes. I was curious and I asked him
to go back and pull the safety evaluation and the associated
material on Nine Mile 2 Reg Guide 1.97 because I knew there

was some concern on the post-accident monitoring






10
11
12
i3
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

instrumentation.

MR. CONTE: What’s the nature of the problem with
the neutron flux monitoring?

MR. NEWBERRY: Let me go into a little bit of
detail. When the reg guide was proﬁulgated and issued for
implementation back in the early ’80s, I guess it was /82 or
’33, it established criteria for key instrumentation and it
was called Category One Criteria. Category One would mean
you need to have redundant Class 1-E instrumentation.

At that time, there was no Class 1-E
instrumentation available for monitoring neutron flux. No
environmentally qualified system was sold or manufactured so
I believe there were no boiling water reactors in this
country that had fully environmentally gqualified neutron
flux instrumentation so it was carried -- I think we called
it a developmental issue for further study.

Finally, when instrumentation was made available
in the mid 780s, we proceeded -- I guess really in /87 and
88 perhaps ~-- I proceeded to require plants to implement
this instrumentation and that became the subject of further
review and appeal by all the BWR owners to the office of
NRR.

MR. CONTE: Which range of neutron flux are we
talking about =-- source range?

MR. NEWBERRY: All ranges. The position of the
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BWR licensees is that -- I believe -- there is plenty of

documentation on this that we could get to back me up.

My recollection is that their position is that
neutron flux instrumentation simply is not required for
safety at these plants since it was never intended to
perform a safety function,that the plants were designed to
automatically shut down and insert the rods and if you knew
that the rods were in there was nolcredible situation where
you should have to worry about, return to critical and
wouldn’t need to monitor.

MR. STONER: What is the SICB position on this?

MR. NEWBERRY: I disagree. That’s well
documented. It’s our view that it was important, that was
the philosophy behind Reg Guide 1.97, that there are a set
of safety functions that you should monitor in a reactor
plant and neutron flux or reactivity control, which you are
really worried about, is one of them and we took the
position --

Actually what the owners did is they provided a
topical report. The owners provided a topical report which
documents their view as to why they didn’t think their fully
qualified neutron flux monitoring system was necessary =-
when I say fully -- environmentally qualified Class 1-I
power, et cetera.

We rejected that topical report, wrote a safety
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evaluation and rejected that topical report and that was

appealed to the director of NRR.

MR. CONTE: What were the results of the appeal?

MR. NEWBERRY: Dr. Murley decided basically in
favor of the owners group; We’re in the process of taking
that decision and going through what we have to do on any
generic change of position and formulate or prepare a letter
back to the owners group and take it through the CRGR.

MR. CONTE: Has that letter gone out yet?

MR. NEWBERRY: No. It’s on concurrence, as a
matter of fact.

MR. CONTE: I think we will need that information,
the topical report, the director’s decision.

MR. NEWBERRY: We'’ve got a whole notebook that we
put together because of the long chronology on this that I
will be glad to get for you. '

MR. CONTE: I think the policy is whatever you
provide us has to be in duplicate.

MR. NEWBERRY: That’s no problenmn.

MR. CONTE: Let me summarize here. When Nine Mile
Point 2 was getting licensed apd a review was done of Reg
Guide 1.97, this issue came up. I guess it was left as an
outstanding issue for licensing. I guess it did not
preclude startup because all the boilers were in kind of the

same category.
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MR. NEWBERRY: Right.

MR. CONTE: So an exception was made in the SER
for the Reg Guide 1.97, is that correct?

MR. NEWBERRY: An exception -- I don’t know if
that’s the right word but, yes, it was carried as basically
a generic open item. I think the word that was used back
then was a developing item. There was no qualified
instrumentation available.

The préblem, by the way, primarily was that when
instrumentation is withdrawn after you start up and the
drive motors that are inside the drive wall are not
environmentally qualified nor are the connectors which
transmit the information from the detectors up through and
into the control room.

MR. CONTE: The other type vendors, pressurized

‘water reactors, did they have the same problem? Did they

take the NRC on on this issue?

MR. NEWBERRY: Only some of the older ones have
since come in.

MR. CONTE: So the late model pressurized reactors
have environmentally qualified neutron flux?

MR. NEWBERRY: I can’t give you a good answer on
that. I know that is a group -- Ganay and Beaver Valley
come to mind -- where they’ve come in and argued that they

don’t need to go all the way in the Reg Guide 1.97 criteria
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for neutron flux.

MR. CONTE: I have a general question about the
licensing on Reg Guide --

If I’'m repeating some of your questions, then stop
me.

MR. STONER: Go ahead.

MR. CONTE: The pre-licensing on Nine Mile 2, I
guess we call them NTOLs right after TMI two happened and
they got put in a separate class.

Are you aware how the generic communications
handled -- Reg Guide 1.97 came out with a revision I guess
early ’‘80s, Nine Mile 2 I guess was not required to respond
at the time.

How was that handled from the point of view of --
Did you do separate SERs for all these TMI actions or Reg
Guide 1.97 actions, or was that all incorporated in the FSAR
and then it was just incorporated in the SER for the plant?

MR. NEWBERRY: Primarily the latter. Let me
explain.

I was not involved in doing that but in going back
on this issue and other issues to do research when something
comes up I found that almost in every instance there was a
submittal on the docket as part of the review.

That is, in the SER questions were asked and an

evaluation is contained in the safety evaluation report that
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was issued for licensing.

MR. CONTE: wLet's continue down your lists.

MR. STONER: Does the NRC review the SPDS and
other computer systems relative to the INC input power
supplies?

MR. NEWBERRY: I’ll try to answer your question as
best I can. Most of the SPDS work was done before I came
into my position so if you want to get into a detail, I
think it would be best to get one of my staff that was
involved, but SPDS -- I’m not sure.

Oour role -- I can tell you what we did in the past
and that was to ensure that the SPDS power, because it was
non 1-E power, was adequately isolated from all the 1-E
power so our role was primarily on the isolation capability
and that’s really about all I can tell you.

MR. CONTE: Was the SER -- I believe SPDS was one
of the TMI action items.

MR. NEWBERRY: Right.

MR. CONTE: Was that incorporated in the operating
;icense SER or was that SPDS after --

MR. NEWBERRY: For Nine Mile 2?

MR. CONTE: For Nine Mile 2.

! MR. NEWBERRY: I don’t know. I actually don’t
know.

MR. CONTE: Can you find that out for us and, if
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there was a separate SER, provide us a copy of the SER for
SPDS?

MR. NEWBERRY: Sure.

MR. CONTE: Jim, are there any more questions on
Reg Guide 1.97 that you have there?

MR. STONER: Yes.

MR. CONTE: I’d like to have us keep to the one
topics if we can.

MR. NEWBERRY: Did you want a copy of the 1.97 SER
or any information on that? You asked me about the SPDS.

MR. CONTE: VYes, if it’s separate but I got the
impression that the SER for the Reg Guide 1.97 was
incorporated into the operating license.

MR. NEWBERRY: I think so.

MR; CONTE: If it’s separate, provide it. If it’s
not, then well get a copy of the SER for Nine Mile 2'’s
operating license.

