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CEAIPMAN XDMENY: Will this hearing please com

:9 crder, and will Chief Counsel pl2ase call and swear
first witness?
MR. GORINSON: Joseph LalFleur?
Whereupcn,
JOSEPH D. LA FLEUR, JR.

-
o~

s
L1

was called as a witness and, after bhein
was examined and testified as follows:
CHAIRMAN KEMEMY: Would you please state vour

£ull name and current oosition for our records?

-

MR. LA FLEUR: I am Joseph D. LaFfleur, Jr., and

I an the Deputy Director of the 0ffice of International
Programs of NRC.
CHAIRMAN XIiENY Chief Counsel?

MR. GORINSON: Thark veu, Mr. Chairrman.

Mr. LaFleur, weould vou please descrihe for =he

Cemmission the functions cf the 0ffice of Internatiocnal

Programs?
MR. LA 7LZUP: We are the sta®? funceion & r
internaticnal activities, the main staff “unc+ionn “or

(™

internaticnal activities in NRC. Ve have =wo main &

cne in the NRC is the licensing of exporss and imports:

neetl

irst duly sworn,

Qns ;

tle cther function which we will 2robhlv =alk about todavy

is the cooperation with other nations for the sharine o
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information about safetv and in the case of the newly
starting countries that are Just building programs to help
them get good safety programs organized.

MR. GORINSON: Thank vou.

CS manufacturers of reactors export those reactors
to foreign countries. 1Is that correct?

MR. LA FLEUR: VYes.

MR. GORINSON: And is that done with =he cocperation
of the NRC? Is there a Proccess that +the NRC appreoves?

R. LA FLEUR: The NRC has to license expcerts of
reactors or other utilization facilities or production
facilities or nuclear materials, including fuel.

MR. GORINSOM: As a condition of obtaining an
export license, is a foreicgn purchaser required to agree that
it will submit full information on transients to the United
States?

MR. LA FLEUR: No, he is not.

MR. GORINSON: Are there i

o |

1formation sharing

-

acreements, however, between the Un

or

w

ted States and foreign

b

governments?
MR. LA FLEUR: Yes, there are.

MR. GORINSOM: tiow many are

1
ty

ere, sir?
MR. LA FLEUR: There are 17 of the kin that deal

Primarily with regulaterv and safety information and rouchly

an ecual number that cdeal with cocperaticon in safety research.
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MR. GORINSON: Do +=hose acreements rcrovide for a

mutual exchange of information>

MR. LA FLEUR: Yes.

MR. GORINSON: Ané are foreicn countries under those

agreements advised of transients in US rlants?

the NRC?

sell them

events of

foreign countries fullv disclose transients occurring a

MR. LA FLEUR: VYes.

MR. GORINSON: Ané do these notifications come from

MR. LA FLEUR: VYes.

They probably, also, come from *R:ir vendors who
US egquipment, also._

MR .GORINSON: Does the NRC fully disclose =&
those transients to foreicn ccuntries?

MR. LA FLEUR: Dc we disclose? Yes, we do.

MR. GORINSON: Andé under these agreements, do

-
® -

their plants?

MR. LA FLEUR: The agreements recuire exchance of

information of this kxind. Tae significant transients would

certzinly

e an oblicaticn under the acreement, ves,

MP. GORINSON: Do some foreion countries superly

information about their transients on a confidential basis to

NRC?

y LR
MR. LA FLEUR: Sometimes.

MR. GORINSON: Could vou explain how the ¢
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svstem works?

MR. LA PLEUR: The cother countries, almost all cf
them, have a less liberal requirement fur full public
isclosure ot safety information than we have in this country.

In fact, in most of the countries, the information
that is generated in their government as a result of its
regulatory activities remains confidential either because
it is the property of the, still the property of the owner,
the source, utility or because the rules and the governrent
require it to remain confidential for other reasons.

For this reason if we want to receive that informa-
tion we have to agree %to protect it.

Our agcreements provide,our arrancements for
cooperaticn in regulatory exchance provide that we will
pootect such information from public disclosure. So we often
receive. often, I would guess about 5 percent of the total
iafemation we get is tnat kind of information.

We are able to use it in ocur work and then of
course, the instructions that come cut of it for our reacters
in this country is public information.

MR. GORINEON: Do domestic vendors have an

obligation to report foreign transients to the NRC?

MR, LA PLEUR: Yes. !¢, not exactly. Vendors
who have responsibilities defined in cur reculaticns for

safety cf US plants, when they learn of a deficiencv, a

PN
arReUI\S UED
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safety deficiency in the US plant, thevy have to tell us '-out
i under Part 21 of our regulations.

If they hapren to learn o< that deficiencvy as a
resu .t of foreign sxperience or any other experience thev
lave to report it. They do not have %o remor:t =0 us the
events that hapren in a foreign countrv as such.

MR. GORINSOM: So, as long as it has a safety

impact on US plants a vendor would have ¢

O

repert i: under

| Papt 212

MR.LA FLEUR: He would have to report the
deficiency in the US Pilaat, as he understood is.

MR. GORINSON: In Aucust 1974, a transient occurred
at a Westinghcuse plant in Besnow, Switzerland. Are veu
familiar with the details of that transient?

MR. LA FLEUR: VYes.

MR. GOOTNSON: A turbine tripped at that olant

‘0

eventually causing two Pilct-cperated relie? valves =o cpen
in order to relieve Pressure. Is that corrsces?

MR. LA FLEUR: VYes.

MR, GORINSOMN: One 201v closed, but the cther or
failed to oren. 1Is that correct?

MR. LA FLEUR: VYes.

MR. GORINSON: That is the same thing t=hat

happened at T™MI-2, is that correc+?

. - L .
MR, LA FLIUR: fes, so far. Ny SN T
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I don't know that two of them failed to --

MR. GORINSOMN: One did.

As a result of that PORYV failure at =he Besnow
plant, the primary system pressure fell, but the pressurizer
level rose. Is that correct?

MR. LA FLEUR: Yes.

MP.. GORINSON: Are you aware that the sare thing

- happenecd a. the TMI plant, March 13792

MP. LA FLEUR: Yes.

MR. GORINSON: Mocw, when pressure fell helow 1600
PSI at ™I, the hich pressure injection was automatically
actuated. 0Did the high pressure injection automatically

actuate at the Besnow plant?

MR. LA FLEUR: Not initially., The onerator did

' learn early that his value was stuck open, and he closed it

' or he blocked it off.

Then when the level went down in the pressurizer,
the safety injection occurred.

MR GORINSCN: Why didn't the hich pressure injection
automatically initiate at 3esnow when the cressure fell?

MR. LA FLEUR: Because, as I understand it, the
injection was depencdent cn the cocincident sicgnal of lcw level
and hich pressure.

MR. GORINSON:

wn

0, in cother words, in order ‘or

Rich-pressure injecticn %o automatically actuate --
WIATE T
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I cuess, ves.
MR. GORINSCN:
Pressure had to go down,

MR. LA FLEUR:

MR. GORINSONM:

It is at low level and low pressure,

Automatically actuated at Besnow.
and level had to co down?
Zes.

28, 13979, were there

Prior to March

-,

US Westinghouse plants that utilized coincident logic?

MR. LA FLEUR:

were because there wers -- ~rior to when?

MR. GORIISOMN:
TMI-2 occurred?
MR. LA FLEUR:
MR. GORINSOM:
logic was
MR. LA FLEUR:

MR. GORINSON:

I don't know. I assume that there
2rior to Marsh 25, 1979, when
Oh, ves, there were, excuse me.

Is it your impressiocn that coincident

a ccmmen ‘eature of US Westinchcuse plant -

Yes.

Since March 28, 1372, has coincident

logic been eliminated from US plants?

MR, LA F.EUR:
YR. GORINSON:
accident?

MR. LA FLEUR:

consideration, but it was

- T
alter the TII

MR. GORINSON:

a few

accicent.

Yes.

And that.is as a3 results 0f she T1I-2

immediately

out within

weeks of the ™I-2 accicdent?

. .. e
oo
- i J e
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MR. LA FLEUR: Within a courle of weeks.

MR. GORINSON: To your knowledge, when dicd
Westinchouse report the 3esnow Sransient to che NREC?

MR, LA FLEUR: The first I heard about it was when
your ccunsel gave me a copy of the Westinchouse report
a week ago, approximately.

MR. GORIMNSON: You had not heard about i+t from
Westinghouse prior %o that date?

MR. LA FLEUR: Wait. I am sorry. I understand
that in a meeting at the end of April Westinghouse mentione”
that there hac been an accident inwvelwvine a stuck PORV
valve ia an incident in Eurcpe.

We followed up and consulting with the Swiss, I

"

guess Westinchouse must have said, "Switzerland,” I was not
in the meeting; we fcllowed up and the Swiss sent us scme
reports on this incident in Switzerland.

MR. GORINSON: Do youv know why it tock five vears
for Westinchouse to report the 3esnow transient to the 2C?

MR. LA FLEUR: No, I do not.

“R. GORINSON: In Auqust 1274, when the 3esnow
transient occurred, was Switzerland obliceé to repor: a
ransient such as Sesnow to the !RC? 5. 310

MP. LA FLEUR: I think, I don't know lecallv
whether they were or nct. It weould depend con how serious

they considered it. We did not have an agreerment svecifically
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calling cut cocperation in regulatorvy or safetv information

at that time. So, I would guess that they were not obli

'A
0
o
(6N

MP. GORINSON: That acreement dicd not come into
being until the end of 19742

MR. LA FLEUR: December, ves.

MR. GORINSON: Dces the Besnow transient, as you
know it, raise anv generic safety question concerning
coincident logic 'actuation of HPI?

MR. LA FLEUR: It seems to now.

MR. GORINSON: Was coincident logic eliminared
at Besncw prior to TMI?

MR. LA FLEUR: To the best of my Xnowledge it
wasn't.

MR. GORINSON: Do vou %hink coincident logic in
US plants would have been eliminated prior to T™MI if Besnow
had been brought to the attention of the MNBEC?

MR. LA FLEUR: I would guess probakly not because
these things don't come about as a resul: of cne incident,
ueually, cne incident which had a fairly happv conclusion,
but that is a guess.

There were some things about the inc
were, that were a lot diflerent than T™MI. The cperator
recognized, as he shculd have, what the situation was and
corrected it.

The instrumentaticn, I helieve, worked a litctle




Bowwrs Reponting Cungaany

10
better, and indicated correctly the position of the valve,
and not much water went ocut of the primary svstem.

Defini%ely or apparently from what we have heard

fhere was no pub.ic exposure, and apparentlv it was not
considered at the time to be nearlv as sicnificant as we
ccnsidered TMI to be.

MR. GORINSON: I have no further cuestions,

Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN XEMENY: Let us see. Mr. La Fleur, you
said that it was not a verv significant incident or words
to that effect. Do you know, to vour kncwledge, as %o
whether saturation was reached in that particular accident?

MR. LA FLEUR: I believe it was,because of the
way the -- I believe the repcrts that we have sav that it
was. Certainly it appears from the wav the level in the
pressurizer went up that there was a bubble, a void.

CHAIRMAN KEMENY: Yes. Do you know whether that
occurred a number of minutes tefore the high-pressure
injection system eventuallv came on?

MR. LA FLEUR: Apparentlv the level in the
pressurizer went up and only went down after =he stuck valve

was bDlocked, was blocked shut, the line that =he s=uck valve

&

®
it

was on was blocked shut, anc so it would seenrm =o hat

e

there was wveciding, boiling .n the primary svstem it occurred,

O

it was stopped by shutting off =he valve and then when =he

G251 D
(WL AR A N
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level went dcwn, the RAigh-pressure injecticn occurred.

CHAIRMAN RXEMENY: Have vou seen the analysis of
Westinchouse Corporation =hat was Prepared on September 4,
1974, of this event?

MR. LA FLEUR: VYes.

CHAIRMAN XEMENY: As vou recollect that document,
1 you wish to refer to it, 7ou are welcome, of course, was
Westinchouse fully aware in 1374 that saturatiocn had occurred
and cavitation occurrec in some of the pipes as a result of
ie?

MR. LA FLEUR: I believe I recall that from reading
the report. So, I =--

CHAIRMAN XEMENY: Absolutelv, take vour time.

(Pause.)

MR. LA FLEUR: On Page 5 of the report it savs,
"Subsecguently” describing the early esvents "hot leg Zlashing
resulted in an increase in Pressurizer level."

So, frem that I zonclude thas Westinchcuse knew
there had been beoiling.

CHAIRMAN XZMENY: VYes, and as you yourself pointed
out, the high-pressure injection system did not come cut,

did nct come on until =he operator correctly diagnosed tne
open PORY wvalve which allowed the pressure, the level in the
pressurizer to drop %o a low level. Is that not correct?

MR. LA FLEUR: That is what the report said, ves,

€L 2% 7Y
Ll F i
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CHATNMAN XEMENY: And if vou will lock on Page 3
in their secuence of events, this is an incident that
started at 11:20 a.,m., do I read this correctly on Page 3
that is 11:32 plve or about 12-1/2 mianutes into the
accident or the hich-pressure injecticon syvstem is actually
initiated?

MR. LA FLEUR: Yes.

CHAIRMAN KEMENY: And prior to that there are in
the sequence of events descriptions of raturations having
been reached then, the :.:ind of phencmenon vou described.

Now, let me ask you, suppose the operatcr; I mean
clearly there was verv prompt and proper operator action
here, suppose the cperator had taken significantly loncer
time to recognize that the PORV was stuck cpen: what would
have happened in this particular accident, in your best
opinion?

MR. LA FLEUR: Well, if he had not at any point
done anything %0 close the system, he would have had a
blowdown of the primary system. If he Jid not recocniz
he was losing water from the primarv svstem, the boilinc
would have soon, eventually damaced the ccre, I would guess,
if the water was going ocut fast enouch.

CHAIRMAN KEMENY: Yes. Isn't it true, as a matter

ng %0 the secuence of events a quit

.4.

of fact, that a~cord

substantial amount of water was lost from the svster®

2N ¢ A
L R >

-
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Yelieve tne sequence of events rafars -0 reli

s
L)

tank oressure

rising and eventually, I believe, it clcsed its seal.

3 MR. LA FLEUR: I don't know exactl; how much was

4 lost. The valve was broken, and when I said that it wasn'®s

3! a great loss, I was comparing it to TMI. _
8 CHAIRMAN XEMEMNY: But isn't it a true statement

7 that although the system works quite differently and

8 therefore relies on different kinds of safety features, if there
9

is a turbine trip a PORV sticks open; there is some
0| significant loss of water: the HPI for 4. f-rent reascns does
"' not come on, and tha confusicn, in this case the EPT not

12 coming on is due to tvhe fact that it relies on the pressurizer

. 13 level dropping low before HPI comes =n>
14 MR. LA FLEUR: Is that similar %o TI vou mean?
I3 CHAIRMAN KEMI-.’..‘IY: Yes.
¢ MR, LA FLEUR:;IYes, there are some differences, also,

in that what caused the pressure rise in *he system was a
'8  failure of a steam bvvass line instead of failure of feed

19 waeer supply.

20 CHAIRMAN XEMENY: Yes.
2] MR. LA FLEUR: As in TMI, and as I said, =he
22 | operater in this ¢3 . recocnized the problem. Apparantlvy

-

23 his instrumentation werked cnrrectly, and those are the

-

24 gicnificant differences.

Boswwis Repnntug oy

25 CHAIRMAN XEMENWY: VYes, I do not contest that vou
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are correct in that, but the point I am trving to cet to is

-

that we have had testimony over and over acain that there

has been confusion in operators' minds and perhaps in the

minds of some of those who wrote the instructions for
operators as "o how much one can relvy on water level in
Pressurizer as an indication of how much water there is
the system.

Would you not say that this particular svstem
actually designed with that particular confusion buil®
it?

MR. LA FLEUR: It certainly was vulnerable to
anything that was wrong with that coincident logic.

CHAIRMAN KEMENY: Yes, and is it not reasonabl

3

for me to assume that =he reason NRC ordered the 1struc

.-4.

in April of this vear for that to he chanced was because
of that valnerabilitv?
MR. LA FLEUR: t is my understandinc that tha

is correct, anéd you will have witnesses tcday that know

the

was

inte

e

tions

t

a

lot mere than that, and I wish vou would please refer those

to them.
CHAIPMALl KEMENY: VYes, I suspect we may ask th
guestion again.

Let me now return specifically =2 vour area of

expertise 2nd I do not wish %o make %00 much of ore particular

incident, particularlv as vou said, "Thanks :o fortunate

L

at

ly
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having operators acting very eromptly in this case it did not
turn intoc a major incident,” but I weould like to know how
much feedback sne, in effect, ce:s =hat helps ideatify
Possible ceneric safety problems from the international
program? One hopes that there will be verv few serious
accidents; thouch if there are some that even have the
potential of it, ore has to learm all ore can.

Do

<

cu knoew why NRC did net hear about this
incident? I urderstand you gave us an explanation that the
Swiss Government wus under no cbligation to do that because
Cur agreement was not signed with them until _ater, but why
would vou not have heard from the <omestic supplier before
13979 on this?
MR. LA FLEUR: Well, the first question was how

much do we cet from other countries. The other countries

re behind the United States in the number of reacters and
in the number of years of experience in operatinc the
feactors and in setting up their systems for reportinc and
analvzing ancé using operating informa=ion. So, with that in
mind and keeping in mind, also, that we have rors reacsors
than anyone else, we nevertheless have gotten over the last
few vears very cood information about transisnts and foreign
experience.

Mest of the major generic sroblems that have come

0

S0 the attention of “he puplic have been, we have learned about

J200: "
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either before, from foreign information, either in one or
SWe cases be¢ Ore or concurrentlv wvith =he informasion =hat
we learned in this countrv.

We have had very gecod exchange. All cf our,
all of these problems, not all, but most of the major ones

have had the full benefit of consultation intermitionally

about tha technical facts so that we bring all of the exparience

that is available overseas, as well as here to solv: =he
problems.

As to why =-- that svstem is not perfect, and I
don't want to say it is. It needs a lot of improvement, but
the Swiss have been cooperative. They have -eactors of bota
the PWOR and the BWOR kind that have operated as long as anv
¢f ours almest, and the main problems that have occurred
in the technology of those licht water reactors have on many
occasicns been experienced in Switzerland. We have had very
goed exchange of information witn them on these incidents
and issues.

This one incident, I can speculate several reasons

as to why they did not report it and whv Westinchouse did
not report it.

CHAIRMAN XEMENY: VYes. I am not trving to pursue
Switzerland on this since vou have already testified that
the exchange agreement was signed afser =his incident

occurred. Therefore, I don't think there is anv point in

FLIATAT E W
A r bt
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exploring that, but why would Wastinchouse not have informed
the NRC? Were they, for axample, under ohlication to do so?

MR. LA FLEUR: Westinchouse is reguired under our
regulations %o set up 2 system for learning, for collectinea
informaticn about anvthing tha% would alert them =o problars
in Che United States reactors, and they are required then
S0 analyze this informaticn and then to advise us if the "
conclude that it reflects some kind of a deficiency with
regard to safety in the reactoers in this countrv for which
they are respconsible.

The Part 21, the law requiring that this Part 21
De written was the reorganizaticn bill in 1974, which was
passed in November 1974, and the reculation itself was not
published until a year or so acoc, because it was a very
complicated reculation to write.

So, Westinghouse in . :s repor:s did not seem to
be concerned that this was a masor incident or would invelve
Other reactors. Most of the analvsis in this repor: seers
tc deal with the physical damace %o the piping and the valves
and whether the plant, what would have %o he done 2o assure
safe startup of the plant again.

To say that they should have told us would he o

conclude that they had failed scmewhe ¢ in that leong chain

0

of collecting information which had haprened -efore =he law

was written and analyziang it and concludine that ig 4id
TR T A :.




Boswwrs Repodiusg Comgrany

L8 )

L]

reflect a safety hazard in this country and reporting

us, and I don't Xnow where that broke.

LNy W) !
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CHAIRMAN XKEMENY: You have menticned just now from

1

that report that a good deal of it deals with the phvsical

damace to the piping and the guestions on whether the plant

can be safely restarted. Do you feel that the system is work= |
ing well if there is nhysical damage to piping and guestions
as to whether the plant can safely be star+ted up, and such

.

things are not required to be renorted to vour office or to

an apr copriate NRC office?

-

The conclusicn of the report, as

recall, is the main prcblems was a defect in the

valve. I would prefer the system -- I would say the system

were not workiig well if somethinc as significant as this

happened today and if we didn't learn about it and do some:h'nﬁ

abcut it, or at least analyze whether something should be dcnej

CHAIRMAN KEMENY: Thank you. Governor Peterson?

COMMISSIONER PETERSON: Mr, LaFleur, I visited last

week the International Atomic Enercy Agency in Vienna, and

thev described how they have been the Three Mile |
Island accident and expressed great concern about such an ac:iQ
dent occurring in a developing country where they deon'=z have
technical backup, as we do in this

any significant backup,

country. And we here have been concerned about the thinness

of the backup at Three Mile Island.

T 2
wita no <nira=

They say that countries

: and they don

ot

ructure are buving reactors, t even kncw what a

TS
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Geiger counter is, and that in those countries that have few
if any neople assigned to functions like ‘iaclear Regul atory
Commission =-- licensing, inspection, regulation.

Is this a good description of what is going on in :hm
developing countries, and are you iavolved in anv wav in tryin ;
to promote better backup =-- thus, better safety -- in the |
developing countries? !

MR. LAFLEUR: Yes, sir. We have been -- I menticned
that one of our other functions in the internation:l ac:;vitieﬁ
at NRC is to participate in the U. S. covernment, wili cther
agencies of the U. S. government, in the support of the IAEA
efforts and in many bilateral efforts to improve and tc help
the developing countries to maintain good regulatory organiza
tion anéd good emergency planning and that kind of thing.

We have analyzed for our Commission, which has
approved as one of our objectives in the last couple of vears
that we initiate in our government and thence in the IAEA a
new program of increased safety in the IAZA., e had started
these discussions befcre TMI, and in the last meeting of the
Bocard of Governors cof the IAEA in June, a program of increased
atiention to the safety programs in the develoring countries,
in new c~untries that have reactors, was approved,

I hope that there will e 2 lot docne in the IAZA and
indirectly between the developing countriss and other countries

in the next few months, years, to improve the si Tuation in
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, were promoting the sale of reactors in developing sountries

| with so little backup in those countr to provide for ade-

those coun

i!
(E
w

seople at IAEA thought that the probability of developi ng coun-
tries establishing any significant backup was verv low because
their whole kind of infrastructure was so low and their re-
sources financiall, were so low.

was concernad whether we in the United States today!

quate safetv.

MR. LAFLEUR: This is a very complex guestion.
country, a developing country, has only a few reactors, it can
"2 assumed that they have fewer people and less experience to
devote to the safety problems that will ceot including inci-
dents and accidents.

On the other hand, if they have to maintain more
versatile and mcre local support because they don't have as
much industrial support as another country would have, then

: o : )
in the critical time »

ight after an incident started, it might

[R8

Se that they would te et

o

er 2r

w

pared. O©On the other hand --

"

and then later on, what has to be broucht in is incdustri

support, a certain amcunt of government menitoring and manage-

n

e bt e T e . - - -a
ST SO minimize T aarm

ment, and then a large industrial e

and %o clean up.

That does nct have necessarily %0 he located in =i
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country where the accident hap
Deing sure that they have the
~he assistance in
teaching then how we do things
an accident, being prerared to
an accident, and then it might
of £full industrial capacity of
is not

necessarv.

reactors in

being installed will be as wel
was?