MR. NEWBERRY: All right.

MR. STONER: Is Nine Mile Point comparable to
other BWRs with regard to the number of Type A variables?

MR. NEWBERRY: I don’t know. I haven’t made a
comparison. I don’t know.

I keep a matrix. I have a matrix of all plants in
which variables are Type A’s and I could provide that to you

for every plant in the country. Would you like that?
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MR. STONER: Yes.

MR. NEWBERRY: Can I talk to you a minute about
Type A variables?

MR. CONTE: Go ahead. Please do.

MR. NEWBERRY: The NRCc position on Type A
variables is that as stated in the reg guide it’s a plant-
specific determination that’s made and we have not
questioned it.

I can tell you that there are at some places
significant differences in Type A variables from plant to
plant, very significant differences, ‘and it’; my belief that
that difference is based upon the interpretation of the
criteria for a Type A variable found in the reg guide, those
interpretations have varied. 1I’11l be glad to provide you
the matrix.

MR. CONTE: While we're talking about variables,
the connection to the EOPs, one of the problemé that we saw
in the review of the event is there’s a stop point in the
EOPs before you cool down.

There’s a caution to the operators tg verify that
all rods are in or at the 0-2 position or below or the
reactor will remain shut down under all conditions.

The morning of the event, not having an analysis

that the reactor will remain shut down and not knowing where

the rods were because of the confusing instrumentation, it
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put them in kind of a gquandary, primarily because they were
using RCIC for loss feed and condensate. They’re not
supposed to use the high pressure core spray because that’s
an injection into the top of the core and may cause power
spikes.

They were in the ATWS procedure. In fact, the
ATWS procedure --

MR. NEWBERRY: They were in the ATWS procedure?

MR. CONTE: They were in the ATWS procedure
because they did not know what rod position was and they
made the assumption that the rods were still out.

Then they had indication that APRM flux was at
zero. They had indications on pressure and level that a
transient had occurred in the reactor so the teanm is
focusing on rod position which is not -~ I don’t know if
it’s Type A or Category One, but apparently it’s the lower
categories.

The question here for you is would your branch or
who. in the NRC would make that connection of the Reg Guide
1.97 and how it compares to the EOPs and what the operators
need to use?

MR. STONER: Control rod position indication is
not Type A.

MR. CONTE: Is Type A the same as Category One?

MR. NEWBERRY: It is confusing.






10
11
12
13
14
15
le
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

MR. CONTE: Yes.

MR. NEWBERRY: All Type A -- Let me back up there.

Do you have a copy of the reg guide?

MR. CONTE: We are getting a copy.

MR. NEWBERRY: The types characterize what the
instrument is used for. Is it used to verify that a
function has been carried out? 1Is it used to monitor
something? There are types A through D or E, I forget.

MR. CONTE: What are the categories for them?

MR. NEWBERRY: The categories deal with the design
pedigree or the nature of the qualification, Category One
being the highest. Category One you’d have to met 5049.
You’d have to be redundant. You’d have to be seismic. It
would be -- the instrumentation would have to be off vital
power, all those sorts of things.

So in terms of NRC review, our focus is always
much more on the category than the type, except when you get
to Type A. Type A is the one where that instrument would be,
used to trigger an operator action and that’s viewed by the
reg guide to be a plant-specific determination.

All Type A variables must be Category One so based
on its use you determine the design requirement and that’s
Category One.

You asked the question if all Type A’s are

Category One and the answer is yes. If the instrument is
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required to trigger a manual action by the operator, it must
meet the highest design requirements which are Category One
requifements.

MR. CONTE: Is that -- In light of what we’re
telling you here on the EOP, is that an inconsistency in the
reg guide, the fact that -- Just because an EOP requires an
action, does that mean it necessarily has to be a Type A,
Category One? Are you aware of the NRC having a formal
position on that?

MR. NEWBERRY: I think -- I’m not sure we’ve been
real clear on -- I think if there is a disconnect or hold or
lack of overlap, you’ve put your finger on it, between EOPs
and Reg Guide 1.97. |

Our effort has been towards the design, really,
for this set of instruments, do you have them in the plant

and they should be marked. 1.97, I believe, tells you that

~you need to make them known to the operator by some --

consistent with the design review methodology.

MR. CONTE: We didn’t have a problem with that.
We saw that the instrumentation was clearly marked. The
operators knew.

MR. NEWBERRY: In terms of the other side, making
a connection between the EOPs and 1.97, our effort really
didn’t get into that.

MR. CONTE: Is there a branch in NRR that would
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have been responsible for making that connection?

We know that there are at least two branches
responsible for looking at the EOPs -- human factors branch
under DLPQ and I guess one of the reactor systems is the
reactor systems branch or something that looks at the
technical aspects of the EOPs.

Would that connection come in those two branches
or would we have to ask them?

MR. NEWBERRY: Sure. I guess my reaction is sure,
it should. The procedures folks I guess would be the human
factors procedufes people. The staff that did the
procedures reviews themselves would have to give you that.

MR. CONTE: So you’re basically saying that from
an I&C branch point of view you’re focusing mostly on the
design, not what the parameter does or what triggers
operator action.

MR. NEWBERRY: Right.

MR. CONTE: I think the key point that you‘said
here is that it’s very plant-specific and you really didn’t
question -- it probably varies, that this Type A variable,
it’s very plant-specific and you didn’t question the
detérminations. You’re kind of relying on the licensee to
propose to the NRC this is a Type A variable.

MR. NEWBERRY: Right. Two more things come to

nind.
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MR. CONTE: Please, go ahead.

MR. NEWBERRY: At one time we thought about going
back and really digging into why there might be differences,
doing a rigorous review.

I think it was my judgment that that really might
not buy us much because of what I saw and that we were
requiring Category One, anyway. I mean you had this set of
key functions, reactor water, vessel water levels, the
pressure pool, the drive well, et cetera. You had the basic
set that was Category One and that was judged to be
sufficient.

If there were others that they decided to build on
top of that were Type A’s from their own procedures, well,
fine. That was really the basis for not going back.

I think just one comment about why there might be
some inconsistencies there. I touched on there being
different interpretations of the definition of Type A and it
has to do, I believe, with at what point do you stop taking
failures to determine -- I think the term might be
"contingency action."

Well, if you have an ATWS or a failure of the RAD
protection system, you fail RCIC, HPCI, the operators don’t
have to do anything and the procedures would take them down
to their paths like that.

Now would instrumentation used to take contingency
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actions way down the path require manual action? Yeah, but
is that really what the reg guide intended?

My sense is that different utilities go into the
contingency area further than others.

Basically the plants are designed to shut down
automatically and there should be no need for operator
action within the near term.

I think some of the interpretations for Type A
were narrow and you’ll find some plans with virtually no
Type A variables and some with -- let me guess -- 15 or 20.

MR. CONTE: Let me see if I can summarize. You'’re
explaining the reason for the wide differences in Type A
variables as determined by licensees.

One reason you just gave me, and I think it was
the latter, was that it really was dependent on how much in
depth the licensee went into contingencies and therefore
determined what instrumentation was needed for what operator
actions.