MR. LAFLEUR: I don'
would enable me to judge how w
times involved, Three Mile Isl
other plants in this country,
countries, and I would have to

thcse who has been very concer

for more problems in the count

reactors that ar

-

in general, I

ful about == or we have =2 bhe

developing countries to avoid

CMMISSIONER

PETERSO

apparent that the containment

training, cur assistance

N: Do you believe

ies tocdav

pened. So we can do a lot by
|
benefit of ocur experience and
in traiaing and in

being prepared for

public in case of
|
lack of availability|

|

one of the leading countries

1

|

that the

ancé thcse currentcly

1 backed up as Three Mile Island
|
t have first hand experience that|
{
ell backed up, in the critical |

and was as compared to all the

for example, or any

say that I have teen cne of

ned about the ocbviocus

sotential

ries that have only one or two
started.

say that we lave o be very care=

very diligent in helping the

was|
CL /%Y 2R
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eéxtremelv important in protectinc the comunity from radiation,

even today with its very highly lethal radiaticn in =ha*+ con-

tainment tiilding, and yet I learned that USSR normally pro-

ot

duces reactors, builds nlants, without containment buildings

and that when they tried to sell such a reactor =2 Finland,

L

a contain-

.
-

’A.

the Fins objected and nbtzined :'.e rights to bu

the United

=)

ment -- the design for a containment build

-
-~

ng

.J

States to put around this Scviet reacsor.
Now, my question is, to what extent are reactors

-
,

used arcund the world without containment buildings:?

L]

MR. LAFLEUR: Except the Soviet Unicn reactors,
Selieve all of the power reactors around the world have con-
tainment structures. The Soviet resactors, althcugh some of

them, or most of the present Soviet reactors, dc not have :zhe

cbvious large containment dome that we call containment, the:

-

== at least some of the later versions that are crerating have
some of the elenents of containment. They have a shell around

the system .lich, in an incident, serves to contain -he released

products and to enable remcval %o filter it ard clean up ==

and ccoling systams. And so %here is a cer-ain a2lament

'

0

O
3

O

3

tainment in some of their =lants.

'J

And the new thousand-megawatt PWR's that they a

H
w

: i1 .

COMMISSIONER PETERSCN: Co we reguire that any

reactor scld by the United States be constructad with +=he

Q2
L &
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containment building?
MR. LAFLEUR: To the zest of my knowleuge, we do.

I'm sorry, I don't know that for sure, but I know o

(3 1

none that
don't have. ‘
COMMISSICNER PETERSON: Oune last guestion: I under- |
stoed also that the aditcr of Nuclear Safety went over last
vear to IAEA to ask them for scme examples of safety problems
that thev had encountered that could be used tc show how that
safety problem was responded to effectively, and IASA was
.

riiable to help them because, they said, thev had to respect the|
|

ficult|

n

confidentiality of the information, and they found it 4i

-

to get information cut of a aountry. Thev said, for examole,
|

1 France reportad their incidents and -~he Germans édidn't, then|

the Germans would have a competitive advantace internaticrally
in selling their reactors.

Furthermore, they contended that from a public rela-
tions standpoint, it would be dangerous for IAEA =0 dig into

accidents and report on them. Now, is this a general problem

that may be sericusly interfering with our acqui

by
!‘
@0
Fa)
o3
0,.
2,
|
[
(o}
(19]
1

abcut problems with reactors and how we can Surcher the safatw

or
poe

these safety guesticns, still respectinc the rights of the
countries that are invelved. If we had <he richt =0 == or an

L

international organizaticn had th right to go in and
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investigate an incident or to demand a repeort and £o presumably
police its accuracy This would wviclate what most countries

considered to be their rights. We in thi

W
9]
(8]
ol
o |
it
H

.
]
"

]
e }
O
o

prepared to give that kind of informaticn about how we protect
our public tc any organization that comes aleong.

So the IAEA has worked in the nast on a confidential
basis with the countries that ask it for -- that ask =he IAEA

=

toc make safety inspections, for e mple. If they want to Xnow

' what is wrong, if there is anvthing wrong w.th a factor or a

th

part of their nuclear energyv program or cne of their raacters,

they might ask the agency t©o, the IAEA, to make an inspecticn.
The IAEA would put together a team to do i%, mavbe, and the
report would be a matcer between the [AFA and that counsry.
The IAEA would agree to respect anv regquests trat the councr
made that the information nct be published.

So far, that is the only way that most aof the coun-
tries will agree to operate.

CCMMISSIONER PETERSON: In otier words, that infor-

+
w
¥
N,
L 4
O]
3
)
(=]
o
(o9
(]
(1]
n
3
O
("
)
(1]
-
r
fu
or
W
v
y
1
ot
e |
-
w
ot

T T : 3 ' 3 uhlishas <
dealt with; it just mean: that it is not sublished Zor everv-

COMMISSICNER PETERSON: In other words, wvcu do not

have the teneiitc of the experience, then, of the other countrie
' and their safety zroblems because they can't let =ha< informacsi
L )
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£low to you. ‘
R. LAFLEUR: We have agreements with them directly,

most of the countries, 17 of the countries, =hat =-- under which

both countries permit &0 exchange information. As I said, we
get good information out of the exchanges. We don't get any-
thing like the information we get out of our svstems which,
because of all the licensee event report systems which are
made public == our licensee event repcrts, which ars made pub—‘
lic and deal with verv minute incidents, anything that happens |
in our plants, We don't have that kind of thoroughness ot
reporting of foreign incidents.

We do have reporting of important incidents. BSecausae
of the factors I menticned before, I am not satisfied that it
is gecod enough vet, and.we are working on improving them.

OMMISSIONER PETERSON: Thank you, Mr. LaFleur.

CHAIRMAN XEMENY: Professor Tavlor?

.

COMMISSIONER TAYLOR: I would like to just briefly

o

(2

follow up on the guesticn that was touched on by Governor

" B
8 1€ fair ©o

[

Teaterson's line of guestioning, and that is,

say that there coes ncot exist now in the world any ins

(r

icnal framework for svstematic review of <he orerating

ence of all the world's reactors, let's say ocutside 2f

()

o

XTe

"

e

-l

-

or

suntries with plant(?) econocmies, tie Communist countries,

0

for safetv related purposes aimed at trying to keep the reac-

tors as safe as nossible? 32004
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MR. LAFLEUR: For systematic, meaning something that

-

| wouldn't miss any, I would say that is a fair statement.

12 |

13

14 |

13

16‘

17 |

18
19

20

(2]
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L
w

»
-

L]
W

s it fair to say that because

L]

COMMISSIONR TAYLOR:
of the nature of the International Atomic Energy Agency, its

necessity for responsiveness to confidentlality requirements,

1 -
large gropertion of salet)

and so on, is it Tair to say that a

.

related incidents are not likely to beccme generally kncwn €0

ight be interested?

4

Wy

the world, public, that

MR. LAFLEUR: There is no reason why a certain
system for respecting confidentiality requirements couldn't
be set up in the IAEA. We are in fact trying to set up a
system of a certain threshhold of reporting in the Nuclear
Energy Agency ¢f the OECD in Paris. That is an organization o
mostly the advanced countries, advanced industrializeé coun-
tries. Thev have an active nuclear energy program and are
trying -- we are trying as scrt of an experiment now to see
whether a useful svstem of reporcing can be set up.

The problem with those interritional systems, multi-
lateral systems, is that pecple tend to respcné better €O
bilateral arrancements wherein it is easv to =in down who is
geing to answer ic, who is going to be responsible in each
countrv, and it isn't a situation of scme countries throwing
in all their information, as we would do, because we automati-
£

>
ST ITree.

cally publish it, and other countries just riding

-
-

We have not reached a stage of develozment vet,

GONY SN
QSPSINT /-
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think, where we can really depend on all the scuntries =o
voluntarily throw in the level of detail that vou are ¢ lking
abecut, but I am hoping in this NEA thing we will learn a lot
abcut how that can work at a certain level of sensitivity.
COMMISSIONER TAYLOR: Was this IEA, the Surcpean

Energy Agency, ac+ivity initiated as a result of TMI?

MR. LAFLEUR: No, that has heen =- =hat was hefore

=)

MI. That was =-- we started about a year ago on that. Right

e |

ow it is the NEA, the Nuclear Energv Agency of the QECD.

t is being carried on under a committee of the NEA called

L]

the Committee on the Safety of Nuclear Installations. .
There is a working group right now in which we have

a member that is excloring the possibilities as regards an

agreement among the countries that would agree =0 contribute

and the format for reporting, because that is very important.

Nobody would try to use all of the information that comes out

of every power plant, and so this implies a certain threshhold |

the countries

[

will have to be established and followed by al

€0 produce a usable bank of information.
COMMISSIONER TAYLOR™ I see. Are you aware of anv

instances of foreign reactor =ransients, whether surplied by

J. S. vendors or scmecne else, that has led dirscelv =a chances

in

it

ither design or operating procedurass in U. 3. reactors, for
safety reasors?

MR, LAFLEUR: Well, the cne we have seen discussing




‘ ! | was probably in zhe minds of the people who knew the syst
2 in Westinghouse, for examcle, and sc it must have macde -- it

3 | conceivably made scme contribution, hezause Westinchouse and

4 | we, together, as I understind it, initiated this change after
S| T™I.

k] COMMISSIONER TAYLOR: Well, this was after TMI ancd

7 | has come out about five vears after it havpened. I guess I am
8 | interested to know whether at any time in th history of

 U. S. and foreign nuclear programs there have been instances

10 | of the value of keeping aler: to what is going on in operatin

«Q

u

11 | experience in terms of actual changes in what we do as a resul

o |
«)

12 | of that experience, but based on foreign experience. That

O

-
w

is what I am trying to get at. How helpful has that been?
T4 MR. LAFLEUR: I can name a few cases. There iz a --
13| I don't know the degree of formality of this change, but we

16 operate our PWR's [ a certain way based on experience that

PRI . (.,

17 | has been cained he: and abroac with water hammer problems.
18 | If we learn about a tendency of a certain flying arrancement

19 | and of a certain concept to cause water hammer, we could adjust

. o |
dingly, and we |

-

20 our requirements for operating the plants acco

2]

2!  have dene this.
22 | We have, over the -- ané this based =c a larg
23 | extent on foreign information. We have received Jocd cocrera-

icn and used the informatiocn on the well Xnown stainless
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lems in BWR's and have from “ime to
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has been useful

national Atomic

of experience ov

overseas, as nav
simultaneocusly £

the vendors.

cable is received about something

some kind of

formed also,

time, and natur

COMMIS
greater alertnes
transients, nart

W
0
o
>
0
o
w0

3l
O
e
o
e
1]
e

‘ - - - -
r D.ants very carefully and issued instruce .
: P,
ections, anc so Iorth, based on what we reccc-

S CCme

SIONER exrerience bhecome

ited States through the bilateral arrangements,

en instances in experie

nce

the Inter-

£

]
o
d
ey
.

Energy Agency or ERATA in ays or any

-

erseas if we learn

- I

ing happened overseas, it usual lv comes almost
rom the covernments that we deal with and from
Usually it is in an informal conversation or a

that happened, and usually

» Who usually stil

3 _ . , .

<ly the whole community works on it at cnce.

T AN B - < 4

SIONER TAYLOR: 1Is there any indication of a
; .

S to the need for informaticn about possible

our bilateral arrancements witsh ‘

that we have reascn =0
€ 2N
g -

those
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believe don't have, or,

as

19 < T 9
really thin, techr ..ca..-y,

goes on through cur bilat
and if so, what basis is

MR. LAFLEUR:

-

-aere

creratinc experience as we

-

This is the Licensee

svent

voluminous for anvbody to,

advantace of.

COMMISSIONER T

do with situa

Governor

do we ten

0
o
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o
"
w
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31

2 i€, are

to e more alert to wh

ral arrancements in those cases,

'n
0]
"

savinc ves?

We distribute to

can. We sen

Repores.

tions in, say, West Ge

is a big backup? I guess I am lock

that yocu do beyord what

as NRC action is concerned,

¥O

¢ might &

vou do anvthing different when you

ing country that adds in

for than thinness, techn

IAZEA is concentrating on

That means that their oecple will receive

training that will be under

for remresentatives from

They

Qineg,

them as much of ou

them all of ocur LE

are probably too

as

te really take full

is this bevond what you

rmany or France, where t

ng for additional thiag

or action called for by NRC. D

are dealinc with a devel

formation or tries %o somehow mnake

ical thinness?

he

-

-

inc
s 2

that

COMMISSIONER TAYLOR: Well, I g

in what we do bilaterall

v,

I mentioned in the

the developing countries.

independently cf the IAEA. In ©

words, dc we something special when

we sell a rsactor to a

Y -
u~ . )k}’)

-

here

S

o

op-

up

uess I am lnterestad
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developiag country?
MR. LAFLEUR: We don't neglect to give them anytaing

11
(SRS

that we do give the other countries. so thev get the

benefit of that. f
Ve have a program of a kiad of fellowship in our

staff wherein we receive representatives from the regulatory

orcanizations of the developing countries. There are onlv a

|

of ccuntries that are right now building U. S. reactors,

2
o
rl

=
u

an

o

1

hat are operacing them, that need this kind of -- would he

n this category that you are talking about.

[

We do receive their eople %o gain experience in
our staff and to go home better informed of how we do things.
| We Participate with the other idvanced countries in missions
that are organized by the IAEA to go =0 these countries and
perform some of these advisorvy missions. I personally try to

meet with the people frcm the developing countries who are

.4.
it

working on their safety programs at least once a vear, and
is usually more often, %o see what it is that thev need at th
time and to help them to get it,

COMMISSIONER TAYLOR: Well, now, in a scmewha: mcre

-

sort of demandinc mcde, do we impose safetv related criteria
cr conditions on the sale of a reactor from the U. S. o a
foreign country, developing or otherwise, that is safety

related ard that relates to cperating procedures or processes

as a condition Zor sale? GO A

»
.
»
A\
p
-
* g
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For example, 3¢ we reguire anyth
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with the level of traininc of onerators as condition for sale
MR. LAFLEUR No, we do not.
COMMISSIONER TAYLOR: Do vou think we should?
MR, LAFLEUR: Personally, I 20 not.
COMMISSIONER TAYLOR: Mres that suggest that you

would leave it, then, to the governments 5f the countries o

LR 1)
O
"
i
hl

which we sell reactors to provide the mechanis. king
sure that the reactors are operated safelv? ..cm do we look
to to make stre that operators know what they are doing?
I gquess this is waat I am after.

MR. LAFLE"R: We have to look to the government
that is responsible in the ccuntrv that is operating the
reactors. We could require that they agree tc operate a gocd

safetv program and £o0 supervise their operation and these

things in an acreement or as a condition of our export

,—4

icense, but if we did, thev would be verv reluctant to
accept this. It would be a factor that presumably would have

1

to be enforced, and thevy could then be subject, sresumabdbly,

3

to ocur cancelling the nex: shioment if we, for scme reascon --

=

i£ they haéd an accident or if somebody reported that they wer

-
-

(r

going to have an accident, and they would lcck with very much
suspicion and concern at this kind of an arrangement.
There are situations now where countries Zfgel %hacs

any time we decide to change our preocess a li

e
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on, that they need, and I

that kind of a demanéd in
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in its reactor, that they will

the shipment that thev »>lanned

would be very cautious about making
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esnect.
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COMMISSIONER TAYLOR: It seems to me, then, that we
are stuck with a situation in which we just have to trust other
governments to do what is approcriate to operate reactors safe-
ly and can't really have much effect on what peocle do, as
long as they don't carefully pay attention to all of the signals
that have to do with reactor safety and are competent to apply
them. In other words, we have to trust them to do that. Is
that a correct picture?

MR. LA FLEUR: Yes. As they trust us to do it here.

COMMISSIONER TAYLCR: Now, one final question. Are
You aware of any incidents, transients, irn which it is gener -
ally agreed that tl. ;2 was veiding of the core in a light water
rfactor =-- pressurized water reactor, I am sorry =-- of any kind
outside of the United States, in addition to this Swiss reac-
tor that we talked about earlier in your testimony?

MR. LA FLEUR: No.

COMMISSIONER TAYLOR: Thank you very much.

CHAIRMiL . EMENY: Let's see. There are four commis-
sioners waiting to ask questions. Professor .. ‘rett is ficst.

CCMMISSIONER MARRETT: I am interested in the opera-
ticn of the 0ffice of International Programs. As I understand
it, one responsibility or one function of that office is to
issue import and export licenses for MOwer reactors, researcnh
reactors, radicactive materials. My first question is a-e

there any instances in which an application has been denied?
W e oty

£ .
QA s
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MR, LA FLZUR: On the basis of safety considerations? .

COMMISSIONER MARRETT: On whatever basis.

4AR. LA FLEUR: The NRC did not approve the issuance
of a license for one of the exports of fuel to the Terrapur
feactors in India. After that in the procedure prescribed in
the Non-Proliferation Act, *the President overrode our decision
and aperoved the application. There are some other pecple who
cou.d refresh my memory here, but that is the only cone I know.

COMMISSIONER MARRETT: And on what basis had NRC
recommended the denial of the application?

MR, LA FLEUR: We had a commission that simply did
not vote in favor of it. The case of India and its non-prolif- ‘
eration situation is a very, very complex one. It was on the
Dasis of non-proliferation considerations that it was not P~
proved by NRC.

COMMISSIONER MARRETT: It was not on any techniczl
grounds. Is that right?

M. LA FL.""R: It wa~ not cn safety grounds, no.

CCMMISSIONER M’RRETT: wWell, %o give me some sense
of what thi. means, about how many applications would you get,
say, in the course of a year?

MR. LA FLEUR: For expoert of fuel and reactors?

COMMISSIONER MARRETT: Yes.

MR. LA FLEUR: Several hundred. et

COMMISSICNER MARRETT: And or the period --
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MR. LA FLEUR: Only two or three reactors a year,
fuel or other materials, radioactive materials and reactors.

COMMISSIONER MARRETT: So, during the time you spend
in the Office of International Programs, there could have been
some 400, 500 applications?

MR. LA FLEUR: Yeah. Hundreds.

CCMMISSICNER MARRETT: And only one that YyOou can re=-
call in which NRC recommended that it be denied?

MR, LA FLEUR: May I ask somecne to refrash TP Temory
on that? Would that be all right, Mr. Chairman?

CHAIRMAN KEMENY: Yes.

MR. LA FLEUR: Jim, is that a fair statement?

MR. SHAY: Yeah, I think chat =--

MR. LA FLEUR: Mr. James Shay, the director of the
International Program.

MR. SHAY: I think that is a fair statement, although
I would clarify that the Commission's vote on that particular
territory application was a tie vote, two %o two. It wasn't
a majority vote in favor of the dias, so by failure of the
Commission to reach a pesitive decision, the case was referred
to the Executive Branch (inaudible). But that is the only case
that I can recall. I think there was one felatively miner
case a long time back, which was also turned down, but those
are the only two that I can recall in the course of the time

that I have been with them, which is about three years. And,

s $) . N
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Of course, in that time there has probably been a thousand or

more licenses that have gone, as Joe indicated, several hundred

per year, (inaudible). A lot of these are relatively minor
things, compenents for reactors, small (inaudible).

COMMISSIONER MARRETT: well, I would like to follow
up on that because cne possible interpretation would ke it is
a fait accompli that anyone wno puts in an application, it i3
going to be ape oved and I am sure that there are some other
responses that could be given to that. But how might you ex-
plain to a general public the fact that there is an office
charged with the Lesponsibility for reviewing applications and
they all get through.

MR, LA FLEUR: Thers has been a very, very strenuous
tightening of export requirements in the last few years and
they mostly deal with non-proliferation matters. The countries
that have contracts with us to supply fuel or to supply raac-
tors have agreed over a period of time with us, to tighten the

requirements. Certain cnes still have not quite met all of the

requirements or there is some disagreement among the commission-

€rs as to whether they have and India is one of them. And for
that reason there have been -- at least in that one ~~se was ==
but, in fact, the tightening of the requirements has taken
place. Now, some countries, as a result of it, have =-- as a
result of this tightening have gotten to depend less con “he

United States for their reactors and fuel and have turned to

CIAND
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Other countries or to their own resources. But anyone who
knows the nistory of the non-proliferation policy in our coun=-
try, I think, would assure you that our licensing over the last
few years has been the final instrument 1 a very, very strong
and successful effort to tighten the non-pgroliferation require-
ments that all of the recipient countries are agreeing to and
living up to.

COMMISSIONER MARRETT: I would like to return to a
slightly different area that bears, though, on the operation of
your office. I would like to Xncw as deputy director of the
cffice, how do you assess how effective your office is? what
is your basis for knowing whether or not you and your staff,
particularly in this case, how do you determine wnether your
staff is doing a good job?

MR. LA FLEUR: Speaking of the exchange of safety
information, I mee' with the pecple cverseas or in here, pecpole
from overseas and discuss with them from time +o time, annually
Oor more often, the program that tl..; have, what they are deing
in it and what informaticn is coming out of it and what we are
exchanging. We mail reports to them. They mail reports to
4sS. We have many visitors. All the visitors come back to cne
one degree or another we consult with the travelers and we
learn and they leara and report to their fellows in the stafsf
things about the foreign programs. By means of this constant

surveillance of what i3 going on and how the countries seem %o
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bDe reporting, seem to be developing their safety programs, I
am able to judge where we should put mure emphasis and where
we are achieving some success.

COMMISSICNER MARRETT: Let me ask =-- that is on one
side of your office's responsibilities, as I understand it.
That is on the program side. Yo:r other side in the area of
licensing, how do you evaluate there whether or not you are
doing an effective job, with reference to licensing?

MR. LA FLEUR: Well, the =-- you are speaking of li=-
censing of exports. The agreements that the countries make
with us in terms of non-proliferation measures -- this is not
safety, but non-proliferation -- are enforced by their agree-
ment to let the IAEA, as an international organization, make
inspections to locate and to count and to continually audit,
repetitively audit, to assure that all of the materials that
we sent Overseas 1s not being diverted from the peaceful pur-
poses that we agreed to send it for.

CHAIRMAN KEMENY: Excuse me Mr. LaFleur. May I
interrupt you for a moment, please. This is now twice in a
row when Professor Marrett asked you about how things are en-
forced, you switched to non-proliferation. That is not parti-
cularly the charge of this commission. We are very much inter-
ested in the question of safe y. Would you be willing to
answer Professor Marrett's Questicn in the context of safety.

MR. LA FLEUR: I am sorry. I thought she was asking
C’,"_:".\,J)
asAg 2
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about licensing. In the case of licensing, we don't connect
the issuance of an export license with any safety requirements
or requirements for reporting of safety events.
CHAIRMAN KEMENY: Did we understand you correctly?
There is no safety consideration in issuing an export license?
MR. LA FLEUR: There are two exceptions, I would have
to say. One is that the President, last January, issued an

executive order that will require that hefore any United States

-agency conducts actions relating or the action of exporting or

aFeroving the export of a reactor that a certain amount of re-.
view of the environmental impact overseas of that export will
De macde and taken into consideration. The agenclies involved,
the State Department and the NRC and the other agencies, are
in the process now of writing regulations to implemedt that
decision.

The other incident that comes to mind is there is
a large controversy now around the export of a reactor to the
Philippines and there has been a controversy in the Philippines
and here about several things connected with the Building of
the plant and the contracting for the plant, one of which was
the safety considerations. wWe understand from our discussions
with the State Department that they are trying to get some
kind of a resolution of the safety concerns, among other things,
Sefore they make their recommendations o 4s. So, those are

the two exceptions. ' 1 7, B -
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COMMISSICNER MARRETT: Lot me see if [ can summarize
what, at least I gathered from scme of your last comments.
Although one of the charges of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission
is to protect the responsibility -- as cited in the statement
is to protect public health and safety, at least in the past
the Office of International Programs in issuing export l .renses
has not had this as a major priority in its decision-making.
Is that a summary of at least the way that it has worked?

MR, LA FLEUR: Because the charge is to protect
heaith and safaty in this country and not overseas, that is
true.

CHAIRMAN KEMENY: Professor Pigford.

COMMISSIONER PIGFCRD: Mr. LaFleur, does this coun-
try have an agreement with Japan?

MR, LA FLEUR: Yes, sir.

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Do you happen to know if the
staff report on the generic assessment of feedwater transients
and pressurized water reactors was the new reg 0560, called
the Tedesco Report, was sent to Japan after it was issued?

MR, LA FLEUR: Yes, sir. It was.

COMMISSIONER PIGFCPD: Have we received any comments
from Japan on that report to your kxnowledge?