The first reason that you gave -- would you
summarize that again? What was that?

MR. NEWBERRY: I think it was -- I forget now. It
was really -- I think the first was really the different
interpretations of the reg guide definition.

MR. CONTE: All right. Any more on Reg Guide
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MR. STONER: No. 1Is there any regulation that
describes or discusses the difference in definition between
systems or equipment that are referred to as important to
safety versus Class 1-E?

MR. NEWEERRY: I couldn’t point you to one
directly. I don’t recall. There are many definitions in
the set of I-EEE standards, more than I can recall.

MR. CONTE: Let me ask a followup question on the
regulations.

Is Reg Guide 1.97 a regulatory requirement by
order or by QA plan? How did it come that Nine Mile 2 and
all he plants have to implement 1.97?

MR. NEWBERRY: It was implemented via generic
letter. The number that comes to mind is an AD-233,
something like that. It was implemented by generic letter
and plants committed to that generic letter so there are
commitments on the docket to the reg guide.

MR. CONTE: And for Nine Mile situation since /82
was pre-licensing it got wrapped up in the FSAR and the
plant’s operating license SER for the NRC?

MR. NEWBERRY: I would expect that that’s the
case, yes. The only place that Reg Guide 1.97 is referenced
in a regulation is 5049 in a footnote. It has to do with
environmentally qualifications criteria in the reg guide for

Cat One and Cat Two instrumentation.
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MR. CONTE: Do you have any more there?

MR. STONER: Is I&C involved in providing input to
EOPs to ensure that the instruments they operate or uses are
the appropriate ones?

MR. CONTE: It is somewhat of a different twist to
what I already asked but I think it’s a fair way to --

Do you provide input to other branches with

respect to these kinds of variables in their review for the

- EOPs?

MR. NEWBERRY: Do we provide input to the EOPs?
A question may come up from time to time but there’s no
formal input provided.

I would just go back to the answer I gave on 1.97.

The question will come up from time to time on an
instrument or range of an instrument or something, but no.

MR. CONTE: When you say a question comes up, is
that like in a staff meeting or is that a formal question
where you guys have to handle from another division or
another branch? Is it formal or informal?

MR. NEWBERRY: Well, all I can think of in just
general experience would be informal. I’m trying to think
of an example of a formal request on an individual case
responded to by memo and I don’t recall any.

MR. STONER: That is all I have.

MR. CONTE: All right. That’s all you have.
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MR. NEWBERRY: If you decide you wanted to get
into 1.97 more based on looking at my responses, there is a
gentleman in my branch that goes all the way back and is
familiar withAeach generic letter.

MR. CONTE: What is his name?

MR. NEWBERRY: Joe Joyce, and there are workshops
conducted in all the regions and the nature of the view is
shared in those workshops all around the country and he has
a much better recollection going back than I do.

MR. CONTE: By the way, what’s your phone number
where we could give you a call in case we need to get hold
of you?

MR. NEWBERRY: 20821. |

MR. CONTE: Let’s talk about 'in general the scope
of review of non I-E equipment, and I guess from your
perspective instrumentation.

I guess you weren’t directly involved in the
licensing of unit two, but could you describe the process or
the approach?

Let’s say a plant were to get licensed at this
point, how much in depth do you go in to the non I-E
instrumentation look?

MR. NEWBERRY: Not very much at all. As I told

‘Jim on his question on SPDS, our focus is on the safety

systems and we would focus on adequate isolation at the
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interface between 1-E and non 1-E systems, isolation between
reactor protection and the plant computer, isolation between
protection and the SPDS to make sure that there are
isolation devices and they’ve been tested and met regulatory
criteria.

MR. CQNTE: Is it fair to say that having Reg
Guide 1.97 as a guide and thebcategories one, two and three,
going back to the reference that we made as important to
safety; one being safety-related full pedigree, two being
kind of a gray area instrumentation importance to safety,
and three beiqg the non 1-E.

Is that the way to characterize those categories
of the reg guide?

MR. NEWBERRY: Good, but I would only say, too,
though, that the reg guide does have specific criteria for
the categories. You will find specific criteria for each of
those categories in the reg guide rather than keeping it
gray, like category two.

MR. CONTE: Would this Joe Joyce be knowledgeable
of this specific review of Reg Guide 1.97 on unit two at
Nine Mile?

MR. NEWBERRY: I don’t know. I don’t know. If
you wanted to know who the reviewer was, I might be able to
find out if you wanted to talk to the guy that did the

actual review. I don’t know who that was.






10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18

19
20
21
22
23
24

25

22

MR. CONTE: We’ll call you if we need that.

MR. NEWBERRY: We’ve kept files. I mean I have a
review file on all plants and that’s what we did. I could
look at it but as to who did the review, I do not know.

MR. CONTE: That might be best. You were going
to provide us with the owners group position on this neutron
flux instrumentation. Could you do that and provide us the
file on Reg Guide 1.97 for Nine Mile 2? It may be very
voluminous but it may be something that we would look at in
preparation for another interview, to get a little more
knowledgeable in terms of what would be done.

MR. NEWBERRY: Yeah, I had already listed Nine
Mile 1.97 reviews and you said if it was separate to provide
it, but I’1l give you the whole file.

MR. STONER: Okay. Once again, two copies if you
can.

MR. CONTE: In doing that review, how much depth
do you go into the power supplies for instrumentation, or do
you kind of just take the licensee’s word for it based on
their submittal that this is highly reliable,
uninterruptable power supply, having so many sources or --

MR. NEWBERRY: That’s a good question. The review
approach that was used in those reg guides that was decided
long ago was that we would accept the statement from the

utility that they were going to provide vital power or
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whatever was required by the reg guide. We accepted that on
its face.

The area of focus was on requested deviations from
the guide. It was only a guide so a utility would come in
and they would say, well, maybe provide a table and meet the
reg guide in the follow areas but I request deviations here,
maybe on range or redundancy or on a basic instrument, maybe
they would provide an instrument on a different function
which would do the job, so we focused primarily on the
deviations.

Like the neutron flux, that was a requested
deviation.

MR. CONTE: So if a utility came in and‘said that
rod position indication or any other stuff in the category
two area, which it’s my understanding is highly reliable
supply not so much redundant safety, you really wouldn’t
gquestion that.

If they came in and said that this is a category
two or three and it’s én an interruptible power supply --

MR: NEWBERRY: That'’s correct.

MR. CONTE: =-- you really wouldn’t get into those
details as to what sources, potential for failure and all
that stuff.

MR. NEWBERRY: No.

MR. CONTE: Okay. In light of what we told you
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1 this morning, should rod position indication be on the 1-E

2 uninterruptable power supplies?

3 MR. NEWBERRY: That’s a good question. I’ll give

4 you one -- I’ll say the operator needs to know that the

5 plant’s shut down. The operator needs to be able to confirm

6 the plant is shut down.

7 I know when I listened to the initial briefing,

8 when you talked from the phone on the site there in the

9 events briefing on Wednesday or so, that that was one of my

10 -- the most troubling points to me that the operators

11 couldn'f tell if the reactor was shut down.