MR. LA FLEUR: We have had several visits of techni-
cal teams from Japan and in the last month we have had the

senior licensing man of the ministry that licenses in Japan

S IATE . |
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Visit the pecple who wrote the report to discuss an incident
that happened in their country recently. As to whether he
commented 1n general on the report as a whole, I don't know.

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Now, that incident I don't
find mentiocned in your deposition. Have I overlooked it or
was 1t mentioned?

MR. LA FLEUR: I don't think I mentionad it in my
deposition,.

COMMISSICNER PIGFORD: Is it related =2 =ha T
accident, do you think?

MR. LA FLEUR: It was a transient i. a PWR in Japan,
which apparently happened as a result of a faulty instrument.
i think it was, again, not a very serious incident. It was
repocrted to us in the course of our usual exchange of informa=-
tion and it was of urgent interest to the Japanese at the time
because they had shut down all of their PWRs, only cne of
which had been operating when %hey issued the order. And the
first ones to restart --

COMMISSIONER PIGFCRD: ZExcuse me. Do you mean they
shut them down after this transient of theirs?

MR. LA FLEUR: No, they shut them down after TMI.

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: After TMI.

MR. LA FLEUR: And cne of the first two :=o start 4P
was the one that had this incident and so they were in the

process of aporoving the start-up of their other reactors and
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when this ilncident happened, we saw reports of it and asked
them to give us more information on it and they did.

COMMISSICONER FIGFORD: Now, you 2ay this incident.
Did that happen after TMI or befcre it?

MR, LA FLEUR: Yer after.

COMMISSIONER PIGFCRD: I see. Could you characterize
that incident for us? what happened? And also, I guess, I
need some clarification because it sounds like this incident
happened after TMI, but t.eir reactors were shut down. How
could it have happened? I missed something there.

MR, LA FLEUR: The fir-st two plants at one site that
were started up after they had shut down the PWRs, of those
first two, one of them had this incident soon afterwar ds. It
was more of a -- I would call it more of a transient, an inter-
esting transient, than an incident because there was very lit-
tle external elfects --

COMMISSIONER PIGFCRD: Fine. Transient? What kind
of transient? Wwhat happened?

MR, LA FLEUR: I am sorry. I don't xnow enouglr of
the details of it to tell you.

COMMISSICNER PIGFORD: Do you have a report on i%?

MR. LA FLEUR: We have a report on it.

COMMISSICONER PIGFCRD: Could we get a copy of that,

please?

L AR TATE T ¥
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MR. LA FLEUR: I don't know. I will see what we have
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and I will comiwunicate with the board about 1t, 1f it is okay.

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Now, why did they shut down
thair plants after the TMI accident?

MR. LA FLEUR: They were concerned, I suppose, akbout
the implications of T™I.

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Do they have any pressurized
water reactors which are designed or manufactured under license
by B&awWw?

MR. LA FLEUR: No. These were Westinghouse-type
plants.

COMMISSIOCNER PIGFORD: All Westinghouse-type. Do
we Know any more specifics about their concerns? Why they
shut them down?

MR. LA FLEUR: I believe it was for the reasors
that we mentioned, the things that we had learned in the early
days after T™™I that should be investigated and reviewed care-
fully and maybe even adjusted, such as this coincidence logic
in the pressurizer. That concerned them. In fact, cne of the
things that they are doing is changing the type of coincidence
logic that they use.

COMMISSIONER PIGPCRD:. Now, has NRC, after TMI,
issued any such analysis the generic assessment of feedwater
transients in pressurized water reactors designed by companies
other than Babcock and Wilcox? S P,

y * 2
L :

MR, LA FLEUR: I don't think there is a generic
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report on transients in Westinghouse or other PWR plants vet. .
There have been extensive staff studies and discussicns with

the individual operators and the vendors and a lot of action

has been taken, but to the best of my knowledge, no report has

been issued.

CCMMISSIONER PIGFORD: It sounds as if Japan decided
on their own initiative to shut down their pressurized water
reactors of a non-B&W-type after TMI accident. Is that correct?

MR, LA FLEUR: That is right. They did.

COMMISSIONER PIGFORL: Now ==

MR. LA FLEUR: Only one was operating at the time,
as I said. .

CCMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Only one was operating?

MR. LA FLEUR: Only one of the seven or eight of
their PWRs happened to be in operation at that time.

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: I see. 3ut they officially
shut them all down.

MR, LA FLEUR: That is right and made extensive re-
views of the kind we are talking about before they allowed
them to reopen.

COMHISSIONE? PIGFCRD: Were there any medificaticns
or procedures or equipment required before they were allowed
to reopen?

MR. LA FLEUR: The one I know about is a change in

the logic of this injection signal in the pressurizer.

L \
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‘313 1 CCMMISSICNER PIGFCRD: This is the coincidence logic?

"

MR. LA FLZUR: Yes.

tJ

COMMISSICNER PIGFCRD: That change was macde?

4 MR. LA FLEUR: Yes. Well, what they did =-- the

5 report that I have would give more detail, but they didn't

4 eliminate the coincidence logic a: we did. They changed the
y4 set points on one or toth of the parameters.

8 COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Does it mean then chat you
$ have a report from Japan on their analysis of their reactors
10 prior to their start-up, the analysis of the safety of their
11 reactors?

12 MR, LA FLEUR: Yes. I didn't read the repcrt com=-
13 pletely, but we have a resort, at least on the conclusions

'4 that they reached.

n

COMMISSIONER PIGFCRD: VYes. Now, that is different
14 from the report you mentioned earlier which is on the specific
transient that happened during their start-ups then. 1Is that

'S correct?

O

MR, LA FLEUR: VYes.

r)
(&)

COMMISSIONER PIGFCRD: I see. How would vou identify

~

that report? Does it have some title? I now mean the report
Dy Japan grior to the start-up =-- authorization of the restart-
23 up of their reactors. Does it have some title that YOu remember?

MR. LA FLEUR: The plant involved in the incident

Bosvwis Reportng Congamy
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CCMMISSIONER PIGFCRD: I am sorry. I am not speak-
ing of the restart-up incident. I am now speaking of the
analysis that final'y led them “o the decisien to go into
a new start-up.

MR. LA FLEUR: I don't remember what title it
carried.

COMMISSICONER PIGFCRD: There is a report, though?

MR. LA FLEUR: There is some paper on it, yes.

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: And if we were to rejuest
it, then it is physically there and we might Se able to obtain
it?

MR. LA FLEUR: It is what, sir?

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: The report is physically
there and if we were to request it, we might be able to ob-
tain it?

MR, LA TLEUR: Yes, sir.

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Do you have ==

MR. LA FLEUR: I am not sure how extensive or how
useful it will be, but there 1s a report there.

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Well, I don't know either.
it sounds as 1if it was a post-TMI reaction by a foreign country
to the issues at TMI, even though the reactors were not 3&w
reactors.

MR, LA FLEUR: Yes, sir. There have been several

overseas reactions. We have tried to compilc‘;hcm and I have

Th m
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a report on that,

CCMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Yes. Could you describe what
other reports you have?

MR, LA FLEUR: Well, each country has done a little
bit differently from the others. In the case of the Swedish
plants, they have had an on-again, cff-again moratorium on
new plants for a year or two now and it has beccme a very im-
portant political issue in Sweden. And one or two PWRs that
were in the course of events that were happening at the time
0f TMI would have =-- apparently would have been allowed to
start up during the last few months, were not started up, penc-
ing a new public referendum that will Le veated in March in
Sweden. The referendum has not yet been drafted so I cannot
say exactly what the impact could be, but something will be
decided in a public referendum in March about to what extent
the two or three already ¢ . .leted, but not yet operating
PWRs and future plants in Sweden will g0 into operation. Those
are the two main reactions. The report that I have outlines
some of the other recommendations that have been made in the
other countries and so forth and I will be glad to give it to
you.

COMMISSIONER PIGFCRD: TDo you nhave scme report from
Germany?

MR. LA FLEUR: I don't know if there has been a

national reaction in Germany. There must be something in the

o,
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report, but nothing is as drastic as what I have been descri-
Sing in the other two countries. Nothing as important. The
Germans license plants at the state level, so that the differ-
ent states each have different reacticons and it is not as uni-
form as some of the =--

COMMISSICNER PIGFCORD: However, does Germany have a
commission Or a committee investigating Three Mile Island or
the effects of that issue upon its own reactors?

MR. LA FLEUR: There have been two or three reports.
Whether there has been a formally established committee, I
don’'t recall. We have had several visits of technical pecple
officially sent by the government or by other parts of their
community to investigate -- to learn what we know about Three
Mile Island.

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: You don't have any repeorts in
hand from the.” on that investigation?

MR, LA FLEUR: Whatever I have is summarized in this
Oone report of two parts, that I can let you have,

COMMISSIONER PIGFCRD: Yes. I am reall’s interested
in going beyond the summary to see if you have an actual repors
from Germany itself, as well as the summary. The summary you
mentioned summarized activities in several countries, I think,
didn't it?

MR. LA FLEUR: I don't recall, sir, but I will be

glad to look and let you know.

("
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COMMISSICNER PIGFORD: And what about Austria? Do
they have an investication geing on?

MR, LA FLEUR: Austria decided last fall to neve-
generate alectric power with ... lear energy.

COMMISSIONER PIGFCRD: So, do they have an investi-
Jation going on concerning the Three Mile Island accident?

MR, LA FLEUR: I den't know.

COMMISSICNER PIGFCRD: All right. And Japan. does
it have an invastigation still going on?

MR, LA FLEUR: I don't Xnow. I assume that the re-
sults of the investigation that initially started were what we
saw in this report about the changes in the logic of the pres-
surizers of the Westinghouse plants.

COMMISSICONER PIGFORD: But you don't know if there
is a continuing investigation in Japan from the Three Mile
Island accident and its effect upon the Japanese reactors?

MR, LA FLEUR: I don't. They are certainly watching
it very carefully. All their responsible authcrities are
watching what you do and what else comes out of NRC and the
Other investigations here.

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: If there were such an invest-
igation, would a report from that then =-- a copy == Le sent
to your office?

MR, LA FLEUR: I have asked all of the countries --

yes, it would. I hope. G2A005L0
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COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Can you tell us what couitries .

lave pressurized water reactors of the B&W design, outside of
the United sStates?

MR, LA FLEUR: As far as I know cne is being built
in Germany. It is not complete yet and that is the only ore
outside of the United States.

COCMMISSIONER PIGFORD: In Germany there have been
scme experiments from Karlsruhr which have been quoted fre-
quently in some of the NRC analyses of the TMI accident, part=-
icularly those analyses concerning fuel damage and extent of
fuel damage. Were those Karlsruhr experiments forwarded
through your coffice?

MR, LA FLEUR: The =--

COMMISSICMER PIGFCRD: I should say the information
on the Karlsruhr experiments. Were those forwarded to you?

MR. LA FLEUR: No. Rather, sir, through the re-
search office. The research agreements are an exception or
are handled very directly by the Offi_2 of Research. We men-
itor and help them with the relations under the agreements,
but the cooperation and the research programs of our country
and the others, such as the experiment program at Karlsrunr

are reported directly to our research office.




:,m:a: ! COMMISSIUNER PTIGFORD: That is !r. Sol Levine's
M
A . 2 office?
/22/79 :
3 | MR, LA FLEUR: Yes, sir.
4 COMMISSIONER PICFORD: Mow, nave vou received any

3 |specific comments from ény of the foreicn countries eoncerning
63the Tedesco report itsel?, new reg 0560, the analvses that

7 were issued shortly after the Three !ile Islané accident?

L MR. LA FLEUR: I don't recall seeing a written recor

9 (come tarough, but all of the technical visit teams thas hara

10 |visited us in the last -- since the report was issued -- that

11 'have been interested in transients or in the mechanical aspects

. 12 ;ot the incident or that kind of & ing have discussed with =he
13 people who wrote the repcr: their conclusions and the corments
14 |of the visitors. And so, although I den't know of any written
¥5;reports, I know that a lot of comment has been received.
16 | COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Do you know of any -=- T see.
17 |You know of nc written report. What about anv written comrens
laff:om these teams that may have heen forwarced throuch your
19 office? Do you know of any such ccmments?
20 CHAIRMAN XEMENY: Professor Pigford, sould T sugcest

- -

21 that clearly Mr, LaFfleur isn's prerared at the meoment to 3o thas

§ 22 Perhaps we could go through the normal channels =o ey &0 ob~-

} 23 zain all relevant documents %o =his. Would that be satisfactory
. ; 24 ?':.o you?

g 25 G207

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Yes. 32005
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SJAIRMAN KEMENY: Thank vou. Let's see, ther:2 are

2 | two more commissioners, Commissioner Trunk.

3 |

4
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13
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COMMISSIONER TRUNX: Mr. LaFleur, cur biccest prob-

| lem in the United States is disposing our nuclear waste. Why |

rare, then, we importing nuclear wastes from foreign countries?

11983 == I mean this is what the NRC has said -- and by 198

MR. LA FLEUR: We are getting “~+=%'ar and farther !
from my field of work and expertise, bur ~e are importing
practically nothing i.. terms of nuclear waste from foreign

countries. If yca have scme specific item in mind, I would

be glad to track it down for you.

COMMISSICONER TRUNK: I have an article here. It may

e practically nothing, b. * it is something. And by 1583, we

should be getting reactor spent fuel into =his country, ané b

-

(9%

r

| TMI is going to run out of space for its nuclear spent Zuel.

17 |

18

19 |

20

21

22 |

23

24

25

What are we going to do with it all? I don't want
it, and I am sure South Carolina doesn't want it, We are
becoming a dumping ground, and I would like to ‘ow why.

MR. LA FLEUR: I really can'% comment. It is some~

thine that is so little related to the international program --

T

the case . sScme

§e
s |

here 1s an interest in some countries,

{

Q

ountries, in accepting waste. The alter ative is letting them

have, the other countries, have a situaticn that could endancer

 the non-proliferation situation.
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'4s to leave plutonium in a country, which is undesirable, then

' S0 accept scme waste. I don't kxnow of any specific cases that

we have cffered in some cases -- we have said we would acree

' we have accepted.

' Germany, The Netherlands, Austria, Sweden, Soush Africa, Japa:

14

15

1o

foreign research reactor spent fue

17 |

18

19

20

21

22

23

24;

25

COMMISSIONER TRWIK: wWell, this article says we im=-

port it from France, Selgium, Denmark, Switzerland, West

and Canacda.

MR. LA FLEUR: I am sorrv, I don't “now of those

'cases.,

COMMISSIONER TRUNK: Who do I ask %o find out akout
this?

MR. LA FLEUR: Mr. Jim Shay, acain.

MR. SHAY: I would be willing to answer =hat=. I

think wha: you are referrinc to is probably the import of

[

oy this country, which has
been going on for scme time. I believe Joe is distinguishing
between that and waste, that is commonly understood as waste

precucts of reactors, not spent fuel. Sometimes scent fuel

is called waste. 3ut there has been research reactar sce

fuel brought back for a ... -~er of vears from the countries that
you mentioned and others.
As part of a program that began many vears aco, %h

U. S. Government feels that %his is a contribution t0 its non-

proliferaticn objectives, %0 return this material which is a
& .

-y
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| aighiy enriched uranium which can te suitable in

!
|

| nauclear weapons, to this country racher than

' It is brought back, reprocessed here, and then

|enriched uranium that is remaining is re-extracted andé sent

‘back for use abrcad.

: So it reduces the inventories abroad is the basic

| idea, but this is not reguired from the U. S, It is subject
' to whatever contractual rrangements are worked ocut setween a
iforeign government and the U. S. That is the basic idea.

!

E OMMISSIONER TRUNK: VYes, but what I am asking is
why do we have to have it? India went ahead and built a bomb

anyhow. So I can't accept that. I just want to know whyv do

’I have to have it in my country? I

don't need it.

I am having

;problems with my own, whether it is research or whatever. I
;just can't understand why I have to have it.

f MR. SHAY: Acain, like Joe, I guess I can't really

|

icomment on that specifically, except to illustrate, as I said,

|

| the framework for this and the reascninc behiné it which was

recently, incidentally, reaffirmed by the
the non-proliferation advantaces ¢
consideration

ar 3
Now, the other

the fact

bringing this back,
travels over land

i3 reprocessed,

So one is faced with

Secretary cf State,
this.
the

: = 4
environment i1mpac

material

t0 some cestinaction where itz

TWC competing consicderations,
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jwhich you menticned India, also pertai
a lot of material has not come back r
'ticn has teen given %o returning it.

Iriia is not research fuel in this cas
fuel, which has been in India, has cau

‘Plutonium in that spent

fuel micht be

ns to that case. Quit
om India, but considera-
she srent fuel from

e, but power reactor

sed concern tha: the

extracted by India andé

usec to make weapons, ané therefors the scent fuel micht be
Teturned to the U. S. or some other location in order to
‘Prevent that eventuality. And that is not sometihing that is

considered, and the two sides of the coin are the non-prolifera-
‘tion plusses to be gained versus the environmental impact

likely to happen very scon, but at least that

iiea nas been

and the great concern that you have implied on the other :zand,
and those considerations are the central cnes =-=a-

'debated in Congress anc elsewhere.

16 |

17

18

20

2)

22

23

24‘

28 |

COMMISSIONER TRNK:

nave zeen

This article alsoc saié that

officials might be thinking of getting an islancé in the Pacif
and dumping all this there. Do vou think %=has =hat is right?
Feasible?

MR. SHAY: Acain, in this case, the thoucht is =2
bdring the spent fual itself back from ocwer clants, which is
different from research reactor spent fuel, =0 bring back a
substantial amount of this spent fuel in order =-- =his is,
again, the Executive Branch policy that has een outlined and
we have Leen commenting on. And the nelicvy in these mat+tars

SLG250
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|

| be good for yocu tc discuss this with them

|

‘reasoning.

!

|

' to reduce the incentive for the countries to take that material|

is set by the Etxecutive Branch acencies. S

from foreign countries into a

w
v &}

O

perhaps it would

o |

& -y
terms ©of their

P

But they are considering putting this spent fuel

site in the Pacific in order

"

and reprocess it, either in their own countries or ov sending

'1t to England andéd France for

fwhich would then be recycled

| .
1gain further energy from the

But that plutonium

{

‘weapons and so vou are moving

| -
'case, and the materials are ¢

|

'besides che health hazards an
:pclicy has been that, far pre
put a held on movement in tha
‘encouraging the storage of th
worked out to control the plu
They would then plan %o move
might be appropriate.
COMMISSIONER TRULUK:

CHAIRMAN KEMENY: C

‘of the confidentiality acreem

governments?

|
|
|

reprocessing, to extract plutonium|

and used in power reactors to
terial.

nas always been useful in nuclear
into a plutonium economy in that

hen subject to terrorist seizure,

I

d so on. So the State Department's

ferable to that, it is better to
t direction by moves such as
e spent fuels until measures are

tonium usage at a later point.

the plutonium to locations thats

ommissioner Lewis.

Mr. LaFleur, what is the purrpcose
ents that you nave with foreign

QYN
ar gL TN
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MR. LA FLEUR: Since these countries, these govern-
ments, nave laws regquiring them ts nrotect scme of the informa-!
' Sion of the kind that we have been talxine about from pul lic
disclosure, thev cannct give us the information, except if
| we agree to also protect it.

So in order to be able to get the information so
that we can use i1t in our safety efforts, we have to agree *c }
protect it.

COMMISSIONER LEWIS: So in effect, scme foreign

countries cdo not, as a matter

' lems that they have at their r
prefer to Xeep secret from the
'and dancgers of nuclear power,
MR. LA FLEUR: Nucle
8ut it should be pointed out ¢
auclear sower. Most of these

16 |

17 |

18

19

20

21

22 |

L]
-

(]
W

of policy, make public

-o.e QI'OD'

eactors. In other words, they

N o . |
ir own people the potential risks|

is that correct?

ar power -- the answer is ves.

hat this is not a specialty of

governments, most of the othe

governments, as a matter of tradition and of law and current|
practice, simply don't tell their public everything, .s we do
in this country, as we try to in this country.
So nuclear sower is nothing special in shis recarg.
COMMISSIONER LEWIS: Okav We are issuing exgort
licenses and exporting nuclear cower, which is a potentially
' dancercus scurce of 2nersy, SO =0 what exsent micht we say that
the United States is forced %o act in collusion wiszh those
countries thrcugh the confidentialisy acresements? In other
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words, aren't we in effect supporting their rolicies of keeping
such informaticn from their pecople?

MR. LA FLEUR: Only to the extent that anything we
do in relations with them supports their existing policies.

The converse would be to make them do everything exactly the

|way we do it o1 we would have no relations. So I can't agree

16

17

18 |

19 |

20 |

21

22

23

24

25

iding from their

oy

that we are supporting their policies of

public by asreeing to protect their information or to use it

here fur our safety.
COMMISSIONER LEWIS: 1Isn't, then, the sale of nucleazg
|
power -- I mean, can we conceive of the sale of nuclear tech-
nology to other countries as an instrument of our foreign
policy? 1Isn't it perceived as such?

MR. LA FLEUR: To the extent that we have chosen to
permit that export only when other countries comply with
certain standards that we have set up, nct alone, but as a part
of the whole world politics, it is an instrument of our
foreign pelicy, ves.

COMMISSIONER LEWIS: 1Isn't it one very important
aspect of our foreign policy that we encourace human rights
overseas, and isn't there a human right %o knowledge aktout so
dancerous a technology?

MR. LA FLEUR: Excuse me, I éidn't gcet the last,.

Q

COMMISSIONER LEWIS: One of cur much-vauntedé corner-

H

stones of foreign policy is %o encourace human rights overseas.
N l’
‘

e
[P

T
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Isn't one of those human rights the right to knowledge about a
technology which could affect the Yealth and safety of the

ecple? |

0

MR. LA FLEUR: In our concept, it is. The public
Nas a right %o knowledce abocut the activities of its govern=-
| ment.

COFMISSIONER LEWIS: I am talking about in foreign
countries.

MR. LA FLEUR: Well, it is my impression that the ;

|
:kinds of things that we are concerned about ina our human :ightsg
'policy, or haven't vet reached the refinement that is represent-
ed Dy that idea of full public disclosure that we have in |
' this countrv.

COMMISSION LEWIS: VYou don't see an inter-conflict
then in the sale of nuclear technolocy %o countries which do
‘not inform the pecpl2? For example, there could have been a
Three Mile Island incident in some country using our American
.:echnology,and the people in that countrv couléd be totally

unaware. That is gquite a possibiliszy, isn's it?

o

as I cointed

ot

I
-

ur

MR. LA FLEUR: VYes.

n
()
('
it
o
m
(9]
()
l

verse is that we =~ould have no relations with anvsedy, unless

fe did everything exactly the wav we cdid it. So I can't see

that == I am nct the cne to maxa the Jjucdcment that we should

S

Stop with nuclear reactors or with anv kind of nuclear reactors,

or with any specificaticn on their handling, or their informing|
%
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COMMISSIONER LEWIS: What has been the impact of the

]

|

!

| us about their nuclear reactors. :
z

1

|

|

1

Three Mile Island accident on the issuance of export licenses
9r the interest by fcreign countries in the purchase of |
' American nuclear technology? Has there been a sharp decline in
|

| interest? I mean are we losing sales, as far as you know?

|

-

any reported trend,

1l

MR, LA FLEUR: I édon't know o

| chance in trend To the extent that some co'intries, as we

i
|
!

|

;noted, nave cdelaved their programs or are considering morator-
|

;iums on their reactors, I suppose the trend, to the extent that
::ha: was caused by Three Mile Island, would be to damage the

| sales.

| COMMISSICNER LEWIS: How much monev =-- can you give

| me a rough idea of what, in terms of foreign exchanges involved|

' in ocur export of nuclear technology, can YOuU give me an assess-

}

' ment of that, say, within the last few vears?

! MR. LA FLEUR: I don't know. A reactor costs a

|
|

|

'billion dollars, a big reactor. There are half a dozen being
exported or in the process of being exported now. SFuel is of
the same kind of order of magnitude of husiness.