12 Now whether that’s rod position indication that’s
‘I’ 13 highly reliqble, whether it’s neutron flux instrumentation,

14 maybe that could be assessed and be a combination of one or

15 the other, and of course what is he trained to look at.

16 MR. CONTE: Well, let me clarify that. The

17 impression I got talking to them and being involved with the

18 two teams is I'd.say they were like 75 percent sure the

19 reactor was shut down based on the APRM indications and the

20 fact that they knew they had electrical transient for sure.

21 They weren’t quite sure what was happening in the

22 reactor plant but they knew pressure had gone up and it had

23 the symptoms of a load reject.

24 It’s not that they were like zero -- totally

'I' 25 confused. What was confusing is that the front panels were
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telling them APRMs were a hundred percent, don’t know what
rod position is and the back panels were telling them -- Oh,
and in the front panels the scram solenoid lights were
telling them that the reactor protection system had
functioned.

Hopefully that point was made in that briefing.

MR. NEWBERRY: It sure was.

MR. CONTE: And the scram logic lights were out,
also indicating that a scram had occurred and the APRMs were
at zero. I think the operators wanted to be a hundred
percent --

MR. NEWBERRY: That’s what the procedures tell
them to look at.

MR. CONTE: I think the operators wanted to be a
hundred percent sure and not have conflicting information.
That’s what the problem was. They had conflicting
information.

MR. NEWBERRY: You’re asking a good question about
on the rod position indication and maybe they should -- '

MR. CONTE: The next question is did they, the
reviewers, look at the consequences of a loss of UPS and I
think you answered that, that you didn’t really get that
much into the details of the power supplies for all these
instrumentations, you basically took the statements of the

utility that this power supply was either safety grade or
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highly reliable or whatever to fit the categories. Correct
me if I’m wrong.

MR. NEWBERRY: That’s correct.

MR. CONTE: And how about load distributions on
these power supplies? Does that get the same answer? Maybe

there may be another branch that looks at load distributions

on --

MR. NEWBERRY: That would be electrical systems
branch.

MR. CONTE: Electrical systems branch.

Are you all in one division -- I&C and electrical?

MR. NEWBERRY: Right.

MR. CONTE: What’s that division called?

MR. NEWBERRY: Division of systems technology,
DST.

MR. CONTE: That’s the division --

MR. NEWBERRY: Ashok Thadani.

MR. CONTE: Jim?

MR. STONER: That’s all I have.

MR. CONTE: Let’s go off the record.

(Discussion off the record.)

MR. CONTE: Let’s go back on the record.

We’re back on the record. There was like a
momentary break. Scott has something else to offer.

MR. NEWBERRY: I just -- We had a couple -- at
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least one other activity that we had started on when this
event occurred and that was as a result of the Millstone
event a few weeks previous where they lost annunciators with
the plant -- I think in the Millstone case they were a
steady state but had lost annunciators and of course --

-I remember when I first came to my job in 1988
there were three plants in a very near timeframe that lost
all annunciators -- Calvert, Beaver and Rancho. They were
all made by the manufacturer and they all had fires in their
cabinets, overheated and burned up, so loss of annunciators
has been a concern. '

MR. CONTE: When you say fires in cabinets, these
were power supply cabinets? '

MR. NEWBERRY: Well, the annunciator -- yes,
power. The cabinet supporting the annunciators in the
control roonmn.

MR. CONTE: Is that true for Millstone two, also?
Do you remember what --

MR. NEWBERRY: Millstone two it was a power supply
failure but I don’t believe it was a fire.

MR. CONTE: Okay. f

MR. NEWBERRY: There’s a relationship here, I
believe, in that you have a non 1-E system, annunciator
system, in the control room and as we talked about it we’ve

not required 1-E power or looked at annunciators that






10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
“20
21
22
23
24

25

28

closely at all, yet when they were lost, there seemed to be
a pretty significant concern by the people who use the
annunciators.

We’re going back to take a look at that on
Millstone from the standpoint of procedures, what procedures
are in place at plants for loss of an annunciator situation
and then of course we are also reviewing advanced reactor
designs and we’re taking a fresh look at this whole issue on
the next generation of plants to see if we would want to
make upgrades or create another category and get away from
the 1-E, non 1-E, sort of thing. I thought I would mention
that to you.

MR. CONTE: Do you have a concise record of all
the loss annunciator events?

MR. NEWBERRY: No. We have recollections and
we’ve put together some notes a couple of weeks ago. The
best information I have is on the losses in 1988 because we
issued an information notice after those events and we
talked about the --.I can’t remember if there was a
suggestion or an acknowledgement that procedures would be
useful in the loss of annunciator situation. I can get that
for you, if you would like.

MR. CONTE: Could you at least identify what that
information notice -- We have access to NUDOC so we should

be able to get that information if you just help us identify
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that number. You said these were /88 events. Chances are
the information of this may have been issued late ’88 or
early ’89.

MR. NEWBERRY: I believe I already went back and
got that information after the Millstone event anyway so
I/11l be glad to put it with the other stuff.

MR. CONTE: Would you put it in the packet that
you’re going to give us? That would be great.

We are also going back to look at, from my BNW
experience, the loss of NNI bulletin, 79 I think it was 27
or 29, and we’re getting the information from the licensee
in terms of how they addressed that from their plant. I
don’t know or I’m not going to predict what it says.

MR.ﬁNEWBERRY: That’s a good idea.

MR. CONTE: I do remember the BMW plants were
ordered to do training on that bulletin.

MR. NEWBERRY: We looked at that pretty closely,
the ability to shut the plant down with the loss of any
signal 1loss.

MR. CONTE: Is there any sources of information
about annunciators and power supplies and non 1-E with
respeét to instrumentation that you would like to offer?

MR. NEWBERRY: No, that was it, just the last bit
of information.

MR. CONTE: I appreciate you asking to go back on






[ IS L Y

10
11

12

14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23

24

®

the record with that information.
Let’s go off the record.

(Whereupon the matter concluded at 8:56 a.m.)

30
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INCIDENT INVESTIGATION TEAM

INTERVIEW OF )

SCOTT NEWBERRY )

Nuclear Regulatory Commission
The Woodmont Building
8120 Woodmont Avenue

" Bethesda, Maryland

Friday, August 30, 1991

The above-entitled interview convened, pursuant to
notice, in closed session at 8:10 a.m.
PARTICIPANTS:
RICHARD CONTE, NRC/IIT Team
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PROCEEDINGS

MR. CONTE: On the record. It’s 8:10 on the 30th
of August. We’re at the Woodmont Building in Beéhesda,
Maryland. We’re conducting interviews with NRC personnel
for the Incident Investigation Team for the event at Nine
Mile 2 on August 13th 1991.

My name is Richard Conte and I’m from Region TI.

MR. STONER: My name is Jim Stoner and I am from
Duke Power.

MR. NEWBERRY: My name is Scott Newberry. I’m
chief of the instrumentation and controls systems branch in
the office of NRR.

MR. CONTE: First of all, Scott, would you give a
little bit of your background?