CCMMISSIONER LEWIS: S5So we are talkinc about a multi-

|
!

' billicn dollar export business here?

}

| MR, La FLEUR: Yes.

COMMISSIONER LEWIS: Do you have anv -- =his may be

a4 == it is a locaded guestion, as a lot of mine are, I am afraid,

. o % ¢
3 ¢ g
s s’
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' tail is wagging the dog? In other words, in the interes:t o

| Mr, LaFfleur -- but do vou have a feelinc that sometimes =i

"

making the sales, we are shaving on sore of our forei

\Q

' in terms of how we deal with these foreicn countries?

-

n policy

MR. LA FLEUR: My own impression is that we ara going|
>4 P

the otier way:; that our industry has been complaining very
loudly that we have reduced its scope of activities in these
policy matters in the last few vears.

But I can't tell you. I don't have a strong feelin

of whether we ara doing it right or not, whether we are == I
don't think the tail is wagging the dog, I really don't.

COMMISSIONER LEWIS: You are saying that the industry

 though, fears that there is too much interference frem, say,

' State Department policy-makers.

19 !

20

21

22

MR. LA FLEUR: The industry is concerned that the
tightening up that we have done in the exports will have a
serious adverse effect on their business.

CCMMISSIONER LELWIS: Thank vou,

CHAIRMAN XEMENY: Your Chief Ccuncel, vou had scme
recuests abcut documents.

MR. GORINSQN: Yes. Mr. Chairman, Mr. LaFleur has

suomitted a written statement for the record, and I would like

S0 reguest that it be incorporated as part of zhls recors.

CHAIRMAN KEMENY: So ordered.

e —




654
the record the Westinchouse Rerort on the Beznau(?) transient
and ask that it be incorporated into =his record ¢s Exhibit

3
‘l. !
CHAIRMAN KEMENY: This is the September 4 -- ;

MR. GORINSON: Spetember 4, 19374.

CHAIRMAN XEMENY: So ordered.
(The document praviously marked for
identification as Exhibit 1 was |
received in evidence.) '

a Thank you. The witness is excused. Ioulsd Chie

(N

Counsel please call and swear in the next witness?
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‘E:TWOOD ! MR. GCRINSQN: Mr. Creswell?
Te 2 5 Whereupcn,
3 JAMES S. CRESWELL
4 was called as a witness and, after beinc firs:t dulvy sworn,
5 | was examined and testified as follows:
¢ CHAIRMAN KEMENY: Would vou please state vyour
7 £4ll name and your current occupation?
L MR. CRESWELL: My name is James S. Creswel! I am
? a reactor inspector assigned to the O0ffice of Inspection and

'O snforcement.

il CHAIRMAN KEMENY: Chief Counsel?

‘ 12 MR. GORINSON: Mr. Xane?
13 MR. KANE: Thank you, Mr. Gorinson.
14 Mr. Creswell, how lonc have vou been emploved bv

13 the NRC and its predecesscr agency the Atomic Energy

16 | Commission?

17 MR, CRESWELL: A lit:le over three vears.

8 MR. KANE: And you are a reactor inspector in

19 Region 3 of the NRC, are you not?

20 MR, CRESWELL: I have recentlv been attached =o
21 the Headguarters Group and detailed to the Special Incuiry
22 Group that is investigating Three Mile Island.
23 MP, XANE: Has that chance been made during the

24 last four or five months?

Bowers Repoiting Cosgsany

25 MR, CRESWELL: VYes.
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MR. XANE: Prior to that time vou were with Region 3
of the NRC?

MR. CRESWELL: That is correct.

MR. KANE: Could you briefly describe vour
duties as a reactor inspector in Region 3?

MR, CRESWELL: As a reactor inspector, we go out
into the field, to ‘he facilities, pcwer reactor facilities,
conduct inspections, return to the recional offices and
prepare inspection reports. That, in a nutshell, is what we
do.

MR. RKANE: Mr. Creswell is the Davis Bessie plant
in Ohio under the jurisdiction of Region 3?

MR. CRESWELL: It is.

MR. KANE: And in 1978, were you directed by a
project inspector, Mr. Thomas Tambling, tc review data on a
Davis Bessie transient which occurred on Novenmber 29, 13772

MR. CRESVELL: That is correct.

MR. KANE: Was that transient one where pressurizer
level had gone off the low end of the scale for sore -ime?

MR. CRESWELL: Pressurizer level indicaticn had cone

MR. KANE: All richt. During the course of this

o

investigation, dié you hbecome aware in mid-1272 of an earlier
transient which had occurred at Davis Bessie on September 24,

19772
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MR. CRESWELL: I was aware of that transient before
that time. At that time I became involved in reviewing that
transient in more detail.

MR. KANE: And in examining utility records in
1978, concerning that September 1977 transient, did vou
determine that high-pressure injaction had been interrupted
by the uperator befcre the cause of the =ransient was
determined?

MR. CRESWELL: 2efore the cause of a lozs of
coolant had been determined.

MR. KANE: All right. That transient,also, involved
a loss of pressurizer level cff the high end of the scale,
did it not?

MR. CRESWELL: That is correct.

MR. KANE: Was that handling of the high-pressure
injection a source of concern to you at the time vou becane
aware cf it?

MR. CRESWELL: It was.

MR, KANE: Why was that?

MR. CRESWELL: Because the emersencv core cooling
system assigned to handle that accident had heen disabled.

MR. KANE: Did you submit a repert teo vour
superiors on that concern of wvours?

MR, CRESWELL: I submitted an inspecticn repor=.

MR. KANE: All richt. Was that.in Qr . azround

ad Nz




Octoper L978? - .
MR. CRESWELL: That is correct.
MR. KANE: Did vou, also, attempt to work with the
licensee to determine if operatcr action should he changed
under these kinds of transient ceonditions?
MR, CRESWELL: I digd.
MR. KANE: And did vou submit further reports to

your superiors after October 1278, regarding these concerns

B Reporting Comgaany

11

12 |

13

20

21!

22

23

24

2s

- of yours?

MR. CRESWELL:

MP. KANE:

As of March 28, 1979, had any adeguate

I did.

cperator procedure correction been made in this regarcd at

| Davis Bessie?

MR. CRESWEL

MR. RANE:

MR. CRESWE

somewhat unresponsive in addressing

MR. KANE:

>
s o

My recollection is that thev weren't.

Why not?

Ll

Well, the licensee had been

thecse concerns.

After your first report on this concern

over interruption of the hich-pressure injecticn, did vou

in November and December of 193783, request the utility's

analysis of the hich-pressure injecticn serformance durine

=

the September
MR. CRESWEL

cccasicons in respcnse

; A )
bk .

And what were vou %0lé an

-

-

-
-

977 transient?

nNose recuests

those

[
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MR. CRESWELL: Well, I was told =hat an analveis
was in process, but is was going tc te done bv their

-

corporate cffice group. I was, alsec, informed that the
pPecple that I was dealing with felt that I was performing
functions which the licensing orcanization at N2C would

normally perform.

MR. KANE: So you were, in effect, told that =his

- was beyond the scope of your responsibilisv?

MR. CRESWELL: In effect, ves.

MR. KANE: Did vou agree with that?

MR. CRESWELL: I cbviously did nct because I
continued to pursue it.

MR. KANE: All right. As of “Marzh 28, 1979
Y0u received that requested analysis from the utilisy?

MR. CRESWELL: No.

MR. KANE: 1In fact, aberrations in pressurizer level,
such as what cccurred in the Septerber and llovember 1977,
transients were recarded by the utility as an orerational
inconvenience rather than a safety prohlem, weren's they?

MR. CRESWELL: I believe mv previous statements =o

-

7O0u have been of the nature that “he loss of

0

ressurizer

level indicaticn low off scale was an operaticnal inceonvenience.
MR. RANE: Did vou recard it rather as a safety

concern?

AR. C

[

SWELL: Yes, I did. G Yo
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MR. XANE: Were these reports that vou submitted
in connecticon with these concerns received by vour superiors
at Region 3?

MR. CRESWELL: They were.

“R. KANE: Are reports of that kinc routinelv
sent elsewhere?

MR. CRESWELL: Not routinelv.

I beg your pardon. 'hen you say, "Sent,” that would
be that the report would be directed to another location
otlier than our normal distribution.

MR. KANE: VYes, well, could vou describe what vour
normal distribution of those reports is?

MR. CRESWELL: Those reports are sent out under
a boiler plate type of letter that lists certain additional
distributicons, the Public Document Roem, the Local Publie
Document Rocm; sometimes a state official will receive a
copy, but that would normally be done %o send those there.

MR. XANE: Are those reports also routinelvy sent
to the central files of the Inspecticn and Enforcement
Division of the NRC?

MR. CRESWELL: They are.

MR. KANE: Were vour statements in thcse repor:s
about your concerns also broucht =o the attention of +he
project Lnspector, Mr, Tambling?

MR. CRESVELL: They were.
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MR. XANE: wWhat was Mr. Tambling's reaction?

MR. CRESWELL: Well, regarding the Sentember 24,
event where pressurizer level, I am sorry, where the high-
Pressure injection rumps were shut off, during his review
of the event at the time the event occurred, he felt
apparently that the operators were justified in their actions.

MR. KANE: In late 1978, did you contact the

HRC project manager for Davis Dessie to request any written

- documentation on the September 1977 transient?

MR. CRESWELL: My recollections of dates are not
perfectly clear, but I did contact the licensing project
manacer, ves.

MR. RANE: And what were you told about any
documentation existing?

MR. CRESWELL: That none axisted.

MR. KANE: You, alsc, menticned =has Your coriginal
investigation was in connection with the llovember 1977

ransient in which pressurizer level was lost cff the low
end of the scale. Did You submit a report =o vour superiors
on that transient in 19782

MR, CRESWELL: VYes.

MR. KANE: And during 1978, digd vou, also, have
discussions with Davis 2essie perscnnel in which thev

indicated that there was no pessibility of completelvy lesine

- 4

"2 )

level in the pressurizer? AU g
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MR, CRESWELL: Excuse me. Let us go hack to the
previous guestion.

MR, KANE: Surely.

MR. CRESWELL: You said, "In 1978." I believe
that the Inspection Report 3503467806 went out in -- okay, it
was '73. I am sorrv.

MR. KANE: Approximately April 1973, correct?

MR. CRESWELL: Would vou go on with your gquestion?

MR. KANE: All richt. Yes, my next cuestion was
did you have discussions with Davis Bessie perscnnel in 1978,
in which those persconnel indicated that there was no
possibility of losing, of completely losing level in the
pressurizer?

MR, CPESWELL: That is correct.

MR. XANE: And following up on this report on
the November 1277 transient and 10se discussions with the
utility personnel, did you participate in a conference =all
in December 1378 with Region 3 persconnel, the uti ity and
NRC Headguarters in Bethesda concerning the loss of pressurizer
level at Davis 3essie?

MR, CRESWELL: I did.

MR. KANE: Did this conversation concern the
licensee’'s evaluation of the problem?

MR. CRESWELL: The licensee's evaluation which had

been perfcrmed by the Babcock and Wilcox Companv.
L 5 | Sy
VL VL
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MR. KANE: What was the gist of =his telephone
conference call conversation?

MR. CRESWELL: Well, the call was held to determine
whether continued operation under the present conditions
at that time was allowable. The decision was made after
the conversations were completed to allow administrative
controls over auxiliarv feed water.

MR. XANE: Did you agree with that determination
at that time?

MR. CRESWELL: I did.

MR. KANE: Did Recion 3 then conduct an investigatioﬁ
of this matter, including a trip to BaW's offices in
Lynchburg, Virginia in February 19792

MR. CRESWELL: They did. ‘

MR, KANE: What was the result of shat investigation?

MR. CRESWELL: I had requested this investigation
o see if there were any Part 21 violations on the part of
either 2&W or Tolede S as far as reporting unreviewed safetv
guestions.

The investigators determined that there were ne
items of non-compliance, that the review had been timely and
proper.

MR. RANE: Did you agree with that resuls?

MR. CRESWELL: I did nct. 23050

v Mg

MR. RANE: Mr., Creswell, we have crevicusly deposed
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one of the NRC personnel whc attended that meeting at 3&W,

Mr. Donald Anderson of Region 4. He has testified in his

' deposition that one of the Region 3 inspectors conducting

the investigation stated to Anderson that the meeting was

. being held to shut you up.

Was that your prerception?

MR. CRESWELI: I don't knew that I would put things
in that term, those terms. It may have been a way of
addressing the issue and closing it out.

MR. KANE: In January 1979, did you, also, reguest
that your concerns about loss of pressurizer level off the
low end of the scale be submitted to NRC licensing boards
for review in connection with pending license applications?

MR. CRESWELL: That is correct.

MR. KANE: Do you know what hapvened to that
request?

MR. CRESWELL: Eventually I think on March 29,
that information was released %o the boards.

MR. KANE: You submitted that request in a
memorandum dated January 8, 1279, did vou not?

MR. CRESWELL: That is correct.

MR. RANE: So from Januarvy 8, 1979, o March 28,
1979, is how long it tock to be processed throuch the
licensing boards. 1Is that vour understanding?

MR. CRESWELL: VYMNot throuch the licensing board,

s Nyt 'y
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through NRC.
MR. XANE: To the licensing boards?

MR. CRESWELL: Richt.

MR. KANE: After making all of these various attempts

o bring vour concerns up throuch regular channels, did vou

: contact NRC Commissioner Bradford bv telephone in February

1379, to raise vour concerns over the Septerber and November

- 1877 transients?

YIR. CRESWELL: That is an apnroximate -ime scale, but

I did contact the Commissioner, ves,
MR, KANE: Why did vou do that?

MR. CRESWELL: The NRC has an open-door policy

 that allows going directly to the Commission. I did not

- feel the system was working. So, I exercised the policy.

MR. XANE: Did you specifically point out to

Commissioner Bradford in that telephone conversation vour

concern Qver operator error in interrupting high-pressure

injection?

MR. CRESWELL: I don't recall whether that
Particular item was discussed at that ocint in time. There
was a subsequent meeting where that was discussed.

MR. KANE: 02id vou speak =0 Commissioner Sradford’'s
technical assistant about your concerns?

MR. CRESWELL: Yes.

MR, XANE: Did you furnish written information to
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NRC Commissioners Bradford ané 0'Hearne as

to vour concerns

over the Davis Bessie transients and 35W svstem?

MR. CRESWELL: I did.

MR. KANE*

Did Commissioner Bradford's technical

assistant, Mr. Huch Thompson verifv that there was nc NPC

documentation analyzing the September 1977 transient?

MR. CRESWELL:

MR. KANE:

Yes.

MR. CRESWELL: That is correct.

MR. KANE:

Commissioners Bradford and O'Hearne in Commissioner Bradford's |

Did you then meet personally wisn

office in Washington, DC?

MR. CRESWELL: I did.

MR. RANE:

76

That would have been YRR documentation.

Was that meeting approximately cne week

| before the T™MI-2 accident?

MR. CRESWELL: That is correct.

MR. KRAMNE:

What was discussed at

that time?

MR. CRESWELL: I discussed the September 24, 19377

event, the lNovember 29, 1977 event. I discussed some other

concerns that I had about the operation of the facilisv.

That was basically the context of the discussion.

MR. KANE:

Did you discuss vour concern over turning

off the high-pressure injection svstem?

MR. CRESWELL: I did.

MR. KANE:

wWas your impressiocon

-
i

at Conmissioners
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Sradford and O'Hearne had not Previcuslv heard of these
problems?
MR. CRESWELL: That was my impression.

MR. XANE: What did these Commissioners indicate
they would do about your concerns at this meeting?

MR. CRESWELL: Well, following that meeting there
were scme memos generated by Commissicner O'Hearne askine
questions in the areas where T nad raised questions,
concerns. ,

MR. RANE: Was any further action beyond that
taken on your concerns Prior to the TMI-2 accident on
March 28, 19792

MR. CRESWELL: I don't recall that there was.

There could have been. I don't recall it.

MR. XANE: After the TMI-2 accident the YPC clearly
did take action in issuing Bulletin 7905 which in facse,
quotes a portion of one of your memoranda concerning loss of
Pressurizer level.

If the IRC had investicated the Davis Sessie
September 1277 transient more carefully and had distributed
the proper information to the orerators, wouldn't that have
improved the cperators’' ability at ™ZI-2 to have responced
correctly to aveid core damace? e U9
MR, CRESWELL: I have statad =o vou earlier that

that would be speculation on my par<, but I cannct help but
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feel that it would have improved the operators' ability
€0 cope with the transient, ves.
MR. RANE: I have no further gquestions, Mr. Chairman.
CHAIRMAN KEMEMNY: Mr. Creswell, you have been '
remarkably diligent in this particular incident, and therefore;
I would like very much to get vour feelings on how the system
works.

You have stated a little earlier in vour testimonv

that the licensee was unresponsive. I would like to orobe

| whether possibly the NRC may have been uaresconsive as well.

. Why do you feel you had so much trouble getting action on the

wide variety of memos and conversations vou conducted?

MR. CRESWELL: Well, it may have heen that if action .

responded to thorouchly there micht have been an impmact on the
cperation of the plants.

CHAIRMAN REMENY: I could not hear the end of that,
micht have been impact on?

MR. CRESWELL: The cperation of the plants.

CHAIRMAN KEMENY: What kind of impact?

MR. CRESWELL: Possible reduction in power or
shutdown.

CHAIRMAN XKEMENY: Are you, therefore, suggesting
that NRC did not take further action because thev were

reluctant to reduce the power production of the plant?
:f’-' ,;"‘»I

s Ay
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MR. CRIF"WELL: I would characterizes that more
probably on the part of the utility.

CHAIRMAN XEMENY: Is the kind of exverience vou
had in trying tc follow up the two Davis Bessie incidents
unigue in your opinion in NRC procedures or is it fairly
typical?

MR. CRESWELL: There has been a certain historv
of individuals that have worked for MRC that have had
problems with dealing with safety issues. That is well
documented, Mr. Pcllard, Mr. Conrad and others, scme to the
extent that they have left the Commission.

CHAIRMAN XEMENY: Are vou suggesting there that
individuals who raise fairly consistently serious safety
issues may, in the long run, find that they cannot work for
NRC?

MR. CRESWELL: That thev cannot work for NRC or
that they would be placed in other orcanizations.

CHAIRMAN KEMENY: Would ke placed =--

MR. CRESWELL: In other crganizations.

CHAIRMAN KEMENY: In other orcanizations. That
seems €O carry a suggestion that within the decision-making
structure of !NPC a reluctance to come =0 grips with verv
serious safety issues. Would that be a fair statement?

o 'Y .

MR. CRESWELL: VYes. A

.

CHAIRMAN XEMENY: I would like %0 explore a second
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aspect of this that is related *o it. You Dut proper stress
as we now xnow after Three Mile Island-2 on giving instructions
tec the operators.

Taking that as my starting point, do vou feel that
within NRC there is a precccupation with equipment and
insufficient attention to the human element in the svstem?

MR. CRESWELL: Would you st=2te that guestion again,
please?

CHAIRMAN KEMENY: VYes. Since the example you have
given is one where vou are pushing for what we now know were
correct instructions to operators, does _his show that
perhaps within NRC there is a creat deal more attention
paid to problems with equipment than problems with operator
procedures?

MR. CRESWELL: Well. to adiress the problem that
I thinx you are cgetting to, that is the human machine

interaction, think the problem there starts with the design

.

of the plants. The plant is not designed for human factors
engineering.

CHAIRMAN KEMENY: Would you mind expandinc con that?
I would like to have your views on that?

MR. CRESWELL: Well, for instance, the TVI-2
control room, the locaticon of the instrumentatiocn for +he
reactor ccolant drain tank is located back on the back

panel. It is not in the immediate view of the cperators.

€' BN ARTY
aragt. ‘
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That is the sort of thing that I am talking about.

CHAIRMAN KEMENY: Sco, you are saving, in effecs,
that starting with the licensing process the attention tends
tc be on the equipment side and not taking into account the

interacticn butween human beings and that equirment?

MR. CRESWELL: I think that is a fair characterization,

CHAIRMAN KEMEMY: And vou feel that to the best of
your knowlecdge this may be throughout NRC an attitude like
that may be pervasive?

MR. CRESVELL: Well, I have alreadv cited areas
or peoples that have been involved in certain areas: Mr. Cenrad,
I believe, was in Safeguards. Mr. Pollard was in MNuclear
Reactor Regulavion.

Without specific examples in each area, I could not
make that generalizatiocn.

CHAIRMAN KEMENY: Have vou had any difficulsy in
continuing working for NRC in view of the very scrong
and persistent acticns vou have taken?

MR. CRESWELL: Since the went I have been assicned
to the IE investigation of Three Mile Island and am oresently
working on another investication of Three 'Mile Island:cince
that period of time there has been no prcblem.

CHAIRMAN KEMENY: So, you said, "Since Three Mile

Island, there has been nc problem.” Thank vou.

ey -
-
Ny
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Commissicner Pigford?

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Mr, Creswell, veou have
menticned that you wrote a memorandum concerning this
information to be submitted tc the licensiny bocards. Your
memorandum was written in January 1979. Is that correct?

MR. CRESWELL: That is correct.

COIMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Why did vou send it =o the
licensing boards? Wwha: did you expect to happen?

MR. CRESWELL: I felt that by going through the

licensing board -- first of all, I felt the information

- qualified for licensing becard.

COMMISSIONER PIGFORRD: Would vou please once more
say that?

MR. CRESWELL: I felt that the information contained
in the memc was pertinent to what the licensing hocards should

be receiving, and I used a procedure to submit that informa-

tion.

Now, one thing that happens whenover one submits
these issues is that thev do get into a public arena where
they would be subject to perhaps scme scvatiny.

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Did 7vou pick ocut some
particular licensing bocards to send it =o?

MR. CRE LL: UVell, the procedure that I was using
in RPegion 3, as I recnllect, only acdd: 3ssed t=hcse licensees

in Region 3 that were having sroceedincs. Oo0081
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COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Were those licensing boards

having proceedings on 3s&W reactors?
MR. CRESWELL: That is correct.

I believe the Midland facility was the only othar

- B&W facility in Region 3.

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: And tell me once more what
you expected the licensing boards to do with that information?
MR. CRESWELL: The licensinc boards would =--
COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Or what you thought ==

MR. CRESWELL: Would release this information to all

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: You thought the boards

- themselves would do that?

MR. CRESWELL: Release the informasion?

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: VYes.

MR. CRESWELL: VYes.

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Or maybe you said hecause
Yeu, in so sending it %o them it becomes part cf the publis
record.

MR. CRESWELL: It is then distributed to all parties
of the proceeding.

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: I see.

Did somecne with NRC advise vou £0 send it %0 the
l.censing boards?

MR. CRESWELL: No. g
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COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: That was your own initiative? |

MR. CRESWELL: That was my own judcment.

CCMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Were vou expecting that the

- licensing boards would then recognize the substance of that

information and themselves consider it in their delilerations

- ©f those proceedings?

MR. CRESWELL: I am not so sure that they thcmselves.

would have reviewed it. The parties to the proceedings

would perhaps have questions in *hose areas durinc the

10| proceedings.

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: So, then your primary
purpose was to use this as a device to distribute it to the

parties which would be, say, the applicant, the utility

| company and the Nuclear RPequlatory Commission and what other

16 |

17

13

19

20

21

22

23 licensing becards as a vehicle?

parties micht be there?

MR, CRESWEIL: That is correct.

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: B&W was not a party to the

' proceeding, was it?

MR. CRESWELL: I don't recall whether they were or
not. I suspect not directlv.

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Is there nc more direcs way

of getting this information o the applicant than using the

MR. CRESWELL: I could have generated, say, a memec

€32 -

to cur Headquarters Group. AT O




COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Feor veur what?

MR. CRESWELL: To our Headguarters Croup.

COMMISSIONER PINFORD: Yes?

MR. CRESWELL: B2ut regarding that in your
investigation you may have come across 2 meme from a
Mr. Sternberg in Recion 1 to Mr. Syfert in Headquarters about
the failure of the power-cperated relief valve =hat occurracd
at Three Mile Island on March 29, 1978, ané you mav see the

results of an inadecuate review of his reqguest for a safetv

Boswwis Repurting Conyany

!0‘

1

12

13

14

analysis.