MR. NEWBERRY: VYes. I came to the NRC in late
1976 from the Navy. I first worked reactor systems branch
in NRR. I of course worked Three Mile Island for several
years.

I worked in other jobs, all in NRR, through the
years in the areas of reli;bility and risk assessment,
technical specifications, events assessment.

I started my current job in 1987 as chief of the
instrumentation and control systems branch and I’ve been
there since ’87.

MR. CONTE: Thank you.
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Why don’t I let you run down the list of

preplanned questions and that will get us started on some
topics.

MR. STONER: When the NRC reviewed Nine Mile Point

relative to 1.97, how did they come out in that inspection?

MR. NEWBERRY: Well, I can talk to the review a
little bit. The review was conducted before I was in my job
but I asked one of my engineers to go back and review the
record.

I think basically Nine Mile Point 2’s design in
the review showed that they were in compliance with Reg
Guide 1.97 to a very large extent. I think the only area I
recollect where they were not, and that’s the subject of
continuing review, was the area of neutron flux monitoring.

I would expect that if you wanted to get
documentation of that there would be no trouble in the
safety evaluation reports at FSAR.

MR. CONTE: Let me clarify here. When the event
happened, you say as the chief of the instrument control
branch you had one of your engineers do a review as a result
of this event?

MR. NEWBERRY: Yes. I was curious and I asked him
to go back and pull the safety evaluation and the associated
material on Nine Mile 2 Reg Guide 1.97 because I knew there

was some concern on the post-accident monitoring
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instrumenéation.

MR. CONTE: What’s the nature of the problem with
the neutron flux monitoring?

MR. NEWBERRY: Let me go into a little bit of
detail. When the reg guide was promulgated and issued for
implementation back in the early ’80s, I guess it was /82 or
83, it established criteria for key instrumentation and it
was called Category One Criteria. Category One would mean
you need to have redundant Class 1-E instrumentation.

At that time, there was no Class 1-E
instrumentation available for monitoring neutron flux. No
environmentally qualified system was sold or manufactured so
I believe there were no boiling water reactors in this
country that had fully environmentally qualified neutron
flux instrumentation so it was carried -- I think we called
it a developmental issue for further study.

Finally, when instrumentation was made available
in the mid ’80s, we proceeded -- I guess really in ‘87 and
88 perhaps =-- I proceeded to require plants to implement
this instrumentation and that became the subject of further
review and appeal by all the BﬁR owners to the office of
NRR.

MR. CONTE: Which range of neutron flux are we
talking about =-- source range?

MR. NEWBERRY: All ranges. The position of the
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BWR licensees is that -- I believe =-- there is plenty of

documentation on this that we could get to back me up.

My recollection is that their position is that
neutron flux instrumentation simply is not required for
safety at these plants since it was never intended to
perform a safety function,that the plants were designed to
automatically shut down and insert the rods and if you knew
that the rods were in there was no credible situation where
you should have to worry about, return to critical and
wouldn’t need to monitor.

MR. STONER: What is the SICB position on this?

MR. NEWBERRY: I disagree. That’s well
documented. It’s our view that it was important, that was
the philosophy behind Reg Guide 1.97, that there are a set
of safety functions that you should monitor in a reactor
plant and neutron flux or reactivity control, which you are
really worried about, is one of them and we took the
position --

Actually what the owners did is they provided a
iopical report. The owners provided a topical report which
documents their view as to why they didn’t think their fully
qualified neutron flux monitoring system was necessary --
when I say fully -- environmentally gqualified Class 1-I
power, et cetera.

We rejected that topical report, wrote a safety



s
-



LI

ay

w

v O N O U

10
11

12

14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

evaluation and rejected that topical report and that was
appealed to the director of NRR.

MR. CONTE: What were the results of the appeal?

MR. NEWBERRY: Dr. Murley decided basically in
favor of the owners group. We’re in the process of taking
that decision and going through what we have to do on any
generic change of position and formulate or prepare a letter
back to the owners group and take if through the CRGR.

MR. CONTE: Has that letter gone out yet?

MR. NEWBERRY: No. It’s on concurrence, as a
matter of fact.

MR. CONTE: I think we will need that information,
the topical report, the director’s decision.

MR. NEWBERRY: We’ve got a whole notebook that we
put together because of the long chronology on this that I
will Bé glad to get for you.

MR. CONTE: I think the policy is whatever you
provide us has to be in duplicate.

MR. NEWBERRY: That’s no problen.

MR. CONTE: Let me summarize here. When Nine Mile
Point 2 was getting licensed and a review was done of Reg
Guide 1.97, this issue came up. I guess it was left as an
outstanding issue for licensing. I guess it did not
preclude startup because all the boilers were in kind of the

same category.
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MR. NEWBERRY: Right.

MR. CONTE: So an exception was made in the SER
for the Reg Guide 1.97, is that correct?

MR. NEWBERRY: An exception -- I don’t know if
that’s the right word but, yes, it was carried as basically
a generic open item. I think the word that was used back
then was a developing item. There was no qualified
ipstrumentation available.

The problem, by the way, primarily was that when
instrumentation is withdrawn after you start up and the
drive motors that are inside the drive wall are not
environmentally qualified nor are the connectors which
transmit the information from the detectors up through and
into the control room.

MR. CONTE: The other type vendors, pressurized

‘water reactors, did they have the same problem? Did they

take the NRC on on this issue?

MR. NEWBERRY: Only some of the older ones have
since come in.

MR. CONTE: So the late model pressurized reactors
have environmentally qualified neutron flux?

MR. NEWBERRY: I can’t give you a good answer on
that. I know that is a group -- Ganay and Beaver Valley
come to mind =-- where they’ve come in and argued that they

don’t need to go all the way in the Reg Guide 1.97 criteria
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for neutron flux.

MR. CONTE: I have a general question about the
licensing on Reg Guide =--

If I'm repeating some of your gquestions, then stop
me.

MR. STONER: Go ahead.

MR. CONTE: The pre-licensing on Nine Mile 2, I
guess we call them NTOLs right after TMI two happened and
they got put in a separate class.

Are you aware how the generic communications
handled -- Reg Guide 1.97 came out with a revision I guess
early ’‘80s, Nine Mile 2 I guess was not required to respond
at the time.

How was that handled from the point of view of --
Did you do separate SERs for all these TMI actions or Reg
Guide 1.97 actions, or was that all incorporated in the FSAR
and then it was just incorporated in the SER for the plant?

MR. NEWBERRY: Primarily the latter. Let me
explain.

I was not involved in doing that but in going back
on this issue and other issues to do research when something
comes up I found that almost in every instance there was a
submittal on the docket as part of the review.

That is, in the SER questions were asked and an

evaluation is contained in the safety evaluation report that
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was issued for licensing.

MR. CONTE: Let’s continue down your lists.

MR. STONER: Does the NRC review the SPDS and
other computer systems relative to the INC input power
supplies?

MR. NEWBERRY: I’ll try to answer your question as
best I can. Most of the SPDS work was done before I came
into my position so if you want to get into a detail, I
think it would be best to get one of my staff that was
involved, but SPDS -- I’m not sure.