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: DlNow, Metropolitan Cdison

was not at that time a party to any licensing board proceeding,

was it?

'4

MR. CRESWELL: I think that thev were included

the final -- when the memo was reviewed ‘or other nroceedincs,

that Metropolitan Edison was included.

COMMISSIONER PICFORD: That was an additional

inclusion, apparently, because alrsady they had received the

operating license, and the 2oard had done i=-s jo

b.

MR. CRESWELL: Evidently there were issues stil

pending before the licensing board.
COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Mow, I want
CHAIRMAN KEMENY: =xcuse me, could

that? It mav be important. lhen it goes to

\

b
-

Is that

: |
-
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| | boards that, thersfore, covers not conly those plants that

2

3

are not yet operaticnal, but it would cover apparently all

those with still outstanding issues in their licensing. Is

. that what you said?

“R. CRESWELL: Apparently if there is still an

- outstanding issue before the board, then they would be

included.

CHAIRMAN XEMENY: Then thev would be included.

' Sc that is how Met Ed& got in.

Thank vou. |
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COMMISSICNER PIGFORD: Yes, I do think, Mr. Chairman,|
the Met. Ed. Licensing Bcard itself had been discharged at
that time, but evidently, somehcw sending it to other licensing

boards, still gets toc lMet.
CHAIRMAN XEMENY: P

that statement is correct. I

Ed., is that correct?

rofessor Pigford, I wonder i

had been -- had then been discharged, do vou know?

MR. KANE: No.

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD:

operating license,
CHAIRMAN KEMENY: I

Mr. Creswell, that just issu

automatically discharge a lic

ing the operating

s that our impression that it
Well, thev had issued th

had thev not?

believe it is correct, isn't it,
license doces not

ensing board if there are cnen

issues still outstanding?

MR. CRESWELL: That is correc

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Well, sir, I think mavbe I
disagree with you, but perhaps that is something we should
investigate separatelvy,

Mr. Creswell, we have established that vour intent
in sending to the licensing board was a vehicle for communica-
ticn, but would vou now expect more that the licensing hoard
themselves would take up this issue and do scmetihing about is?
Is that a reascnable expectation?

MR. CRESWELL: In my mind, there would have seen a
greater review by individuals ocutside. - N

AL Sy )
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COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Would you please say that onc

sl

more, a little louder?
MR. CRESWELL: In my minéd, there wculd have been a ;
more detailed review by individuals outside, outside the j
framework of either the Commission or the licensing beoard. |
COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: You weren't expecting the E

licensing bocard itself to consider the substance of this issue,

is that correct?

MR. CRESWELL: Yes, they would.

COMMISSICONER PIGFORD: They would?

MR. CRESWELL: Right. ,

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Now, in your opinion, had
this issue also been adopted by the NRC as being a substantive
issue on safety at that %time? |

MR. CRESWELI.: Had the NRC identified it as being
an unreviewed safety gquestion, for instance?

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: I don't mean unreviewed |
safety questicn, because I know there are swecial criteria,

but had the NRC staff that is handling those same licen

n

ing
board cases that were pending, had that s3taff looked at vour
memo or your concern and said, ves, we acree?

MR. CRESWELL: Yo. Thev d4id not acree.

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: And are you aware that there
is a directive to the boards that thev are not expected or
required to consider issues that are not Dut in controversy 2y

€ NI
(L SAVAN NS &
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the NRC staff?

MR. CRESWELL: Yes. |

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: You are aware of that. WWhere |
have you learned about that directive?

MR. CRESWELL: This procedure was develoved fairly
recently. I believe ours was operational in November of 1978
and prior to the implementation :f that nrocedure, we had a
grous come out, and I don't recall what organization thev
were from at this point in time, but thev described in general |
how the procedure should be implemented in terms like you are
speaking of. |

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: That is a fairly recent =--

MR. CRESWELL: November of 1373.

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: You think orior o that the
licensing boards could themselves have taken up this as a
matter at their own initiative?

MR. CRESWELL: I really don't know.

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: I see. 3ut it had not been
adopted and placed in controversy bv the staff, is that cor-
rect? The issue cf vour memorandum.

MR. CRESWELL: Perhaps I should go into the develon-

-

ment of the memo or how it was processed. wrote the memo.
It was -- another memo was prepar to transmit it to head-

quarters for their review, IZ headguarters. Thev reviewed is.

There was a telephone conversation between members of the
G4
ar St e ot
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headguarters staff, regional manacgenent,
that telephone conversations, there were
the issues were old or new issues.

The position that I anderstood
was that these were old issues that were

disagreed with that. Upon that basis, it

to, I believe, Mr. Vesallo in NRR nd then on
or to == not to the boards, but to the hearing group.
COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Yes, 1 understand, Mr. Cres-
well, and please -- I can recocnize the merit and
intent of what you are doing. All I am trving to establish is
reascnably what cne might expect might happen versus mavbe
what we would like to have happen. Now vou were aware
the licensing board directors then sav thev are not

new iss'ie that is not being placed in controversy by

LA

NRC staf

would seem, then, that from vour understanding, vou wou.4d
expect them to have made a substantive review of
MR. CRESWELL: It is my understanding tha+ -

an individual may dissent from the levels of review that a

memo like this would receive, that even =
the bocard and they would lock at it upon

not consider it, ves.

OMMISSIONER PIGFORD:
the -- your motivation to cet it

ané myself.

discussions on whether

IE headguarters
being handled.
forwarded

to the bcards,

and this hadé not been nlaced in ceontroversv, azéd 3

its merits and may

But certainly,

considered recardless
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these directives to the boards or aow ther might be interpreted,
vou reallv wanted them o look at it, didn's vou?

MR. CRESWELL: Yes.

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: And if there is some directive,
if it were to turn out that way, that would tell them, reallv. |
vou den't lcok at it unless the sta®? has officially adoptea iel
4s a controversial item, then %that would forestall what vou
were seeking.

MR. CRESWELL: I might add that what I am saving herel

|

is from my understanding of +h srocedures.

CCMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Of course, ves.

MR. CRESWELL: That may be internreted differently
by scmeone else. é
Now, you are speaking of controversial issues. In
my discussions with IE headguarters, I, in a way, dissented
from their position that these were old issues and closed out
or being properly handled.

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Yes, but you hadn't == but =hel

 NRC staff as a party to those »roceedings that were under

adjudication by the licensing becaréd had not adopted vour con-
cern as an icem to be controverted bv them, is that correc:s?
MR. CRESWELL: To my knocwledge, no.
COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Thank vou.
CHAIRMAN XEMENY: Mr. Creswell, just =o fcllew up on

Professor Pigford's question, &id I hear you cerrectly to say
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that in submitting it tc the licensing bcards, whether cr not
@

they would take acticn, you honed that scmehow other groups
might take action as a result?

MR. CRESWELL: That is correct.

CHAIRMAN KEMENY: May I ask you what scrt of groups
you had in mind? ;

MR. CRESWELL: Well, there is always the ;ossibili:y‘
of intervention on a facility, and those with technical ccmpe-

tence in that group might ask further gquestions abcut the .

issues.

CHAIRMAN KEMENY: 1In other words, in effect, you 1
were trying to throw it into the sublic domain --

MR. CRESWELL: That is correct. | .

CHAIRMAN KEMENY: == so that anyone with comretence
could comment on it.

MR. CRESWELL: That is correct.

CHAIRMAN KEMENY: Thank you. Prcfessor Pigford, did
You wish to ==

COMMISSICNER ?IGFCORD: Another focllow=up, Mr. Cres-
well., Did you feel vou had other channels you could have
pursued in addition to the licensing bocard channel?

MR, CRESWELL: I believe I alreadyv stated that I
could have sent a memo to IE headgquarters, all righe?

COMMISSIONER 2IGFORD: Yas. .

MR. CRESWELL: That would have been cne »ossibilitv.
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I did not feel that that would nroduce -- could not imorove

on the situaticn which I had alreadv encounuvired, and =hat was ,

the .ssue did not appear to be addressed. 5
COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Now, the staff as a party o |

the licensing board issue is really

staff,

to that

course of, say, the Sternberg memo -- Sternberg generated it,
it went to IE headgquarters, to Mr. Sifert, and scmeone in
Sifert's office woulé have contacted NRR, either formally or

informally, to get a reading on what their feelings were. !

isn't it?

Did you consid
staff?

MR. CRESWELL: To the
COMMISSIONER PIGFORD:
MR.

CRESWELL: OCkav.

-

-

-
~ -
- -

er or
NRR staff?
Yas.

Normally,

licensing regulation

if you follow

you send your memo

-

-

That is the process that one could have gone throuch in this ‘

particular instance.

18 | You init

avenues?

-
Is that

sent 1t

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD:
iate that process?

MR. CRESY did n

LL: I

COMMISSIONER PIGOFRD:

Could you have sent it

MR. CRESWELL: I couléd

-

to Mr. Gossack, I could

of Insvection Zaforcement, Mr. D

I am a little confused. Did
ot.,

I see. A G are thers nther
directly :0 Mr. Gossack?

have done that. I could have
2ave sent iz t£o the Directoar
avis at that Those were

time.

L L S
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| January 8 memo, that memo was three months when the accident i

94

two other avenues available. f
COMMISSIONER PIGFCRD: What about to Dr.Hendrie?
MR. CRESWELL: That was another possibility.
COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: All right. Acain, I don't :

want to at all downgrade the excellent motivation of what vou

have done. Tell me, why didn't vou take the initiative to

send it along that route that would have =-- it would finally

staff? Why didn't you take that route?

|
|
MR. CRESWELL: If you observed the course of mv ’
!

happe2ned. It was released the next day. How long it would
have taken had there not been a Three Mile Island Unit 2
accident at that point in time, I don't know.

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Of course.

MR. CRESWELL: A guideline for the processing of
that information to get it to the licensing boards is 29 davs,
and we are talking about 3 months. So there was reluctance
on my part to wait the amount of time to apneal it through
different levels.

COMMISSIONER

i

IGFORD: I see. And vou felt as of =hel

January =-- when vou iniciated the memc, that aven =hen wvou

0
'J

et it to the NRR stafs,

o

would feel it would take too long

oy

-~
-
is that right?

MR. CRESWELL: To the NRR staff or above. The NRR
U )36
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staff had already lcoked at a number of these things, you

must appreciate, either formally or informally.

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: I understand, but I mean loock-

[*N

ing at your memo which highlighted it properly and said,
Think again and lock at it. You felt it just wasn't worsh
going to the NRR staff also con that?

MR. CRESWELL: That is correct

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: And because you fel:s it would |
take tco long, is that correct? f

MR. CRESWELL: That is one consideration, ves.

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Okav. Mow cne mcre avenue.

|

What about the ACRS? 1Is that an avenue available?

1
|
|
|

or
¥

-

MR. CRESWELL: I am not far:iliar wi those oroced-
ures, but I could have, I belive, prcbably got the issue befora
ACRS, ves.

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: All richt. Why didn't you
take that channel, the ACRS? I am interested why vou chose
the cne you did as opposed to these others, or why didn't vou
also take the others? It is very valuable for us to get a
feeling cf what works, vou see.

MR, CRESWELL: Yes. Well, I think tha* vou are
probably placing a lot of emphasis on the technical content
of these memcranda and not necessarilv other tvpes of informa-
ticon -~ the way issues were teing handled, the sossi

the accentable coperation of a facility, and :hese are judgment
& . r
bes Pt N
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10 |

| preblem with what is the differentiation between Chairman

6 |
types of decisions, nct purely technical, which ACRS would

*

deal with. Am I making myself clear? ACRS would review the

issue technically, but if there were institutional tvves of ‘

|
problems in the treating of issues, I felt the Commission would

be better ecuipped to deal with those. |

COMMISSICONER PIGFORD: All right. Then why didn't |

you take the other avenues we have talked about, sending it to

Dr. Hendrie or %o Mr. Gossack?
MR, CRESVELL: Well, Chairman Hendrie is a member !

of the Commission. I did talk to two commissioners. I have a,

Hendury and talking to the commissioners.

CCMMISSICONER PIGFORD: All right. So vou felt you

14 | had taken that one effectively, and the only remaining thing

available to you was the licensing board, i3z that it?
MR. CRESWELL: I had contacted -- generated the .emo |
o go the licensing board before I talked to the commissioners.,
COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Yes. All right.
CHAINMAN KEMENY: Professor Lewis?
COMMISSIONER LEWIS: Mr. Creswell, vou said the
reason why vou thought no action was taken on %he Davis-Besse

incidents was because such action could result in == T am

Juoting you here -- possible reducticn of nower. This suggests

that economic concerns seem tc far outweigh those of safet:

in taking some acticn. Am I correct in making that assumption?|

YR 8T %)
s by #
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MR. CRESWELL: When vou say "far outweigh," that may
not bDe entirely accurate. The surpose of a nuclear scwer plant
is to generate electricity.
COMMISSIONER LEWIS: Okay. i
MR. CRESWELL: You spend a billion dollars o build
a plant. There is a cercain balance that is struck. Each

utility strikes that balance differently. Thers are, in some

»

=)

instances, value judgments macde that the acono

. 4
ics of generat-

ing electricitv overweigh safetv concerns.

|
.
|
COMMISSIONER LEWIS: What is the role of the NRC {
in tipping the balance the other wav, or should it be tipping |
|
the balance the other way? :
I
MR. CRESWELL: Well, the NRC has within its capa- i
bility, through the inspection program, o identify : oblem
areas. We could issue items of noncompnliance or orders. Nor- |
; mally, the strongest type of acticn is a shutdown order.
CCMMISSIONER LEWIS: You are implying that by its
failure to pursue this particular iacideat and to get Davis-
Besse to address the safety concerns, that the NRC concurred
in the decision =2 allow econcmic considerations =o cutweigh

those of safetv.

MR. CRESWELL: Well, I don't know that there was an
cut and cut concurrence. You micht characterize it as at

least tacit cconcurrence. If ocne Zocesn't talke action, then one

tacitly approves it. oy -
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COMMISSIONER LEWIS: Is this just an isolated inci=-

dence cr have you seen a pattern cf similar tacit concurrence
Dy the NRC in this kind of thinking?

MR. CRESWELL: Most of my effort in the last vear
andé a half, two vears, has been with the Davis-Besse facility,
and to give you examples, I would have to restrics my comments
tc what I have been dealing with.

COMMISSIONER LEWIS: Okay. Well, have thers been
other examples from your own experience of this kind of thing?

MR. CRESWELL: Well, I am just saving that if I were
£0 make a statement that there was, I would have to give you,
you know, the details of that example, and I am not prepared
to deo that at this point in time.

COMMISSIONER LEWIS: Oh, I see. All right. Perhaps
you could -- we might ask for those details later because I
think it would be very interesting.

At what level of the NRC have vou felt that the ex~-
pressicns of concern about safety are generally blocked, or
is it all the way up? 1Is there a certain level of management

that vou feel peorle are trving to turn you off when you sav,

' “ey, this could be a nroblam?

with uprer levels of NRC management, ané

MR, CRESWELL: I don't have much occasion to deal

(5]

De appropriate for me to comment that at a cer+tain level in

the crganization, that is a problem. .

P

don't think it would
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17
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' Mr. Pigford was getting at. I didn's take the issue step by

' Step. I Dbypassed a great deal of the organization to raise my

' had to have taken that throuch those different levels ané saw

'how far I had to go.
| that you couldn't get results at those lower --

| £ion.

Qg

s 7 \

COMMISSIONER LEWIS: But from your own experience,

where have ycu found that vou have been blocked particularly,

at the level that vou cperate?

|
MR. CRESWELL: Well, this is one point, I think, that |

1

issues, and so to give vou an effective example, I would have

COMMISSIONER LEWIS: You must have felt, though,

MR CRE LL: I think that is a fair characteriza-

COMMISSIONER LEWIS: Well, can vou tell me why veu

' felt tha’. you couldn't get results at that level?

MR. CRESWELL: I think in this area that there has

'been in the past a certain philoscphy develoced in NBC atout

reactor safety, a certain mind-set, if you will, that these

'accidents couldn't happen. I obvicusly thought that they

were serious. Perhaps post-TMI there is a diffarens philosophy!
I cerzainly hope so. 3But I sensed that Philosophy, and that is|
the reascn I tock the paths that I tcok.

COMMISSIONER LEWIS: Okav, that leads me *=o mY next

‘gquestisn. Suppose this Commission merely decides to fiddle

around with the structure of the NRC in our final deliberations,

'A

o

.
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|
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12 {is that the mind-set will remain even if we change the structure.
| f
|

|

I

|

|

|

|

|

|

13

14

15

16 |

17

18

9

20 |

21 |

22

23

24

25

; 100
ibu: we still Xeep the same ceople in charce, is that really
!goinq to chance anything?
; MR, CRESWELL: There have been reorganizations in
jthe Past wnere pecple have been moved to different positions.,
!
EOne, I think, would have to studv wha*t the effects have been
Gin the past with those recorganizations.
| COMMISSIONER LEWIS: Pardon me, I didn't =--

MR. CRESWELL: I think you would have to study --
and it is not something that is fair for me to comment on --

it is something that needs tc be lcoked at in some detail.

COMMISSIONER LEWIS: I guess what I am suggesting

 Isn't that likely to occur?

CHAIRMAN KEMENY: Professor Lewis, I think what Mr.
Creswell was trying to say is that the Commission, if I under-
stand you correctly, that the Commission ought to look at
previous reorganizations within NRC, and then make our own
determination whether pre-Three Mile Island, any of those led
ito chance in the mind-set.
.
MR. CRESWELL: That is correct.
COMMISSIONER LEWIS: And just one final guestion.
E
|AEC and dividing it into EZRDA and the NRC was a chance in the
ébasic structure of the reculatory agency =-- isn't it likely

| that once the “uror dies down, it will be business as usual?
LW L A f

——————

And there have teen reorcanizaticns -- I mean just changing thel
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14

18

16 | or at a higher level?

In other werds, we have this -=-

R, CRESWELL: That is entirely cossible.

‘0

COMMISSIONER LEWIS: Thank you very much.
CHAIRMAN KEMENY: Professor Tavlor. ;
COMMISSIONER TAYLOR: Mr, Creswell, we have been

exploring some formal acticns that you tock anéd some formal

| reacticns or lack of reacticn in this whole set of incidents.

17

18 |

20

21

I would like to very briefly trv to get scme sense of informal
actions that you may have taken anéd informal responses, to try
to get some sense of the kind of envircnment that you felt i
that you were in during this periocd, I cather from your testi- |
mony, of intense frustration.

Pirst of all, did you find yourself discussing what
you should do, whether vou should write a certain memcrandum

or not, with any of vour cclleagues, either at the same level

MR. CRESWELL: I did discuss some cf these issues
with a fellow inspecter in Region 3, who had previouslvy werked
in NRR, who had similar difficulties with safetv issues. So

there was that avenue for using him as a sounding-boars, more

or less.

22 !

23 |

24

25  alreadv cone some other things, did vou sense that vou were,

CMMISSIONER TAYLOR: In connection with situations
where you were trying to make up your miné what 20 do andéd had

not vet done it, but at some time in the seguence when vou had

L% . ¥ .
’ | »
r el o
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18

19

20

21

22 that wasn't important. Were you told bv pecple informally that!

102
in these informal interactions with vour colleagues or anvone
else, being encouraced tc blow the whistle, so =0 say, or
discouraced from going ahead with trying to get attention cne
way or another to these issues that vou obviously thought were
very important? 5

MR. CRESWELL: I wouldn't characterize it as being
encouraged to blow the whistle or,the other side of the coin,
to forget it. I think it was a thoughtful type of analysis
to determine what is the best wavy to handle the issues. %

COMMISSIONER TAYLOR: lNow, in connection with the ;
reaction of pecple informally to what vou did dec, we have heardf
the phrase used in connecticn with the meeting early this vear,

I
that the purpcose of the meeting, according o someone, was to

|
“shut you up." f

What I would like %o cet a sense of is =he extent to |
which you were told by anvone informaily, perhaps a colleacue,
perhaps someone who was an immediate supervisor,that what you
had done was not a gecod .hing to ha&e done ané you had better

sort of get in line or stop doing that; whether in connection

with any formalisms abocut the bureaucracv or just as a mat=er

' of advice,that you were getting carried away with scmething

23 |

24

25

what you were doinc was wreng?
MR. CRESWZELL: Yo one would make an ocut-and-cut

statement to that effect. The statements would g moze

<
a/Rg S
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characterized toward "You're spendinc %00 much time in =his -

' one area," There are other things that need to e looked at,"

| that sort of thing.

COMMISSIONER TAYIOR: Did vou get the sense that that|

was because they really felt that what vou were deoing was not

important, or because they wanted vou specifically to stop §

' pressing the issue?

| felt what you were doing was unimportant, vou had other things

' you to take the actions that vou were talking about?

16 |

17 |

18

19

20

21

22

23

L]
-

(o]
n

\ where it will be reviewed with NRR -- t=he Sternberg memo, for

Let me put it another way. Did you sense that when
you were, I gather, scmewhat discouraged from going ahead with

memoranda or whatever, the guesticn is, was this because they

that were better for you tc do, or because thev didn't want

MR. CRESWELL: Let me =-- I think this will answer
your guestion -- let me go into how normally these issues are
dandled. 1If you find scmething like this, vou will detail

the information in a memorandum and send i= =o neadguarters

instance.

And normally, there will -e some sor: of finding
that will come back and savs there is aothing wrong here, it
nas been analyzed. And so your hands are clean “rom =hken on

out. There is no further action regquired; vou close it cus

in an inspection report and it is cone.

I2 you do have a problem, it is vervy difficule, in mvi

.
.
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them addressed.

COMMISSIONER TAYLOR: 1Is this, partlv at least,
Secause of a chance of connecticn between taking action and
ultimately the possibility that the utility mav have to shut
down for a while? And so, in other words, along the lines of
what Commissioner Lewis was probing --

MR. CRESWELL: I think that is a fefinite considera-
tion.

COMMISSIONER TAYLOR: You think that is a major
consideration then in the reaction to =-=-

MR. CRESWELL: I think that that is a consideration.
As to whether it is major or not, I wouldn's say.

COMMISSICNER TAYLOR: Thank vou verv much.

CHAIRMAN REMENY: Deputy Counsel, is there a document

request?
MR. KANE: Yes. Mr. Chairman, I would like =o

request and complete the record as %o !lr. Creswell =hat =here

be marked as Exhibit 2 to this hearinc and inclucded in the

public record two documents. The first is a memorandum of
January 3, 1279 from Mr, Creswell to !Mr. Streeter of Region 3
concerning notification of licensinc bocards of !Mr. Creswell's

concerns. And the second is a memorandum of January 13, 13793

"

from Mr. Keppler o

L4

corcerning the same subiect. by Hs

Region 3 o Mr, loseley of INE headguarsters
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I am responsible, locok at as much of the original data as I

10 |

11

12

13

T4

15

17

(o7

o . . . ;
CHAIRMAL KEMEUY: So orcere

(The cdocuments referred to wers
markecd as Zxhibit 2 ané receive
in evidence.)

COMMISSIONER TRUNK: Mr. Crewswell, I sust wouléd lik

£0 ask you, how often de vou indepencenulv invessi gate a

| transient, or do you Just take the licensce's evaluation for

=
-

ot i vy . Tl F'} &% & eéd
MR. CRESWELL: Well, I like to, in the areas where

can.

COMMISSIONER TRUNX: But do you go to the plant ancé

'investigate it, or vou just take the repors?

MR. CRESWELL: Well, nommally vou would be on an

' inspection,and you could take a look at the oricinal data or

' get copies of it at the facility.

18

19 |

20

21

22

23

24

25

COMMISSIONER TRUNX: But vou 3just look at th reports

You don't talk to the workers?

MR. CRESWELL

O
2
®
®
-
£l
0
.—0
2
w
¢
o
-
2
I
N
<]
O
0]
"
o
.a
w
)

cuss 1t with the operators and so for+sh.