Our role -- I can tell you what we did in the past
and that was to ensure that the SPDS power, because it was
non 1-E power, was adequately isolated from all the 1-E
power so our role was primarily on the isolation capability
and that’s really about all I can tell you.

MR. CONTE: Was the SER —-- I believe SPDS was one
of the TMI action items.

| MR. NEWBERRY: Right.

MR. CONTE: Was that incorporated in thé operating
license SER or was that SPDS after --

MR. NEWBERRY: For Nine Mile 27

MR. CONTE: For Nine Mile 2.

MR. NEWBERRY: I don’t know. I actually don’t
know.

MR. CONTE: Can you find that out for us and, if
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10
there was a separate SER, provide us a copy of the SER for
SPDS?

MR. NEWBERRY: Sure.

MR. CONTE: Jim, are there any more gquestions on
Reg Guide 1.97 that you have there?

MR. STONER: Yes.

MR. CONTE: I’d like to- have us keep to the one
topics if we can.

MR. NEWBERRY: Did you want a copy of the 1.97 SER
or any information on that? You asked me about the SPDS.

MR. CONTE: Yes, if it’s separate but I got the
impression that the SER for the Reg Guide 1.97 was
incorporated into the operating license.

MR. NEWBERRY: I think so.

MR. CONTE: If it’s separate, provide it. If it’s
not, then well get a copy of the SER for Nine Mile 2’s
operating license.

MR. NEWBERRY: All right.

MR. STONER: Is Nine Mile Point comparable to
other BWRs with regard to the number of Type A variables?

MR. NEWBERRY: I-don’t know. I haven’t made a
comparison. I don’t know.

I keep a matrix. I have a matrix of all plants in
which variables are Type A’s and I could provide that to you

for every plant in the country. Would you like that?
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MR. STONER: Yes.

MR. NEWBERRY: Can I talk to you a minute about
Type A variables? ‘

MR. CONTE: Go ahead. Please do.

MR. NEWBERRY: The NRCc position on Type A
variables is that as stated in the reg guide it’s a plant-
specific determination that’s made and we have not
questioned it.

I can tell you that there are at some places
significant differences in Type A variables from plant to
plant, very significant differences, and it’s my belief that
that difference is based upon the interpretation of the
criteria for a Type A variable found in the reg guide, those
interpretations have varied. 1I’1l1l be glad to provide you
the matrix. .

MR. CONTE: While we’re talking abqut variables,
the—connection to the EOPs, one of the problems that we saw
in the review of the event is there’s a stop point in the
EOPs before you cool down.

There’s a caution to the operators to verifylthat
all rods are in or at the 0-2 position or below or the
reactor will remain shut down under all conditions.

The morning of the event, not having an analysis
that the reactor will remain shut down and not knowing where

the rods were because of the confusing instrumentation, it
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put them in kind of a quandary, primarily because they were
using RCIC for loss feed and condensate. They’re not
supposed to use the high pressure core spray because that’s
an injection into the top of the core and may cause power
spikes.

They were in the ATWS procedure. In fact, the
ATWS procedure --

MR. NEWBERRY: They were in the ATWS procedure?

MR. CONTE: They were in the ATWS procedure
because they did not know what rod position was and they
made the assumption that the rods were still out.

Then they had indication that APRM flux was at
zero. They had indications on pressure and level that a
transient had occurred in the reactor so the team is
focusing on rod position which is not -- I don’t know if
it’s Type A or Category One, but apparently it’s the lower
categories.

The question here for you is would your branch or
who in the NRC would make that connection of the Reg Guide
1.97 and how it compares to the EOPs and what the operators
need to use? ‘

MR. STONER: Control rod position indication is
not Type A.

MR. CONTE: Is Type A the same as Category One?

MR. NEWBERRY: It is confusing.
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MR. CONTE: Yes.

MR. NEWBERRY: All Type A -- Let me back up there.

Do you have a copy of the reg guide?

MR. CONTE: We are getting a copy.

MRﬂINEWBERRY: The types characterize what the
instrument is used for. Is it used to verify that a
function has been carried out? 1Is it used to monitor
something? There are types A through D or E, I forget.

MR. CONTE: What are the categories for them?

MR. NEWBERRY: The categories deal with the design
pedigree or the nature of the qualification, Category One
being the highest. Category One you’d have to met 5049.
You’d have to be redundant. You’d have to be seismic. It
would be =-- the instrumentation would have to be off vital
power, all those sorts of things.

So in terms of NRC review, our focus is always
much more on the category than the type, except when you get
to Type A. Type A is the one where that instrument would be
used to trigger an operator action and that’s viewed by the
reg guide to be a plant-specific determination.

All Type A variables must be Category One so based
on its use you determine the design requirement and that’s
Category One.

You asked the question if all Type A’s are

Category One and the answer is yes. If the instrument is
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required to trigger a manual action by the operator, it must
meet the highest design requirements which are Category One
requirements.

MR. CONTE: Is that =- In light of what we’re
telling you here on the EOP, is that an inconsistency in the
reg guide, the fact that -- Just because an EOP requires an
actioﬁ, does that mean it necessarily has to be a Type A,
Category One? Are you aware-of the NRC having a formal
position on that?

MR. NEWBERRY: I think -- I’m not sure we’ve been
real clear on =-- I think if there is a disconnect or hold or
lack of overlap, you’ve put your finger on it, between EOPs
and Reg Guide 1.97. |

Our effort has been towards thé design, really,
for this set of instruments, do you have them in the plant
and they should be marked. 1.97, i believe, tells you that
you need to make them known to the operator by some --
consistent with the design review methodology.

MR. CONTE: We didn’t have a problem with that.

We saw that the instrumentation was clearly marked. The
operators knew. '

h MR. NEWBERRY: In terms of the other side, making
a connection between the EOPs and 1.97, our effort really
didn’t get into that. |

MR. CONTE: Is there a branch in NRR that would

»
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have been responsible for making that connection?

We know that there are at least two branches
responsible for looking at the EOPs -- human factors branch
under DLPQ and I guess one of the reactor systems is the
reactor systems branch or something that looks at the
tgchnical aspects of the EOPs.

Would that connection come in those two branches
or would we have to ask them?

MR. NEWBERRY: Sure. I guess my reaction is sure,
it should. The procedures folks I guess would be the human
factors procedures people. The staff that did the
procedures reviews themselves would have to give you that.

MR. CONTE: So you’re basically saying that from
an I&C branch point of view you’re focusing mostly on the
design, not what tﬁe parameter does or what triggers
operator action.

MR. NEWBERRY: Right.

MR. CONTE: I think the key point that you said
here is that it’s very plant-specific and you really didn’t
question -- it probably varies, that this Type A variable,
it’s very plant-specific and you didn’t question the
determinations. You're kind of relying on the licensee to
propose to the NRC this is- a Type A variable.

MR. NEWBERRY: Right. Two more things come to

mind.
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MR. CONTE: Please, go ahead.

MR. NEWBERRY: At one time we thought about going
back and really digging into why there might be differences,
doing a rigorous review.

I think it was my judgment that that really might
not buy us much because of what I saw and that we were
requiring Category One, anyway. I mean you had this set of
key functions, reactor water, vessel water levels, the
pressure pool, the drive well, et cetera. You had the basic
set that was Category One ;nd that was judged to be
sufficient.

If there were others that they decided to build on
top of that were Type A’s from their own procedures, well,
fine. That was really the basis for not going back.

I think just one comment about why there might be
some inconsistencies there. I touched on there being
different interpretations of the definition of Type A and it
has to do, I believe, with at what point do you stop taking
failures to determine =-- i think the term might be
"contingency action."

Well, if you have an ATWS or a failure of the RAD
protection system, you fail RCIC, HPCI, the operators don’t
have to do anything and the procedures would take them down
to their paths like that.

Now would instrumentation used to take contingency
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actions way down the path'require manual action? Yeah, but
is that really what the reg guide intended?

My sense is that different utilities go into the
contingency area further than others.

Basically the plants are designed to shut down
automatically and there should be no need for operétor
action within the near term. 1

I think some of the interpretations for Type A 1
were narrow and you’ll find some plans with virtually no
Type A variables and some With -- let me guess -- 15 or 20.

MR. CONTE: Let me see if I can summarize. You're
explaining the reason for the wide differences in Type A
variables as determined by licensees.

One reason you just gave me, and I think it was
the latter, was that it really was dependent on how much in
depth the licensee went into contingencies and therefore
determined what instrumentation was needed for what operator
actions.

The first reason that you gave =-- would you
summarize that agéin? What was that?

MR. NEWBERRY: I think it was -- I forget now. It
was really -- I think the first was really the different
interpretations of the reg guide definition.

MR. CONTE: All right. Any more on Reg Guide

1.977
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MR. STONER: No. Is there any regulation that
describes or discusses the difference in definition between
systems or equipment that are referred to as important to
safety versus Class 1-E?

MR. NEWBERRY: I couldn’t point you to one
directly. I don’t recall. There are many definitions in
the set of I-EEE standards, more than I can recall.

MR. CONTE: Let me ask a followup question on the
regulations.

Is Reg Guide 1.97 a regulatory requirement by
order or by QA plan? How did it come that Nine Mile 2 and
all he plants have to implement 1.977?

MR. NEWBERRY: It was implemented via generic
letter. The number that comes to mind is an AD-233,
something like that. It was implemented by generic letter
and plants committed to that generic letter so there are
commitments on the docket to the reg guide.

MR. CONTE: And for Nine Mile situation since /82
was pre-licensing it got wrapped up in the FSAR and the
plant’s operating license SER for the NRC?

MR. NEWBERRY: I‘would expect that that’s the
case, yes. The only place that Reg Guide 1.97 is referenced
in a regulation is 5049 in a footnote. It has to do with
environmentally qualifications criteria in the reg guide for

cat One and Cat Two instrumentation.
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MR. CONTE: Do you have any more there?

MR. STONER: Is I&C involved in providing input to
EOPs to ensure that the instruments they operate or uses are
the appropriate ones?

MR. CONTE: It is somewhat of a different twist to
what I already asked but I think it’s a fair way to --

Do you provide input to other branches with

respect to these kinds of variables in their review for the

- EOPs?

MR. NEWBERRY: Do we provide input to the EOPs?
A question may come up from time to time but there’s no
formal input provided.

I would just go back to the answer I gave on 1.97.

The question will come up from time to time on an
instrument or range of an instrument or something, but no.

MR. CONTE: When you say a question comes up, is
thatnlike in a staff meeting or is that a formal question
where you guys have to handle from another division or
another branch? 1Is it formal or informal?

MR. NEWBERRY: Well, all I can think of in just
gene?al experience would be informal. I’m trying to think
of an example of a formal request on an individual case
responded to by memo and I don’t recall any.

MR. STONER: That is all I have.

MR. CONTE: All right. That’s all you have.
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MR. NEWBERRY: If you decide you wanted to get
into 1.97 more based on looking at my responses, there is a
gentleman in my branch that goes all the way back and is
familiar with each generic letter. ,

MR. CONTE: What is his name?

MR. NEWBERRY: Joe Joyce, and there are workshops
conducted in all the regions and the nature of the view is
shared in those workshops all around the country and he has
a much better recollection going back than I do.

MR. CONTE: By the way, what’s your phone number
where we could give you a call in case we need to get hold
of you?

MR. NEWBERRY: 20821.

MR. CONTE: Let’s talk about in general the scope
of review of non I-E equipment, and I guess from your’
perspective instrumentation.

I guess you weren’t directly involved in the
licensing of unit two, but could you describe the process or
the approach?

Let’s say a plant were to get licensed at this
point, how much in depth do you go in to the non I-E
instrumentation look?

MR. NEWBERRY: Not very much at all. As I told
Jim on his question on SPDS, our focus is on the safety

|

1
systems and we would focus on adequate isolation at the

1
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interface between 1-E and non 1-E systems, isolation between
reactor protection and the plant computer, isolation between
protection and the SPDS to make sure that there are
isolation devices and they’ve been tested and met regulatory
criteria.

MR. CQNTE: Is it fair to say that having Reg
Guide 1.97 as a guide and the categories one, two and three,
going back to the reference that we made as important to
safety, one being safety-related full pedigree, two being
kind of a gray area instrumentation importance to safety,
and three being the non 1-E.

Is that the way to characterize those categories
of the reg guide?

MR. NEWBERRY: Good, but I would only say, too,
though, that the reg guide does have specific criteria for
the categories. You will find specific criteria for each of
those categories in the reg guide rather than keeping it
gray, like category two.

MR. CONTE: Would this Joe Joyce be knowledgeable
of this specific review of Reg Guide 1.97 on unit two at
Nine Mile?

MR. NEWBERRY: I don’t know. I don’t know. If
you wanted to know who the reviewer was, I might be able to
find out if you wanted to talk to the guy that did the

actual review. I don’t know who that was.
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MR. CONTE: We’ll call you if we need that.

MR. NEWBERRY: We’ve kept files. I mean I have a
review file on all plants and that’s what we did. I could
look at it but as to who did the review, I do not know.

MR. CONTE: That might be best. You were going
to provide us with the owners group position on this neutron
flux instrumentation. Could you do that and provide us the
file on Reg Guide 1.97 for Nine Mile 2? It may be very
voluminous but it may be éomething that we would look at in
preparation for another interview, to get a little more
knowledgeable in terms of what would be done.

MR. NEWBERRY: Yeah, I had already listed Nine
Mile 1.97 reviews and you said if it was separate to provide
it, but I’11l give you the whole file.

MR. STONER: Okay. Once again, two copies if you
can.

MR. CONTE: In doing that review, how much depth
do you go into the power éupplies for ins;rumentation, or do
you kind of just take the licensee’s word for it based on
their submittal that this is highly reliable,
uninterruptable power supply, having so many sources or --.

MR. NEWBERRY: That’s a good question. The review’
approach that was used in those reg guides that was decided
long ago was that we would accept the statement from the

utility that they were going to provide vital power or
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whatever was required by the reg guide. We accepted that on
its face.