COMMISSIONER TRUUIK: Thank vou.
CHAIRM KEMENY: Professor Pigford.
- — -~ e A - . e - -
COMMISSIONER PIGFOPD: !ir. Crewswell, do you happen
t0 have learned what the licensinc bcards did --ish thas infar—
',.
tion that they got from vou? e

-~ - L ol I - nq'_ » - -;
HR. CRESWZILL: I an really not aware 27 zhat, no.

L




Bosvwis Regrunting Comgany

10

11

_Have

senc

12 |

13

14

15

16

17 |

18

19

20

21

22

23 |

There can te a reason for that, As I stated, sinc

thouch.

the accident I have been attached to one investi

or the other, and I haven't been in a location

lend itsel? to receive that information.

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: dow, I don't

what has already been established. I just want Lo be sure

7ou been asked to identifv which licensing boards vou

these to? 1Is that on the record, to your knowledge?

Mr. Kane says it the record, !lr. Creswell,

I think that satisfies me. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN RKEMENY: Can you answer the guestion?

MR, RAN Yes. Just for the record, one of the

documents that nas been now marked as Exhibit 2 is the

8th memorandum. The subject is "Convevinc New Information

Licensinc Boards, Davis Besse Units 2 and 3 ané Miiland

l and 2."

CHAIRMAI! KEMENY: Professor Marrett.

COMMISSIONER

MARRETT:

Just a orief guestion.

understand that you have teen involved ia scme internal in

gations on TMI that NRC has been carrving out. Is that co

-y

y aal R d
-t

MR, CRESWELL: The investication of TiI=-2

only at

i)
"
1
0
"
n
[
’..‘
w
n

abple %o

7ou

-
-t

terms of =he inves

~

Jb

want to repeat

1o}

Januarvy

€0

re :
cnits

vasti~

looked

role?

in
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the interviews of nerscnnel that were involved.

12 |

13 |

14

15

16  ally were followinc the assicnments as made. This is certainly

18
19
20
2)
22

23

was a bit too specific. My real concern is to what extent

'4
C
'

VIR, CRESWELL: iiell, I rmarticicated in severa
’ -

-

took a look

at the B4V response tc the event, %he con-site technical

support. :

COMMISSIONER !ARRETT: Well, in a sense, mv cuestion

TME

were you acle to shape the sorts of issues that the INE investi

gation would pursue?

MR. CRESWELL: Those topics for studv were, first

of all, cdocumented in a memerandum from Mr. Davis %o =he
Commission. It is an attachment to that report. So that
cdefined the broad scope of the investication.

As to assignments, we had a supervisor during the
investigation who gcave ocut assignments.

COMMISSIONER MARRETT: All richt. Then vou furdament-

going to be lcaded, but, had vou been able %o shape the

'

il.vestigation, would it have taken the direction tha=z it

followed?

24

23

MR. CRESWELL: Well, cnce again, it was cuite clear
that the scocpe of that investicaticn was 2o lock cnly at zhe

.

licsnsee, no

o
;c
0
(8}
"
w
-
w
(9]
(ot
o
(8]

£ chose areas, as t=his
Commission has recognized, need to be investigated.

-~ [ bl o R e bl mioal, ] & ot il - .. - ”~ g e LI
COMMISSIONER MARRETT: Ané vou will have no inveolve-

[
.

menc

9 : : $e o 3 _ . " y
1 the -arger lavestlication that 1s feinc undertaxen o4
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| group.

108 |

COMMISSIONER MARRETT: You are attached =0 that |

 group. Are the issues with reference to management organization|

coming up in that investigation that yvou have any involvement

| An?

10 |

11

12

13

14

15

MR. CRESWELL: That is handled by another group.
CHAIRMAN KEMENY: Mr. McPherson.

COMMISSIQNER MC PHERSON: !ir. Creswell, I have two

questions. One is a definitional one. And that is,the ;

 Reactor Operations, Nuclear Suppert Branch of the NRC +o

16 |

17

18

19 | future, should a similar set of condi*ions arise. This matter

20

" » [ ]
' w »

»~
s

of blocking the

| saying

definition of the word "unresolved." In the document dated

October 25, 1978, sent by Mr., Fiorelli,the Chief of =h

Toledo-Cdison, the operator of Davis Besse, there is this

sentence: "The licensee is reviewinc the operator actions

wn
&

F logic and securing high pressure injection|

tc deternmine if different acticns would bhe advisable in the

is unresolved."
Jow, that is Zfrom the NRC to the licensee, and iz is

"aer

f{0u are -=- you, licensee -- are locking a%

-

-
.o

(£}

..

i3

il
-

-

C something

1)

Pressure injection securing tc see if wvou ought %o

P22 g . z . : o ¥oeo i 0" PR
different in th future, and the mattar is unresolved. whas

does tiat woré mean?
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AR, CRESWELL: It t2at it woul

means

' as unresolved until the issue was sa-=isfactor
cer they nhad satisfactorily responced %o =--
COITIISSIOUER MC PHCRSON: ell, whe
In whose court is ie?
MR. CRESWELL: The licensee's.
COMMISSIONER MC PHERZON: Is there
by which this matter should e resolved?

MR. CRESWELL: should

has limited authority to demand that a caer=a:
done at a certain amount of time. As the iss
a period of months, I wrote a mero =0 my st

gthat,

er stating that some of

inordinate amount of time to complete, that
2 course of action and relav it to the licens
completion of these items.

To answer vour guestiocn, there was

re

any

roint out,

-h

rvision,
these analyses were

we siould develop

ee

no recuest

is

% thing will be

Sor

the call?

sinme

|
the insvector

out over
asking
taking an

-he i

-

saying 30 davs or 67 days, or thers was not a statement -y me
that you should nave that done in =hat periasd of time, iy
supervision was involved in this iss They were aware of
what the prokblams were, and thev were aware of zhe staczus of
now long it was zaking to resclve i=.

COMMISSIQNZIR MC PHERSON: Is i= tveical in sueh
macters Ior the NRC =0 leave zhat unresolved Suestion unresolveg
izsels? Suixe
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| standing for a considerable period of sinm
|

i COIMISSIONER MC PHERSOU: What
|

| MR. CRESWELL: Over a year, or

| COMMISSIONER MC PHERSON: A

al

vou aware of

lved items ocut- |

ne.
does that mean?
loncer.

un:eso’"ec'

18 |

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

| safety issues right now in vour district not having te do
|
with determination of high pressure injection?

MR. CRESWELL: I can't recollect an example that I
can give vou, no. ISut there ara.
| COMIISSIONER MC PHERSON: This was che moss urgent
one. I
} MR. CRESWEL Yes. There are, though, outstanding
|
ii:ems, unresolved items, that are carried for guite some
| period of time. |
' COMMISSIONER MC PHERSON: Ané in your knowledce, this
was the most urgent one in your jurisdiction during wne time
when you were an inspector?

MR, CRESWELL: Right.

COMMISSIONER MC PHERSON: Another cuestion or twe
that has to do with vour choice of Commissioners 3radford and
Ahearne and of seeking Cormission cognizance of the cuestion.
Why did you happen £o choose those =wo Commissicners?

MR, CRESWELL: That is an interestinc guestion. I
2acd read certain of Commissicner 3radford's staterents =hat se

mace sefore Congress anc ocier olaces,

anc
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| the Commission

exercised a certain amount of balance in what ke had statad.

LY

that lec me to originally contact Commissioner B3radfs £d.
How, Commissioner Ahearne has a reputation within

for asking technical zuestions and pursuing

issues, and I thought the combination of =hese =wo centlemen

was the best way for me to go.

COMMISSIONER MC PEERSON: Couléd vou elaborate on what

YOou mean 2y "balance” with respect to Commissioner Bradford?

That he was concerned about saf fety?

MR. CRESWELL: Yes. That he had demonstrated -- at

' least my perception was that he had a balanced cutlook toward

13

14

16

17

18

19

20

L] ~ (]
'S w »

L]
(8]

safezy.

COMMISSIONER MC PHLRSON: And vou thought that might
N0t De the case with respect to other commissioners?

MR, CRESWLCLL: wWell, I wculd have been clad to have
met with any other commissioners. It is Just this is the way

|

it turned out, based on what I told ainm.

COMMISSIONER MC PHERSON: !Mr. Creswell, has vour
Persconnel evaluation reoort or reports reflaected either positively
or necatively, so far as yvou can tell, =his 2ffsre =has vou
have made? In other words, have vyou either -een craised or

. , . " 5
chastisec or criticized in any way in vour persconnel recor:s
1 &8
as a resuvlit of this effore?
ey . b ] Ts 883 . - - -
R, CRESWELL: ‘@+4, LT 18 a Qlfficuls thinc to make
~ [~ K 2 ” I 8 ]
4 Ciract compariscon. Sometines -- it is verv diffisuls =o
(;'Q 2 '
AR g 2.3
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separate all the variables cut. I wouléd not have classified

last appraisal as being positive, and in fact my supervisor

' wWas guite negative.

COIMISSIONER MC PHERSON: Your sucervisor was

' negative?

MR. CRESWELL: Yes, in my discussions with Ainm.

' There are some,in the area of evaluation of my tecnnical

abilities, there were sone good statements in there.
COMMISSIONER !IC PHERSON: Mav I ask -- and yeu

needn't say if you don't care to =-- but may I ask whether the

negative comments had to do with, in your mind, with vour

'persistence in this regard?

13 |

14

16 |

17

8

19

20

2!

22

23

MR. CRESWELL: Well, there was a comment on my
evaluation akbout some complaints that =he Davis Besse pecrle
nad made about my work.

COMMISSICONER MC PHERSON: aAnd were those complaint
related to this matter?

MR, CRESWELL: Well, they were related =o my inter-

facing with the group, interperscnal-tyoe relationshiss, and

not directed toward the issues themselves, the technical issues.

COMMISSIONER MC PHERSON: Thev weren's centeredé on
t“he September and licvember transients?

MR. CRESWELL: o, they weren's.

CHAIRMAN XIMENY: Thank you verv much, Mr. Creswell.

The witness is axcused.
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MR. GCRINSON: Mr. Zbersole, would you raise vour
right hand.
whereupon,

JESSE C. EBERSCLE
was called as a witness and, after being first duly sworn,
was examined and testified as follows:

CHAIRMAN KEMENY: Would you please state your full
name and the position that connects you to nuclear power at
the moment?

MR, EBERSOLE: My name is Jess C. Ebersole. I am
a member of the Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards. I
am a retired employee of the Tennessee Valley Authority, for
which I worked for 38 years.

CHAIRMAN KEMENY: Thank you. May we ask you to
pull your microphone slightly closer ta you. It would help

Chief counsel.

MR. GCRINSON: Mr. Helfman.

MR, HELFMAN: Thank you, Mr. Gorianson.

Mr. Ebersole, how long have you been a member of =he
Advisory Committee on Reactor Safiaguards or ACRS?

MR, EBERSOLZ: Since April, 1976,

MR. HELFMAN: How many members are there of the

MR, EBERSOLE: Fifteen.

MR, HELFMAN: Do the memcers of the ACRS tend to
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specialize or focus their interest ragarding matters which are
before the ACRS?

MR, EBERSOLE: I think that is a fair statement.

MR. HELFMAN: The ACRS has been descrilbed as a
“ind2poendent group of experts established by law to advise the
Commission on the safety aspects of proposed and existing
nuclear facilities and the adequacy of proposed reactor safety
standards". Do you agree with that description?

MR, EBERSCLE: Yes.

MR. HELFMAN: With respect to the licensing of pro-
posed nuclear facilities, does the ACRS exercise a purely ad-
Visory role or does it possess any veto power?

MR. EBERSCLE: It has an advisory role.

MR, HELFMAN: How 1s that advisory role exercised?

MR, EBERSOLE: I think the best way to say that is
that i; can write a letter ondorsing a given project or it
can refuse to write a letter to the Commissione. s.

MR, HELFMAN: what impact would the refusal to write
such a letter have on the licensing application?

MR. EBERSOLE: It will certainly cause delays and
controversies about future action on it. I can't go bevend
that.

MR, HELFMAN: when a licensing matter i1s tefore the
ACRS for review, does the ACRS do a very tacrough evaluation

of each such project?
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MR, EBERSCLE: The degree of thoroughness has to be
== there is great generality. There are only l5 people and
there are innumerable projects.

MR. HELFMAN: How does the ACRS identify those
particular concerns which should be addressed?

MR, EBERSOLE: By and large, the concerns are brought
to ACRS by safety evaluation reports, SERs, or by individual
investigations on the part of the individual member himself.
Sometimes he is helped by contributions from the field.

MR, HELFMAN: Is the SER a document which is pre-
pared by the NRC staff?

MR, EBERSOLE: Yes.

MR, HELFMAN: Has the SER approved a satisfactory
means by which the ACRS can discover issues which should be
addressed? |

MR, EBER®” ": In my view the SER tends to obscure
issues rather than to bring them forward.

MR, HELFMAN: Why 1s that?

MR. EBERSCLE: wWell, the pressure is on, even by
ACRS, to reduce the number of unresolved issues to the maximum
extent possible. Therefore, 1in the ultimate, one would get an
SER that would, in essence, have no controversial matters at
all and then one must look underneath the surface -0 see if
there were any. I would not say the SEZR is particularly use-

ful to bring forth important matters to be resolved oy ACRS.

s
W LN
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Do4 . MR, HELFMAN: where safety concerns before the ACRKRS
. 2 involve already operating nuclear reactors -- in other words,
3 it 1s not raised in the context of a license application, does
4 the ACRS likewise have a purely advisory role?
- MR, ZBERSCLE: So far as I understand the administra-
6 tive process, that is true. I would like to make clear again
7 that I would rather not go into the details of administrative
8 controls here. I would rather stick to the ghysical groblems
? if we can do that,
10 MR. HELFMAN: Okay. I will try to stick to the
'l most general types o>f procedural gQuestions.
12 If a safety concern is tefore the ACRS, which is
‘ '3 not related to a license application -- comes 4P in another
4 generic context, does the ACRS follow generally the same pro-
'3  cedure that it does during a license review. 1In other words,
'¢ are there hearings? Are there subcommittees? Is a letter
written to the Commission?
'8 MR, EBERSOLE: There are hearings. There are sub-
committee meetings and the items are consolidated into a
¥ generic list, which I think vou have on reccrd.
MR. HELFMAN: You mentioned that the ACRS has only
2 15 members. Cces the ACRS have a staff which is responsible
23 for follow up on safety concerns raised by ACRS members?

o

24 MR. EBERSOLE: It does. Q2061

Bomvers Rupnminng Coamgumy

MR, HELFMAN: How large 1s that staff?
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MR, ZBERSOLE: I am going to have to get the number.
I think it may be approximately 20 or theresabouts. It has
Deen augmented recently by a number of Fellows who are helping
in the last year or so.

MR, HELFMAN: Would it be accurate to say that ACRS
members and the ACRS staff relies heavily on the NRC staff for
information?

MR, EBERSOLE: VYes.

MR. HELFMAN: 1If the ACRS concludes that an imgortant
generic safety problem has arisen in a context which is not
a plant specific license application, does the ACRS have any
means of insuring that appropriate corrective action is taken
by vendors and utilities?

MR, EBERSOLE: The ACRS could write a letter endors-
ing a position that a plant not be allowed to be constructed
Or operated in the face of that generic issue. That would te
regarded as punitive in the case of that particular project or
generic plant design. In general, that sort of punitive pres-
sure 1s not brought to bear.

MR, HELFMAN: In the Three Mile Island accident of
March of this year, the operator terminated HPI and reliance
on high pressurizer level, despite continuing loss of coolant
from the core. Do you agree that is a prettiy accurate summary?

MR, EBERSCLE: I beliave that is true.

MR. HELFMAN: 1Is this the sort of generic concern,
€ R 4N
arAa\ Lot ¥




DOe ! operatcr reliance on pressurizer level, which would be addressed
‘ 2 Dby the ACRS?

3 MR, EBERSOLE: Well, it has not been identified as

4 a generic concern. I might explain on that. The absence of

5 pressurizer level is an old and long issue going back into

4 say '74 or even perhaps earlier than that. And the general

7 defense on the part of the PWR designers and the builders has

8 Dbeen that you don't need reactor vessel level indication and,

? as a matter of fact, if you let the eqQuUirmenst do what it is

'0  supposed to do, you don't even need :0 krow what 1s going on.

1 MR, HELFMAN: Was the qQuestion of operator reliance
on pressurizer level a concern which was brought to the atten-
. '2 tion of the ACRS or to your attention by a Carl Michaelson in

'4  early September, 19772

13 MR. EBERSOLE: It was.

e MR. HELFMAN: Were you aware of a transient which
hNas already been described today wnich occurred at the Davis-
'®  Besse plant on September 24, 19772
19 MR, EBERSOLE: I was not aware of that transient.

20 MR. HELFMAN: Were you aware that it occurred?

rd

MR, EZBERSCLE: No. This is not =o say that i1t may

"

LS9

not have been sent to me. I simply didn't get to it. I had

23 other prooclems at the time.

L]
'S

MR, HELFMAN: well, perhaps, I can refresh your

Bowen Nepsntugg A Oy
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recollection by referring to the transcript of the 210th ACRS
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meeting, dated Cctober 7, 1977, apparently two weeks or so

after the occurrence of the transient. This is at Tab 19.

On page 347, Mr. Seyforth of I& is explaining the Davis-Besse
transient and you were present and asked the following gquest-
ion of Mr, Seyforth. Did the high pressure ECCS pumps ccme

on and start to inject? Mr. Seyforth responds, "Yes, they
came on at the time. I have forgotten now for the moment what
initiated those." You asked, “Low level in the pressurizer?*
Mr. Seyforth responds, “Yes, it was about 1,600 pounds. It
was the low pressure system that got it.” Ycu asked, "Did
that charge the system with water?* Mr. Seyforth answers,
“No." And you inquire, “"The operator turned them of£2* And
Mr. Seyforth answers, "“Yes." Does that in any way refresh
your recollection as to whether you wers aware of the =-

MR. EBERSULE: Your record is much better than my
memory. . am sorry. I do not recall that that particular
discussion bore heavily on the matter of loss of a valid
indication on the pressurizer.

MR, HELFMAN: 1In fact, I could inform you that that
was the end of the discussion about operator action in reliance
on pressurizer level at that meeting.

Do you recall whether you or the ACRS did any follow
4p into the gquestion of operator raliance on pressurizer level
as it occurred in the context of the Davis-3esse transient of

Septemter, 19772 €33y 2 0>
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MR. EBERSCLZ: The only thing I can recall is my
PUrsult of the guestion as assisted By Mr. Michaelson's re-
port.

MR, HELFMAN: With respect to the concerns addressed
Dy Mr. Michaelson, what follow up did you do with his repert?

MR. EBERSOLE: well, as soon as I received it in
hand, I made it a part of a large set of questions, which were
more or less generic to the Babcock and Wilcox design on
Pebble Springs. I added at least two Questions which were
directly gertinent to the level question and a third one that
fad to do with auxiliary feedwater.

MR. HELFMAN: Did vou also provide a copy of Mr,
Michaelson's report to a Mr. Sandy Israel of the NRC?

MR. EBERSOLE: I did so, informally,

MR, HELFMAN: when did Mr. Mi-haelson provide yvou
with a copy of his report? Do You recall approximately?

MR, EBCRSOLZ: It seems to me it was in Octcber =--
September or October of '77 or thereabouts, within a few weeks
of his preparation of this. We can get that precise time if
you wish. I have to refer to my papers to do that. I don's
think you want to do that.

MR, HELFMAN: I think the estimate is sufficient.

Do you recall whether the Pebble Springs plant was
at the construction permit application stage at the time?

MR. EBERSOLEZ: Yes, it was. A8 a matter of fact,
£ S -,
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the Pebble Springs plant was a part -of this process of using

a standardized design of B&W 205 in a unigue plant. The gQuest- ‘

lons were addressed to the B&wW standard 205 design and to a
great degree the issues and Questions on 205 had been settled
at the time I joined the subcommittes. Having not been a party
o how they were settled, I elected to write a few guestions
on “he generic aspects of the generic design. That is why the
26 Questions were developed.

MR, HELFMAN: Referring to question No. 6 of the
26 that you prepared, is that the question which asks how the
operator is to interpret pressurizer level in the case of a
small break loca? To the best of your recollection?

MR, EBERSOLE: To the best of my reccilection, right.

That is it.

MR, HELFMAN: And these questions were directed to
whom?

MR. EBERSOLE: Well, they were written, of course,
and sent through NRC staff to the apelicant.

MR. HELFMAN: And ultimately?

MR, EBERSOLI: Ultimately, I Sellieve, these are

Processed as is the usual fashion through the vendor organiza=-

tion, B&aW, and they come back in reverse through the same pathes.

MR, HELFMAN: Through the vendor, through the stafsf

to the ACRS? '

MR, EBERSCLE: VYes.
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MR. HELFMAN: Did the utility or the vendor erovide
a set of answers to the F.bble Springs questions?

MR, EBERSOLE: They did.

MR. HELFMAN: Did the utility or the vender provide
an answer to question No. 5, regarding operator interpretation
of pressurizer levels?

MR, EBERSOLE: They did provide an answer.

MR, HELFMAN: How would you characterize that answer?

MR. EBERSOLE: Of low Quality.

MR. HELFMAN: was the Question of cperator reliance
On pressurizer levels addressed to the best of your reccllection?

MR, EBERSOLE: There was no direct answer, to my
recollection. Would you want me to refer to this answer in
particular? I have it here.

MR, HELFMAN: If you would like to skim it briefly.

MR, EBERSCLE: It is in my briefcase. Let's go on
without it then.

MR. HELFMAN: All right. Recognizing that it was
an inadequate answer --

MR, EBERSOLE: It was an inadequate answer. It was
gobbledigock, I guess.

MR. HELFMAN: 7id you do any fellow up to get an
adequate answer on this question?

MR, EBERSOLE: I did not. ;A8 B

MR, HELFMAN: Do you know Lf there was any follow up
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by the ACRS?

MR, EZBERSCLE: There was none that I know of and I
think == in fact. there was none.

MR. HELFMAN: Do you recall why it was that you
did no follow up with respect to this question?

MR, EBERSOLZ: I had problems at home. My wife is
a victim of Lou Gelwrig's disease and I have difficulty atten-
ding the meetings and pursuing these matters as I really
should.

MR, HELFMAN: At that time?

MR, EBERSOLE: Right.

MR. HELFMAN: Does the NRC, to the best of your
knowledge, have any responsibility for iansuring that guestions
posed by the ACRS or its members are answered?

MR, EBERSOLZ: I don't know of any hard words %o
that effect. The answer that we get are of a variable quality
and I must say that in many cases the questions and no sub-
stantially satisfactory answers ever materialize over a long
period of time.

MR, HELFMAN: Do you xnow if in the particular case
of Pebble Springs whether the NRC staff did any follow up?

MR, EBERSOLE: I 4o not know.

MR, HELFMAN: You have indicated that you handed a
copy of Mr. Michaelson's report to Mr. Israel of the NRC. Do

you recall when that was in relation to the hearings on the

£5 "7 L
L R -




DOl12 ] Pebble Springs appiication?
& 2 MR. EBERSOLE: Yes. It was at the first hearing
3 on the Pebble Springs 205 project after the submission of

4 these questions, to the best of my recollection.

n

MR, HELFMAN: Did Mr. Israel later inform you of

¢ what, if anything, he did with the Michaelson repert?

7 MR, EBERSOLE: No, he returned the report to me with

8 a bookslip noting that he hadn't had tiume to read the report,

? Dbut inferring that he was going to investigate it,

10 MR, HELFMAN: Did Mr. Israel route to you a copy

of the January 10, 1978 memoranduin he prepared which was signed
< Dby Mr. Novak and which has since become known as the Novak

'l’ '3 Memorandum?

4 MR. EBERSOLE: Not to my knowledge.

n

MR. HELFMAN: Did you do any follow up with Mr,
'¢ 1lsrael prior to the TMI-2 accident fegarding his work with

the Michaelson concerns?

18 MR, EBER OLE: No, I did not.
19 MR. HELFMAN: Have you seen the Novak Memorandum?
20 MR, EBERSOLE: I have.

MR, HELFMAN: when was the first time yOu Saw it

and who provided you a copy?

Ty
L]

23 MR, EBERSOLZ: I believe that was sent to me by

Mr. Henry Myers of Mr, Udall's committee.

Bosw iy Reprnbuwg €
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MR, HELFMAN: And that was after the Three Mile
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Island accident?

MR. EBERSOLZ: After the Three Mile accident.

MR. HELFMAN: To the best of your knowledge, does
the NRC has any responsibility to produce operating procedures?

MR, EBERSOLE: To the best cf my knowledge, they
do not.

MR. HELFMAN: Is there any requirement that the NRC
review such procedures?

MR. EBERSOLE: I presume there is now, but prior to
the TMI incident, that was a very much gra. area, which led
basically to my problem in not truly identifying the serious
nature of the Michaelson report. The Michaelscon report would
have been very substantive in the xnowledge that there was no
compensatory operator procedures to deal with the physical
problem at hand. Had there been in being a suitable set of
emergency or abnormal procedures, I Selieve that incident
could have been handled very easily.

MR, HELFMAN: Who is responsible for producing oper-
ating procedures, to the best of your knowledge?

MR. EBERSCLZ: It i3 a joint effort on the par+t of
the utility, which will cperate the plant and the vendor, eri=-
marily.

MR, HELFMAN: Excuse me. I[s there any requirement
that the NRC review the routines by which procedures are pro=-

AT

duced? 5 P N
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MR, EBERSCLE: I am not aware of what they do pre-
Cisely in this connection.

MR, HELFMAN: Do you have any sense that the NRC
dces review such routines?

MR, EBERSOLE: I have a sense that they do not
adequately review this process.

MR. HELFMAN: Pricr to the Three Mile accident this
vear, did the ACRS conduct operating procedure reviews?

MR. EBERSOLE: No.

MR. HELFMAN: Are you aware of a problem which may
be described as natural convection vapor problem, which arises
due to an inability to vent vapor from certain plant designs?

MR, EBERSOLE: Yes.

MR, HELFMAN: Does such a concern ultimately lead

to a problem in the removal of heat on account of a blockage
of natural flow?

MR, EBERSOLE: Yes.

MR, HELFMAN: Do you consider this to be a generic
safety concern?

MR, EBERSOLE: For PWRs I do.

MR, HELFMAN: For all three types?

MR, EBER3OLE: All three types.

MR, HELFMAN: 1Is this a particular concern with any
particular type? SaG1lD

MR, EBERSOLZ: I would almost say that it is of
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greater concern with the combustion engineering and Westinghouse

Cypes than it 1s with the Babcock and Wilcox type because of
the potential or as yet an unrealized potential for venting.
The combustion in Westinghouse designs cannot vent their
steam generators.

MR, HELFMAN: was a Question posea to the utility
Or to the vendor, Westinghouse, regarding this design problem
at the time of the licensing hearings on the Diablo Canyon
facility in California?

MR, EBERSOLE: Yes. The Question was brought up
with Westinghouse about principally venting or loss of flow
in the context of the possibility of non-condensible gas
blocking the process.

MR. HELFMAN: Do you recall approximately when this
was?

MR, EBERSCLZ: I think it was in the spring of
1975.

MR. HELFMAN: Did either wWestinghouse or the utility
provide an adequate answer to the qQuestion?

MR, EBERSCLE: No.

MR. HELFMAN: Do you know if the Diaklo Canyon
plant received its license?

MR, EBERSOLZ: S0 far as I know, it has not., It may
have received some limited license. [ have not Kept up with

. " £33 T s
Diakblo. gl 38)
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DOle ] MR, HELFMAN: was this question posed 1n the context
. 2 ©f the censtruction permit application, do you Know?

3 MR, ZBERSCLZ: It was the operational permit.

4 MR, HELFMAN: In your opinion, doces this design

5 problem remain an open safety concern?

4 MR, EBERSOLE: Yes, in my view.

7 MR. HELFMAN: Thank you, Mr. Ebersole. I have no

3 further questions, Mr. Chairman.

® CHAIRMAN KEMENY: I just have two fairly quick

0 lines of questioning. One, on your reading of the Michaelson
R report, is it fair to characterize that you became g:ite con-

12 cerned about the possibility of operators misreading the sig-

[

nals by relying on the pressurizer and therefcre taking in-
'4  correct actions?

13 MR. EBERSOLE: Yes. That was a concern that was
'4  there. But that was more or less contradicted by the thesis
that there might be instructions to the operators not to

'8 interrupt the automatic functioning of the high pressure in-
19 jeetion pumps. Now, had that instruction existed, the vapor
<~ locking problem might have been solved, because the pressure
of the system would have held fNigh enough to keep the system
22 solidified. The Question on the matter of the non-condensible
23 gas blocking would have remained. Primarily, however, that

would have been on combustion and Westinghouse designs.

Boweis Nepo.ang Congsany
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rather than the latter, the B&w plants, i1f in your opinion if
clearcut instructions had been available that HPI should not ‘
be turned cff under certain circumstances, would that, in your
best judgment, have prevented the accident at Three Mile
Island 27

MR. EBERSOLE: Yes. In my judgment that would have
prevented the accidcnt.

CHAIRMAN KEMENY: That makes your remark, of course,
that to the best of your kncwladge =-a: %he NRC does not re-
view operating procedures, a sericus concern.

MR, EBERSOLE: Yes,

CHAIRMAN KEMENY: The other thing that I wanted to
ask is we brought out why you were perscnally unable to par- ‘
ticipate in the follow up on that question, whiéh we thoroughly
understand. But what does it say about the structure of
ACRS itself, 1f one member of it raises a sericus concern and
then if he personally is not available, ACRS “ces not follow
up on it?

MR, EBERSOLE: Well, I think the ACRS wculd look at
this as it does matters in a collegiate way across the total
member ship. To the extent that the general membership might
not have a specific interest in that kind of detailed phenomena,
they might not pursue this thing. I think, in general, the
membershnip, the other members, serhaps didn't have the detailad .

interest in this sort of thing that I did. CR P T
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Dols ] CHAIRMAN KEMENY: The reason I am raising it, of
‘ 2 course, is because we are instructed by the President of the
3 United States to look at the entire structure of NRC and ACRS
4 1is part of that structure. I think you would agree with that.
L MR, EBERSOLE: Yes. Right.
é CHAIRMAN KEMENY: Do you feel that this is a good
7 structure? I really have no experience with Mr. Ebersole.
3 Do you feel it is a good structure to have a collection of
7 15 individuals that may pursue their own individual ‘mterests.‘
'0 without systematically pursuing questions?
11 MR, EBERSOLE: I think it is a good structure; how=-
'2 ever, I think it could be improved. I think the ACRS is
. 13 probably the == I guess I could say that they are the untouch-
'4  ables of the business. You have to agree that they grobably
'S have the least bias of anybody because they are after all part-
' time consultant-type people. On the other hand the ACRS is
composed of a membership that docesn't include very much con=-
"% tribution from what I might call the architect-engineer seg-
'?  ment of the utility effort, where the detailed knowledge of

0 what constitutes a plan and what its intricacies are, the

21 machinery problems and perhaps the dark corners of the func-
;: 22 tional processes is known. The membership doesn't get that
;? 23 far down into the detailed mechanics.
. ‘3 24 CHAIRMAN KEMENY: My last question is since you
i2s

said that ACRS serves an important role, but could be improved,

asallt
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may I ask you what would be your own recommendations on how
to improve ACRS.

MR, EBERSOLE: I would like %o see a larger type of
contribution toward what I call system engineering, system
interaction capability. I think I have to icdentify the possi-
ble source of this expertise largely in the architect and
engineer field. It is difficult to get members from that
field, without considering such membership to be biased.

CHAIRMAN KEMENY: Thank you, Mr. Ebersole.

Mr. Pigford.

s i
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CHAIRMAN KEMENY: Professor Pigford.

| COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Mr., Chairman, I want to be
sure cthat I have hearcd correctly. Did vou ask him, does NRC
not review procedures, or Jdoes ACRS not review procedures?

CHAIRMAN XEMENY: I asked, I believe, whether NRC

reviews the operating procedures, or actually before Three

Mile Islanéd. I believe Mr. CThersole at one point saié that

may have changed at Three Mile Island. {

MR. EBERSOLE: I might try to clarify that. It is
my understanding that prior to TMI there was prooably some
|
|
| review, but in general there was not a detailed review of

| emergency and abnormal procedures.

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: 8y NRC.
MR. EBERSOLE: By NRC, and none on the part of ACRS.
'In this connection, I think I must discern between operating

procedures in the conceptual aspect ané the detailed aspect.

| The NRC and ACRS might practically lcok at the conceptual form

of operating procedures and emercency and abnormal preocedures,

:
whereas in the detailed, such procedures which have innumerable,
detailed valve numbers and switch numbers, and in general th
concept is converted into highly detailed, step-bv-step in-
structions, it would be virtually impossible to undertake this
sort of investigation.

COMMISSICNER PIGFORD: So now ACRS is reviewing

operating procedures. S LS R
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MR. ZBERSOLE: No, I can't say that. I believe NBC

is.

Ll

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Oh. And ACRS is not. Is that |

o
-

correc
MR. EBERSOLE: As of this moment, I don't believe
that we have ongoing solid program in that area. I am rather
confident that we will.
COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: It is intended to have one?
MR. EBERSOLE: I cannot say that. I don't know.
Again, it is a matter of the load on the membership, 15 men.

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Does it mean that the ACRS

decicdes, is the sole arbiter of what they review in these generic

items?

MR. EBERSOLE: Is the sole arbiter?

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: 1Is it Uup to them to decide
if they review operating procedures or not?

MR. EBERSOLE: The ACRS, I believe, can elect to
review operating procdures if they think in a practical way
they can do so.

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Aand they can elect not to,
apparently?

MR. EBERSOLE: VYes.

COMMISSICONER PIGFORD: I see. Are there any cuidelines

| ©©0 ACRS as what they have %o do and don't have to do?

MR. EBERSOLZ: I don't think such guidelines descend

M Y

i
|
|

|
|
|
|
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to this degree of specificity.

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: I see. Mr. Ebersole, is this

a first for an ACRS member perhaps, your testifying regarding

your activities as an ACRS member?

MR. EBERSCLE: Yes.

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Has any ACRS member done this
before?

MR. EBERSOLE: I believe there have. I am not awars |

of the specific cases.

!
|
|
| |

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Perhaps before some concressiopal
committees? |

MR. EBERSOLE: I presume.

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: 3ut apparently they are not

allowed to testify in licensing proceedings, is that correct?

j MR. EBERSOLL: They are not allowed tc tesuify in
jlicensing proceedings =-- is that your guestion?
COMMISSICNER PIGFORD: Yes.

; MR. EBERSOLE: I =-=- pardon me. I don'%t think they
fdo. The decisions of the ACRS are, in general,collegial. andé
I am here as an individual today.

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Yes. Which means YOu are nos
speaking for the whole committee.

MR, EBERSCLE: That is corresct.
' COMMISSIQNER PIGFORD: 3ut it does mean vou are,

thouch, speaking for vour awn activities as a member,

| .
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MR. EBERSOLE: Yes, that is correct.

(Pause.)

At the Pebble Springs hearing, that was not testi-
fying:; it was just submitting of guestions in the routine
fashion that we follow.

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Of course. To be sure that
I understand, is it correct that there is some policy <hat
ACRS members are not .tc testify in licensing proceecdings?

MR. EBERSOLE: I believe that is true.

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Do vou think that is produc-
tive to this process?

MR. EBERSOLE: I think it probably is.

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: llow, a moment ago, vou were
asked does the NRC have the responsibility for assuring that
questions posed by ACRS are actually answered? Now, I don't
have recorded an answer to that guestion. Could vou go over
that with me once more?

MR. EBERSOLE: They have the responsibility to see
that the guestions are answered, but the degree of guality of
the answer is essentially infinize.

COMMISSIONER PIGF

O

RD: Is essentially what?

MR. EBERSOLE: Infinte. From virtually zero gualisy

to a very high-quality answer. An answer coesn't define how
well the answer is fabricated.

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: You mean thev are alloweé to

Th”

. £y
U“‘t ‘.- -
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' And then, if necessary, and if in the

W

[
Lo

accept an answer all the way within those limits.

MR. EBZRSOLE: I know of no restraint acainst that.

COMMISSICNER PIGFCORD: That means no answer is

acceptable then.

' of ACRS

|

MR. EBERSOLE: No answer is freguentlv %he case.

» the matter might become a generic guestion, %o which

;there is no rescluticn it the moment.

|
|
|
|
{
]
l
| ]
|
|
|

t
i
|
|

| ACRS poses questions,

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: 1Is the ACRS then consciously

accepting what seems to be the understanding,that when the

gquestion is answered? Is that correct?

MR. EBERSOLE: Neo. I would have 0 say the uRC

| cbligated to provide an answer.

19 |

20

L] ~ »
- w »

L]
n

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: which may go from zero to

infinity.

answer?

follow

through on the guestions tc Pebble Springs YNo. 62

MR. EBERSOLE: In quality.

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Oh, in guality?

MR, EBERSQLE: VYes.

OCMMISSICNER PIGFORD: I see. ut there must e

w

MR. EBERSCLE: Yes.

COMMISSICONER PIGFORD: Therefore, NRC reallv did

MR. EBERSOLE: Evidentlv not to t

.

judcment of the members

NRC is not required to assure that the

an

1@ decree that wo' lad|
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12 Girections. A question might be, as a matter of fact, princi-
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' have been satisfactory. |

' ble for doing this?

|

' to the vendor-designer. It might be addressed tc the

16 |

17

18

19 is there not a person or an office within NRC which has the

20

COMMISIONER PIGFORD: What branch of NRC is responsi-

I

MR. EBERSOCLE: I can't point to the particular branch

———

I am talking about NRC in the general context of NRC being a
participant tc the ACRS hearings.

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: But isn't there some particular
l

individual, an office, within NRC that is assigned to carry out

tuis interfacing function for the ACRS? :
|

MR. EBERSOLE: It has been my view, and I don't know |

|
1

how accurate it is, that the guestions may fall in several

pally addressed to the utility operator. It might be addressed

i
|

architect-encineer. Or it might be addressed to the NRC

: S 4 i
staff, and I use the NRC staff loosely, as identifying all of
the NRC participants other than the advisory committee itself.

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: My present question, thouch, |

responsibility, say,of first forwarding vour ACRS guestions

| ©0 the different parties? For example, the Pebble Springs

. questicns from ACRS were sent to the applicant bv a Mr. Mueller

from NRC. Is that his responsibility?

MR. EBERSCLE: I want to fall back on my earlier

. statement. I develcpy the cuestions, and I essentially hand

T X Y

»
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j:hcm over to the administrative functions of ACRS, in essence
| t0 My, Freilig.
COMMISSIONEZR PIGFORD: To Mr. whom?
MR, EBERSCLE: Mr, Freilig, who is the director. I
' then expect him to direct the process as necessary to the ;
;propcr responsers.

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: The present guestion is, =0
;your knowledce, is there an individual or cffise wisthin NRC !
that has the responsibilisy of forvardinc chese qusstisis for

|
!
|
|
|
|
!

ACRS and seeing that they get answered? Do vou Xnow? |

| MR, EBERSCLE: I zan't point to a specific individual

l
Oor organization. I den't <now of that., I depend, as I said |

i
!
iboforc, on ACRS administration to take care of pointing these |
|

‘questions in whatever d.rection they should go.

CHALRMAN KEYENY: I may be able to help you. Chief

‘Counsel just informed me that we do have that informaticn,

;and an appropriate NRC official to be guestioned is coming u

a

ion our witness list later.

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Thank vou.

CHAIRMAN REMENY: Professor Taylor.

COMMISSIONER TAYLOR: Mr, tbersocle, I would lika 2o
é:ry tc understand a little better vour concerns about zhe lack

of a release valve, vapor release valve, on the s=eam generators.

‘ Let me put the guestion this wav: Do vou have in mind scme

i
'Xind of a sequence cf events in which the lack of such a capacity
| " ] .

L W .
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| t© bleed off condensacle gases or
. " e o

| aiCrease the likelihocod or extent

S8WR-205 desicn and earlier on, when I was still working

gl

superior design in certain aspects. Althouch it was more sensi-

MR. EBERSOLE: Yes. In the investication of

|

|

|

| TVA, I looked upon the B4W plant, as a matter fact, as a
|

|

of serious core damace?

eh

vapor would substantially

' tive in auxiliary feed water =han others, it haéd a capacity

Efor installing venting valves which would enable the plant to

l

l
l

l

13 |

14

15

16

17

8

19

20 |

jnon-condosablcs or, more importantly, or rather,

vapors that might accumulate in the high

tory system.

While I was still there, as I recall in 1974, we

be capable of venting either manually or by other means any
less impo :tanFl;:

spots of the circula-

| undertcok an investicatian to develop the verticle profiles

|
|
|

of all plants for a comparative look at all

l

'general context of looking at the potential

‘potential for accumulation of gases, both condensab

|

!a: non-condensable.
!

|

|
i

‘now called the "candy cane design” -- that it would have heen

comparatively a small matter =o have PUt venting valwves on the

' system
|
‘Cbtain

!

It was clear even then that the 3WR plant ,because of

its unigue once-throuch steam generator, with its -- what

of these in the
for venting and tre

% 11
-8 as well

is

S0 relieve the system of vapors or gases, and therebv

a2 solid liguid system for natural convection.

On the other hand, we also Xnew at t=hat time that i=s

€572
S A

- i

»
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was impossible to do this to the combusticon ané Westinchouse

 designs, because those particular reactors used wet bcilers

 instez” of super-heat boilers that have innumerable vertical

U-tubes, and it is mechanically impossible to vent this sort
of configuration.

COMMISSICNER TAYLOR: Now, is the difficulty there

that vou simply -=- it is impractical %o put vent valves on

' all the U-tubes?

10

"

12

13 | but of course I left TVA, and I don't really know what would

14

15

16 | these matters, and I had a good deal of fais=h in his tenacity

17

18

. y- - ————— .- T - semme e By
Ase b - e ] A - . - -

it was guite

practical to put it on the sc-called candy cane. And, of

=

|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|

course, we didn't do that. I think in time depth twnat we micht

have done this during the evolution of the Bellafonte plant,

' have taken place prior to the operating permit on Bellafonte.

As you know, Mr. Michaelson was actively pursuing

| o dig this matter out.

19 |

20

2!

22

(5]

LS ]

7

|}

25

COMMISSIONER TAYLOR: How about the main pressure
vessel?

MR, EBERSOLE: 1lNcw, that is a gsrcblem, one that is
vent backed, cenerally after refueling in any case, cn any

Teactor; that is done by cperating the main cocolant pumps and

Purging the system several times to clear it of anv accumulatad

4 gases at the main pressure vessel and in the pressurizer,.

COMMISSIONER TAYLOR: Well, in qcnneqtign with the

aFfAU &' B
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TMI system, do you think it would have made the response to

the accident a lot easier to have had a vent valve richt on
the top of the pressure vessel tha:c could have been operated
from.the control room?

MR. EBERSCLE: Yes, or even there as well as at the

top of the hairpin bend or the so-called candy cane.

COMMISSIONER TAYLOR: Yes. lYow, presumably, that
might, in some cases, accomplish a separate purpose. In other i
words, you wouldn't necessarilv have gotten rid of the hydrogen%
bubble in the pressure vessel, i

MR. EBERSOLE: It would not, of course, but it would

{
{

have enabled you to establish .liguid convection because vou
woull Rave a solid liguic system throuch the heat transfer i
proces.;; that is, throuch the steam generators.

COMMISSICNER TAYLOR: Now, could vou explain why it
is that, as a matter of course, there isn't a vent valve . n
the main pressure vessel to deal with situations just like the
one that took place at TMI?

MR. EBERSOLE: Well, there is alwayvs the nctential

that it may be inadvertently vented durinc operatiocns, or that

| it itself may become another source of a possible leak. So

there are negative aspects to this paticular feature, as there
always is to any safety feature.
COMMISSIONER TAYLOR: But aren't there alsc lots of

penetrations of the pressure vesse' for reascns that aren':
i o
NPT LI S
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19 | loss of cooclant accident into th

20

Lo S ]
w0

~
-

~
n

' always necessarily visal

to havi
system? Ffor example, at TMI-2 i
penetrations

that ge in and out.
MR. EBERSOLE: Richt,

CHAIRMAN TAYLOR: VYNow,

| the assessment that the informas

is worth whatever additicnal haz

gces through the pressure v

=3 the problem worse t

that

n

there is something which

-

some
want it to?

MR. EBERSOLE: Well, i
that, I would always worry about
that communicate the low pressur

system, because if one accidenta

for neutron £lux monitoring, soc-called

circumstances, you worry about

ng some kind of a circulatory
tself, there are a number of

“rabbits"

presumably, ceople have nmacde

-l

-
- -

2

ion one cets fro

ard there is %o havin

Q

assel,

han that, thouch, in the sense
is

its opening when vou don't

£ I were going to worrvy about
the set of pipes and valves
@ system to the high pressure

lly operated that svstcem under

v
-

desicned to be cpened under

|

'high pressure conditiocns, vou would essentially have a full-scale

would destroy all the miticating
COMMISSIONER TAYLOR:
at the ACRS meetings of this --

related to vapor release valves

the high points in the primarv svstem,

MR. EBERSOLE: I don't

e auxiliary building,
svstems.

liave there zeen discussicns

of any of the sa‘fet: issues

of any kind, whether 3just on

or anvwhere else?

think that naé come around.

b
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' See, it is broken into two problems. It is the condensable |

B !vapors which can be overccme by pressure and reduced tempera-

w

 ture, and the general thesis of the high pressure injection

| system is that,given a certain size break, it can do that. It

n

can overcome the vapor-binding problem by continied operation
at whatever minimum flow that is established autcmatically.

7 | On the matter of the non-condensahle cases, the

E arcument has generally been that there is not enough source
? | for non-condensables, that is, sufficient guantity in cubic

10 | feet, to provide a blocking process to the natural convection

11 | mechanism, |
\
12 ! COMMISSIONER TAYLOR: Well, in view of the experience
! |

13 at ™I, do you think that it would be a good idea to put such

T4 'a valve, in spite of the difficulty that vou referred to, on

15 | the main pressure vessel or not?

14 E MR. EBERSCLE: In my view, it would be a gcod idea. ’
i 5

17 | COMMISSIONER TAYLOR: It would be a good idea. Now,

i i
18 | I am not suggesting necessarily that you are suggesting that

19 this be done to all the reactors that exist, but as a matter
20 of design principle, I gather that vou would favor putting a

2] valve on the main pressure vessel that can then be operated
|

22 | from the control room?
23 | MR. EBERSCLE: Yes. 3But at the same time, I would
24 lalsc look carefullvy %oward the incremental hazard that such

(]
n

ivalves offer.
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COMMISSIONER TAYLOR: I unders . ..

MR, EBERSCLE: And I would also lock at putting a
valve cn the top of the candy cane.

COMMISSIONER TAYLOR: ‘'"ould vou see less hazavd of
inadvertent cpenings of the valve on the top of th+ candv cane

than cn top cf the pressure vessel? In other words, éo you

' feel more comfortable about recommending that?

19 |

20 ' ACRS, or is that just a sort of traditional wav that vou come

20

MR, EBERSOLE: I would see no particular difference.
It seems to me that such valves should probably be at both
locations.

COMMISSICNER TAYLOR: Is there any reason way you
as a member of the ACRS couldn't bring up this issue at vour
next meeting, or ask the Director to put it on the acenda for
some subseguent meeting?

MR. EBERSOLE: Well, there is a little bit of a funda-

mental problem here, in that we are called upon to review what

is offered to us for review and to stay clearly away from desigh,

and I find that process guite difficult.