The area of focus was on requested deviations from
the guide. It was only a guide so a utility would come in
and they would say, well, maybe provide a table and meet the
reg guide in the follow areas but I request deviations here,
maybe on range or redundancy or on a basic instrument, maybe
they would provide an instrument on a different function
which would do the job, so we focused primarily on the
deviations.

Like the neutron flux, that was a requested
deviation.

MR. CONTE: So if a utility came in and said that
rod position indication or any other stuff in the category
two area, which it’s my understanding is highly reliable
supply not so much redundant safety, you really wouldn’t
question that.

If they came in and said that this is a category
two or three and it’s on an interruptible power supply --

MR. NEWBERRY: That’s correct. 7

MR. CONTE: =-- you really wouldn’t get into those
details as to what sources, potential for failure and all
that stuff.

MR. NEWBERRY: No.

MR. CONTE: Okay. In light of what we told you



»
Y



a U s

v 0 9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

24

this morning, should rod position indication be on the 1-E
uninterruptable power supplies?

MR. NEWBERRY: That’s a good question. I’1ll give
you one -- I’ll say the operator needs to know that the
plant’s shut down. The operator needs to be able to confirm
the plant is shut down.

I know when I listened to the initial briefing,
when you talked from the phone on the site there in the
events briefing on Wednesday or so, that that was one of my
-- the most troubling points to me that the operators
couldn’t tell if the reactor was shut down.

Now whether that’s rod position indication that’s
highly reliable, whether it’s neutron flux instrumentation,
maybe that could be assessed and be a combination of one or
the other, and of course what is he trained to look at.

MR. CONTE: Well, let me clarify that. The
impression I got talking to them and being involved with the
two teams is I’d say they were like 75 percent sure the
reactor was shut down based on the APRM indications and the
fact that they knew they had electrical transient for sure.

They weren’t quite sure what was happening in the
reactor plént but they knew pressure had gone up and it had
the symptoms of a load reject.

It’s not that they were like zero -- totally

confused. What was confusing is that the front panels were
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telling them APRMs were a hundred percent, don’t know what
rod position is and the back panels were telling them =-- Oh,
and in the front panels the scram solenoid lights were
telling them that the reactor protection system had
functioned.

Hopefully that point was made in that briefing.

MR. NEWBERRY: It sure was.

MR. CONTE: And the scram logic lights were out,
also indicating that a scram had occurred and the APRMs were
at zero. I think the operators wanted to be a hundred
percent --

MR. NEWBERRY: That’s what the procedures tell
them to look at.

MR. CONTE: I think the operators wanted to be a
hundred percent sure and not have conflicting information.
That’s what the problem was. They had conflicting
information.

MR. NEWBERRY: You’re asking a good question about
on the rod position indication and maybe they should -- .

MR. CONTE: The next question is did they, the
reviewers, look at the consequences of a loss of UPS and I
think you answered that, that you didn’t really get that
much into the details of the power supplies for all these
instrumentations, you basically took the statements of the

utility that this power supply was either safety grade or
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highly reliable or whatever to fit the categories.  Correct

me if I’'m

these power supplies? Does that get the same answer? Maybe

there may be another branch that looks at load distributions

on =-

branch.

DST.

momentary

wrong.
MR. NEWBERRY: That’s correct.

MR. CONTE: And how about load distributions on

MR. NEWBERRY: That would be electrical systems

MR. CONTE: Electrical systems branch.

Are you all in one division -- I&C and electrical?
MR. ‘"NEWBERRY: Right.

MR. CONTE: What’s that division called?

MR. NEWBERRY: Division of systems technology,

MR. CONTE: That’s the division =--

MR. NEWBERRY: Ashok Thadani.

MR. CONTE: Jim?

MR. STONER: That’s all I have.

MR. CONTE: Let’s go off the record.
(Discussion off the record.)

MR. CONTE: Let’s go back on the record.
We’re back on the record. There was like a
break. Scott has something else to offer.

MR. NEWBERRY: I just -- We had a couple -- at
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least one other activity that we had started on when this
event occurred and that was as a result of the Millstone
event a few weeks previous where they lost annunciators with
the plant -- I think in the Millstone case they were a
steady state but had lost annunciators and of course --

I remember when I first came to my job in 1988
there were three plants in a very near timeframe that lost
all annunciators -- Calvert, Beaver and Rancho. They were
all made by the manufacturer and they all had fires in their
cabinets, overheated and burned up, so loss of annunciators
has been a concern.

MR. CONTE: When you say fires in cabinets, these
were power supply cabinets?

MR. NEWBERRY: Well, the annunciator -- yes,
power. The cabinet supporting the annunciators in the
control room.

MR. CONTE: Is that true for Millstone ‘two, also?
Do you remember what -- |

MR. NEWBERRY: Millstone two it was a power supply
failure but I don’t believe it was a fire.

MR. CONTE: Okay. ‘

MR. NEWBERRY: There’s a relationship here, I
believe, in that you have a non 1-E system, annunciator
system, in the control room and as we talked about it we’ve

not required 1-E power or looked at annunciators that
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closely at all, yet when they were lost, there seemed to be
a pretty significant concern by the people who use the
annunciators.

We’re going back to take a look at that on
Millstone from the standpoint of prqcedures, what procedures
are in place at plants for loss of an annunciator situation
and then of course we are also reviewing advanced reactor
designs and we’re taking a fresh look at this whole issue on
the next generation of plants to see if we would want to
make upgrades or create another category and-get away from
the 1-E, non 1-E, sort of thing. I thought I would mention
that to you.

MR. CONTE:. Do you have a concise record of all
the loss annunciator events?

MR. NEWBERRY: No. We have recollections and
we’ve put together some notes a couple of weeks ago. The
best information I have is on the losses in 1988 because we
issued an information notice after those events and we
talked about the =- I can’t remember if there was a
suggestion or an acknowledgement that procedures would be
useful in the loss of annunciator situation. I can get that
for you, if you would like.

MR. CONTE: Could you at least identify what that
information notice -- We have access to NUDOC so we should

be able to get that information if you just help us identify
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that number. You said these were /88 events. Chances are
the information of this may have been issued late ‘88 or
early ’89.

MR. NEWBERRY: I believe I already went back and
got that information after the ﬁillstone event anyway so
I’/11 be glad to put it with the other stuff.

MR. CONTE: Would you put it in the packet that
you’re going to give us? That would be great.

We are also going back to look at, from my BNW
experience, the loss of NNI bulletin, 79 I think it was 27
or 29, and we’re getting the information from the licensee
in terms of how they addressed that from their plant. I
don’t know or I’m not going to predict what it says.

MR. NEWBERRY: That’s a good idea.

MR. CONTE: I do remember the BMW plants were
ordered to do training on that bulletin.

MR. NEWBERRY: We looked at that pretty closely,
the ability to shut the plant down with the loss of any
signal loss.

MR. CONTE: Is there any sources of information
about annunciators and power supplies and non 1-E with
respect to instrumentation that you would like to offer?

MR. NEWBERRY: No, that was it, just the last bit
of information.

MR. CONTE: I appreciate you asking to go back on
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thé record with that information.
Let’s go off the record.

(Whereupon the matter concluded at 8:56 a.m.)

30
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