COMIMISSIONER TAYLCOR: 1Is that formally established %o

| to deing things? p

LS ] ~n
'S w

»
n

(W L

MR. EBERSOLE: It is a traditional philesophy that

you cannot regulate or criticize your own design. AaAnd if vou

o

offer a design, then it comes biased, without vour capacity

0 review it, although in a practical sense, ané workinc back

i
|
|
|
|
|

!

r
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|

with TVA, I found it impessible to separate the safety evalua-

tions from design activities.

COMMISSIONER TAYLOR: Well, that was actually the

| next guestion I wanted to ask vou. Do you think that there is

|

|
|

l
|

19 |

20
21
22
23
24

25

a fundamental difficulty with respect to safetv? 1Is %here a

|

tendency, in your mind, for the design for safety consciousness

from first principles, from the very becinning, to be replaced

Dy a tendency to try to fix safety-related desion deficiencies

after the fact?

|
|
|

|

MR, ZBERSCLE: Well, I think it is far more difficulq

to fix safety-related designs after the fact. And inevitably,

you will iterate so many times that vou can't afford to any

safety guides, the ceneral criteria. In a disconnect<d ané

i
1

|
i
|
|

|

locse way, you influence the design activities, but not to the

extent that you actually participate in the develcpment of

detail.

COMMISSIONER TAYLOR: Well, I am curious to get your

|

opinion with respect to PWR's specifically, whether the safety-

related actions connected with design have tencded %o be more

(after the fact o. before the fact? 1In other words, added

e ——————— Y ————

engineered safeguards, have thev been a mors important source
Or way to respond to safety issues than safetv issues raised
in the very beginning ! the desicn of the reactors?

MR, EBERSOLE: Well, historically, if vou go guite

LY :
st ok
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19 | Since we see no particular definitiocn of at what point in tize

20 an operator becomes competent, we have to establish a peint in

L] [ ] (5]
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| far back, you will find a consistent belief that == I think

this comes from the university sector =-- that reactors cculd

| be controlled automatically. And the ultimate response to a

te

|

safety problem was to shut down, ané of ccurse, that is gu

5enough for a university-size reactor. To this extent, many

of the standards were developed in the industry, such as
IEEE-279, which were based on the thesis thst the ultimate end

product was a shutdown. It took no particular cognizance of

e

o residual enercy that ze contained in

-l e %
@ eNOrTOuU3 arcun

M
[t

| commercial-sized reactors.

However, this sort of philoscphy has cnlored the
design and review of reactors for a long time, in the light
that if you look at all of these, vou will find a general

pattern to believe that the reactor 1s larcely geing to ce

controlled by automatic machinery, certainly in the short term.

I recall when we started to develop the GE reactors
for TVA, we had to reach up and grab a cencept, and it came

ocut of the sky, so to speak, which went something like this:

' time. He can't be competent in one second, or two, or tihree,

or four, so what should be a time? And, of course, tha= %ime
should be gqualified cn the guality of his information and how

it is displayed, and ncw well he is trained, and what sors of

'an individual he is. 3But to begin with, we oucht o set scme

Q31 40
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sort of a standard on which to work, and we grabbed ten minutes;
It has been interesting to note that that sort of ' .

time has been more or less accepted as a common standard. That;

matter is being worked on by an AsS committee who wersa develop-;
| l
| ing -= I believe it is called --

CHAIRMAN KEMENY: May I just ask for clarification, |
(becauso it seems an immensely interesting point? De I under-
!stand that the ten minutes is how long the svstem is able to
protect itself, to give the operator a chance to --

MR. EBERSOLE: That is right; to let hinm collect his

wits and respond. Whether that is the richt time or not could

o ——————————————————

be developed as a -- and it is being developed, as I said, by

A&S group.

{ COMMISSIONER TAYLOR: I can't resist saying that in

view of some of the unresolved issues about TMI, it seems to
|me it is conceivable that time might be more than four months.

MR. EBERSOLE: Well, anyway, it is a problem that

remains with us, and to quite a large degree there is a ceneral

 cected. And you might note that the studies on even the Lopa(?

e o b

i
l
|
!thesis that prevails, that reactors can be autcmatically pro-
|
|
:
;stcpped short of a great deal of vperator participaticn in

i

' the subsequent recovervy of the plant.
| COMMISSICNER TAYLOR: Just one final guestion. Do

fyou have a strong feeling about whether or not ACRS should in ‘

ifact take up operator issues? Would you recommend that or not?|
G 2034 P _

AL L D i
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MR, EBERSOLE: VYes, I do.
'don't consicder a desicn evaluation
participation in that desicn being

COMMISSIONER TAYLOR: All

17 |

18 |

19

20 |

21 |

22

3

24 |

25 |

As a2 matter of fact, I

complete without the operator

defined.

right. Thank you very much.|

s N -
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CHAIRMAN KEMENY: Commissioner Lewis?

COMMISSIONER LEWIS: Mr. Ebersole, when the utiliey

. and the vencor are negotiating the ultimate design of the

14

13

16

17 |

18

19  economic tressure to build a plant. The time scale is

20

21

plant, how much weicht is given to the cost factors when
deciding what safety implements should be put into the plant?
MR. EBERSOLE: How much consideration is given?
COMMISSIONER LEWIS: 1In other words, when they
are saying what safety elements shall we put in, weight,
against the cost of the, essential cost of the plant?
MR. EBERSOLE: It has been my experience that you
must put in what the regulatorv authorities recuire.
COMMISSIONER LEWIS: But no more?
MR. EBERSOLE: You need put no more than that, and
I think I will just stop there.
COMMISSIONER LEWIS: Please don't. We would like
to hear what you are thinking right now. 1Is i+ encugh, I
guess is what I am trying to szv?

MR. EBERSOLE: Well, after all, there is considerable

critical. The costs are tremendous. I+ has been my experience,

. certainly in the latter part of my vears with TVA that the

22 |

23

"
'S

»
n

policy was to provide those features which the NRC requires,

and that is enouch, that there is essentially neo particular

safety issue of real importance, unless it has come from the

- regulatory authorities, a pesition which I reject.

Lo e
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If I can go back to abcut 1963, and if vyou are
aware of a sc-called "ATWAS" problem, at that time as a member

of the utility and a using greoup, we preposed the General

. Electric Company put a mitigating system in for the '

possibility of the rods failing to insert on a Poilinc water
Teactor which is a serious problem because the failure of
such a rod in a boiling water reac+or is spectacular.

It was not required by NRC at that time and what
meager pressure we could apply to General Electric was
ineffective.

We eventually, of course, did not start the

Brown's Ferrvy plant without having such a mitigating svstem

in place, I am happy to say. That is the sc-called recve
Pump trip svstem, but the original propcsal of +hat from the

vendor, scorry, from the utility cperator to the vendor was

' rejected and it was unable o get it done for a period of

nearly four odd vears. That is in place nocw, I am happv to

say. That is not a finished mitigating system. It still

warrants improvements, but nevertheless, it is a battlecround
on which to pursue improvements.

COMMISSICONER LEWIS: What I am trying to cet ats,
and you are getting verv close t0 it is *o evaluate the role
of the NRC in making that kind of decision. Do ycu feel that
the NRC is more sympathetic with the ecsnonmic costs of

Suildine a plant in drawing up its rules and ;ggg}aticns?

€

.
s M -
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MR. EBERSOLE: No, I don't think I will sav that, j

- but I do think the utility if it has, as it should have,

' an investigative staff to look into these things, is bound

to find things that the NRC can never encounter in the safety
context, and there should be some mechanism of bringing

these things forward to NRC for consideration better than we
now have.

Unfortunately these things, as we have seen, and I
taink it is a rather striking develcoment of this particular
case, they don't seem o be able to Penetrate what I will j
loosely call the shell of middle manacement. They stay
subdued.

COMMISSICONER LEWIS: I might ask you the same
question I asked Mr. Creswell. If we just chance the structurs,
is anything going to change in the MNRC?

MR. EBERSOLE: I think scme improvements could be

brought about by changing the structure. On the other hand,

I think simply calling people by different names and hancing

‘new titles on the dorrs evervywhere does nothing.

22 |

23

By that I don't mean that there isn't some fraction
of a given organization that might more effectively nrosecute
the safety issues. What that fraction is, I don': know.

COMMISSIONER LEWIS: Thanks, Mr. Eberscle.

I just want to ask vou one other guestion. Ycu

- said that where ceneric issues are concerned the MNRC does not
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bring punitive pressures to bear. Could you explain why vou

- believe they dc not éo so?

MR. EBERSOLE: Well, in mv own view, it would bhe

unfair to take a particular utility or a pa

n

ticular project
and put the total burden of a generic issue on them to solve.

It should be a shared problem, and all should share the

' expense of solving that.

COMMISSIONFR LEWIS: In cother words, =he vendor,
the utility, and everyone who is involved?

MR. EBERSOLE: The architect, the whole team should
share the cost punitive aspects of solving that. It is, in

my view, inappropriate to select TVA or Metrocclitan Edison

' of solving that particular issue on them.

COMMISSIONER LEWIS: Is there no svstam bv which
that burden could be shared under the present svstem?

MR. EBERSOLE: I am not aware of cne. I think one

- could be develcped.

COMMISSIONER LEWIS: But because the burden then
would be laid on the utility or the licensee, =here is a
reluctance then %o do anything at all about the =--

MR. EBERSCLE: On the individual project, ves.

COMMISSIONER LEWIS: I see.

MR. EBERSOLE: There has heen to some degree a sors+

9f pressure put on, on a step-by-ster pDrocess to Dut that

G
[ @ L2 -
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18 fdesigner to have him put it in.

19  trip which is a comparatively inexpensive alteration to *this.
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sort of burden con, but it is Jone always with reluctance and

| a feeling that vou are unduly peralizing one particular

applicant ocut of many to sclve that particular ceneric issue.

done?

COMMISSIONER LEWIS: So, in effecet,

MR. EBERSOLE:

is rather obtuse.

nothing is

More than nothinc but how much more

COMMISSIONER LEWIS: Thank you, Mr,

CHAIRMAN XEMENY: Professor Pigforad?

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Mr. Ebersole,

- anticipated transient without scround (?)

this additional equipment. Is that correct?

MR. EBERSOLEZ:

Ebersole.

in answer

There I think

It was decided at the technical

This is merely the pump

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: So, this was the T™VA

initiative?

cost?

MR. EBERSOLE:

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD:

MR. EBERSOLE:

Yes.

It was not paid ‘for.

. interesting case on how I think TVA handled the gquestion of

. Yyou said TVA decided on its own initiative that it must have

Who paid for the incremental

TVA did not

>

s Ast

-
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ultimately provide the corporate pressure =o gut this in.
It came about throuch regulatory pressure to put it in.

COMMISSICNER PIGFORD: Did the plant cost more as

. a result of that?

MR, EBERSOLE: VYes, it did, of course.
COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: And TVA paid for that?
MR. EBERSOLE: I am sure they did.

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Let us proceed from the

- specific now to the generic. Is this not a continuing

generic issue that has not been settled?

MR. EBERSOLE: Are vou talking about the ATWAS
guestion?

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Anticipated transient
without ==

MR. EBERSOLE: t is a generic issue which is not
vet settled.

COMMISSICNER PIGFORD: It has not been settled
generically for even boiling water reactors?

MR. EBERSOLE: That is correct.

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: How long has it been coing

MR. EBERSOLZ: Well, I first noticed it in 1262.
So that makes it ll vears.
COMMISSIONER PICFORD: All right. tthv hasn't it

been settled?

wn
un
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MR. EBERSOLE: It is a verv controversial matter.
The venders, the four vendors, persist in the thesis that
the degree of reliability of their present scrim svstems
is sufficiently Nigh or the inverse of that, the probability
of failure to scrim is so lew that i+ is essentially not a
licensing problem or a real safety issue.

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: What is +he ACRS view?

MR. EBERSOLE: I think the ACRS takes the view that
it will have to be daveloped, that is a miticating capability
will have to be developed. '

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: But apparently it is already
developed, because TVA has had it -- |

MR. EBERSOLE: Oh, no, no. That is, as T said,

earlier, that is a suitable battlecround on which now to

- work cut the details. If vou understand the ATWAS ir

18 |

19

20 | minutes, during which the operators, and this again invokes

' was taken at the TVA initiative? SRS LY

a2 turbine trip. To cet the recire Pumps on, to get the trip

installed extends that time out +o a matter of quite a few

cperators, can introduce boration into the system and then
make the ATWAS problenm essentiallv go awav.
COMMISSICNER PIGFORD: Is this the aporocach that

a4y

MR. EBERSOLE: What was taken at TVA was, ves, the
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pump trips were put in, and then bevond that the operators
had to participate in the subsecuent actions £o finish the
mitigating process. This is boration of the coolant. That
is a manually initiated operaticn in acain sort of a nominal
l0-minute field, but hopefully a lot less than that.

CHAIRMAN XEMENY: Mr, Eberscle, we have heard a
couple of times the depump trip. Could vou please explain
that?

MR. EBERSOLE: Oh, in that particular case the
boiling water reactors have large pumps on the order of
3000 horsepower which drive jet pumps which increase the
mass throuch cuite a good bit which circulates around =he
core. In the case of a turbine trip the first effect is *=hat
the normally voided reactor: it is a phase change reactor:;
it is a boiling water reactor; it is highly voicded, and here
is a case where the negative void coefficient works acainst
you. The voids collapse, and there is a verv sharp, positive
reactivity spike. This is turned around initially bv the
Deppler coefficient, but then it comes back in some say,

15 odd 20 seconds to cause a ocower rise after a pocwer collapse
to somethinc like, say, 60, 70 percent of cowar, and continued
void collapse then will cause the pcower to escalate rapidly

on an expenential that produces verv hich pressures in a
matter of scme 40 to 30 seconds. Gt g

s« e

This rrecess of void collanse in =he core can be
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mitigated or partly negated by stopping the transpor: of
voids out of the core by the orocess of stopping the pumps.

The first request made of GE was that they stop the

. pumps by the most expeditious process of tripping the

exudation circuits on the NG sets which would abruptly stop

the flow process with minimum rotating mass toc sustain it.

| That was essentially the process that was not accepted by

. GE in, as I recall, '68,

It was subsequently accepted under regulatory
pressure.
CHAIRMAN XEMENY: So, therefore, in effect under

this kind of incident the pumps would be automatically turned

MR. EBERSOLE: Exactly.

CHAIRMAN XEMENY: Thank you.

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: O0Of course, Mr. Ebersole,
we understand that this prccess you are describing so far is
unigue to boiling water reactors, and we are investigating
TMI-2, which is a different reactor, but since it has teen
brought up, let us use this t0 =race =he working of the
regulatory decision-making process. liow, dces it mean
that -- you said that ACRS does not feel that there has neen
a4 generic solution to this problem of our Poiling water
reactors. Is that correcs?

MR, EBERSOLE: Yes. a203i%
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COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: They are not happy then with
the solution taken at TVA?

MR. EBERSOLE: Just at that level, nec, because

- this leaves cpen to guestion the efficiency of the cperators,

the efficiency of the boration Process, a number of peripheral
issues.
liew, the gquestion, I think, was broucht up by
Ms. Lewis in a generic context and not in a PDW context.
COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: VYes, and apparently to your
knowledge NRC then has not, in its mind, resolved this
situation from a generic point of view?
MR. EBERSOLE: My understanding is it is beinc

resolved on a comparatively slow pace. I think it is being

- accelerated on the 2WR's.

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: So, generically it applies

both to PWR's and BWR's?

MR. EBERSCLE: Yes, but “he PWR's have a, do their

- thing on a more majestic time scale.

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: To vyour knowledce, are
there any reactors in this country that have exverienced
transient without scrim?

MR, EBERSOLE: DNeo.

COMMISSICNER PIAFNFD: Has this cackground
experience or lack of been discussed within the ACRS?

MR. EBERSOLE: MNo, I think *his 2as not been

L

-
ArMa »

.
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experienced. On the other hand, there have been partial
failures of this process. As vou know, the PWR's depend on
circuit breakers in dual configuration, so-called "redundant”
configuration which de-energize the rods and allow them to
fall intc the core. There have been cuite a few half failures

in which the capability to insert rods was dependent on the 5

 sole breakur following the failure of the first bSreaker.

- on tests. I do not remember an incident in which they have

13 |

T4

s |

17 | was asking. You have given us an example. Here is, at least

18  scmething that one segment of the industry, one utilitv, ‘

19 j?VA,decided was important, and they found for their purpcse

20

I believe these, in general, have occurred enly

| Occurred in case of an actual demand to scrim. T

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Cven if you go bevond
specifically commercial Power reactors, there are no incidents?

MR. EBERSOLE: I know of none where this half
failure has coccurred on an actual demand to scrim. |

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: I see. Now, let us get at this.

;Here is what Commissioner Lewis -- is one of the things she

-

scme solution. To what extent is the lack of resolution of

' this generically due to the difficulty of deciding who will

pay for it, whether it will be paid for by the utilitv or

L

 the reactor supplier? €203 L,

MR. EBERSOLE: Let me clarify, if I can the particular .

'TVA case. In that particular case, the addition of these
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systems was not brought about by TVA corporate pressure.

If that had been done, then TV2A weuld have had to pay, as I

-

understand it, the incremental cost of that addition.

- Instead scome five vears later it was broucht akbout by

regulatory pressure and in that instance TVA, if I remember

the contract accuratelv, did not have to Pay an incremental

- COsSt because the nature of their contrace was that taey would

- not have to pay for incremen+=al safety features broucht

about bhv the reculatorv process.

COIMISSIONER PIGFORD: Yes, I see. Now, I am not
| intending to casticate TVA. I would not becin to think of
that, but it scunds like then when you have this situation
Ia good strategy is to wait until NRC puts the pressure on
:and therefore the particular utility does not have to pay
fthat direct incremental cost. That socunds like the effect
of strategy.

MR. EBERSOLE: It does.
COMMISSIONER PIGFNORD: That is real, isn't i¢?
MR. EBERSOLE: I would acree with vou.
COMMISSIONER PINFORD: Yes, and doesn'+* that sore
' of impede initiative in the industry itself?
MR. EBERSOLE: VYes. s
COMMISSICNER PIGFORD: And of ccurse, we can see the
'problem. We can see why because if onlvy TVA asks for it,

-

then maybe General EZlectric is not golingc to abserb the cost
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- and apply to all of its future customers or to its grandfather

| customers to do that. They just cive it to TVA.

MR. EBERSCOLE: VYes.

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Why should TVA ever want
tc get into that situation?

MR. EBERSOLE: Yes.

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Do you think this is a

significant problem in the initiative on reactor safety in

- developing reactor safety?

MR. EBERSOLE: I don't reallv know how significant

it is. The contracts have alwavs been written such that the
utility will or will not pay for incremental safety features

| brought about by regulatorvy pressures.

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Isn't this quite a common
thing in contracts?

MR. EBERSOLE: I believe --

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: To have =hat spelled out?

MR. EBERSOLE: I am not aware of this, but T presume
it is.

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: “Maybe veu know, in T™VA
contracts, is that normal?

MR. EBERSOLE: I really don't know.

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: All right. Is there a way

cut of this dilemma? At leass, I hope the dilemma is cbviocus.
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MR. ESERSOLE: To me the problem is shall safety
features develcped bv utilities and architect encineer:z have
B

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Or vendors, also.

MR. EBERSOLE: And vendors. Shall they have a

' better way of emerging for consideration by the reculatory

processes?

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Well, of course, there are
SO many aspects of that. We have been tracing decisions,
but now here is a financial threshold barrier, and this
present barrier says, "Wait until NRC does it, and then it
won't cost you so much on an individual basis.” Are we
stuck with that or am I makinc up scmething that is not real?

MR. EBERSOLE: Mo, I think to some degree we are
stuck with that. A finding made by an individual deep in an
organization which implies heavv costs which is not a
regulatory recuirement is not likely to be encouraced by what
I cail the shell of middle manacement.

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: What can NRC do about :his?
Maybe they are being used. Do you think?

MR. EBERSOLE: I don't know. waedlbo

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: I woulé not becin to imply
they really are, but what can they do abcut this problem?

MR. EBERSOLE: I presume they might trv %o enhance
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the free flow of information from these subterranean sources,
somewhat better than we now have.

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: The flow is cocd, but there
is still a preblem wheo Pays, and that is a big problem, isn't
ie?

MR. EBERSOLE: First establisn the flow.

COMMISSIONER PIGCFORI: Do vou have anv idea what
i1t would have cnst TV). on this if they had had to pay for
this modification?

MR. EBERSOLE: That particular modification? f

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Yes.

MR. EBERSOLE: I doubt that it wculd have been
significant.

COMMISSICNER PIGFORD: I see, how much? To me --

MR. EBERSOLE: The costs of such things are
invariably horrendouslvy inflated by the vendors as a
mechanism to discourace that sort of alteration.

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Fine. Let us take the price
then, not the cost?

MR. IBERSOLE: I don't know what the actual cost of
Putting the pump trip svstems in. I think we can deduce from
this that it would not have heen significantlv increrental.
It depends on how well you do is, by the wav.

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Ten million dollars?

MR. EBCRSOLE: Oh, less =han =hat by far.
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COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: One million?

MR. EBERSOLE: I would arcue less than that. Now,
I am talking about at the lovest level cf design competence
Lo introduce pump trip. If cne extended the idea to say,
double circuit breakers of safety grade it gets more costly.

CCMMISSIONER PIGFORD: To what extent is . ACRS's
actions in resolving this, also, impaired or limited by this

oreblem, 1is slowness that mavbe part of the problem is who

pays? Does that influence =--

MR. EBERSOLE: I dorn't kncw of ACRS tecoming
particularly concerned about this, althouch I am sure
everyone in his own mind wonders whether or not the particular
safety improvement at hand is cost effective.

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Surely ACRS dces not icnore
the cest. COtherwise they could just say --

MR. EBERSOLE: Of course, they --

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: -- here is scmething we

 think must be resolved.

MR. EBERSOLE: There is a consideration given,
undoubtedly. It is not perhaps as copenly evaluated and
expressed, but it is always there.

COMMISSICNER PIGFORD: Who in =he ACRES is the

principal individual who specializes in this torpic?

MR. EBERSCLE: What topic?

L

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: The one we are talking about,
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MR. EBERSOLE: Mr. William Xerr is the Chairman

. ©of the Subcommittee.

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD:

- People on his Subcommittee?

MR. EBERSOLE: I don't recall

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD:

anticipated transient without scrim.

166

I see. Who are the other

Thank you.

offhand.
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1 CHAIRMAN KEMENY: Mr. McPherson.

Dol
1
622-79

2 COMMISSICNER MC PHERSON: Mr. Chairman, I wouldn't
i 3 spoil that colloquy for the world.

4' CHAIRMAN KEMENY: Then we will conclude by question-

5 | ing by Governor Peterson.

é COMMISSIONER PETERSCON: Mr. Eberscle, since you

7 ~worked at TVA, I presume that you followed fairly closely the

8 accident at Brown's Ferry, the burning of the insulation on

$ the cables.

10 | MR, EBERSOLE: I did.

1 COMMISSIONER PETERSON: Well, in view of our great

12 concern here about emergency core cooling systems, about cor=-
. 13 trolling reactors, a system whereby these thousands of cables

'4  all come together in one narrow place, the cables having the
13 power and the controls for this carefully designed and planned
14 piece of equipment and then as happened at Brown's Ferry where
17 the candle igniting the insulation and 2,000 of those cables
'8 being disabled and putting two of those major plants out of
19 use for 18 months and a new one delayed for a year because of

¥ it, I was wondr; g what has been done thereafter in other

21 plants in o ( aveid a similar problem or to avoid somebody
; 22 by sabotage getting a# that narrow little place where all the
3
} 23 controls for the plant are located? e
. ;_-:' 24 MR, EBERSCLE: You ai:z talkiag about what I generally
:

25 call focusing the vulnerability to comparative small dimensions
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in spaces. I think I will have to say that in general reliance

has been placed on a reg guide, I believe it is called 175

concerning the separability or separations requirements on

electrical circuits and then over and beyond that the quite

intensive improvements or modifications that have been made *o
reduce the potential for fire, largely in the sense of using
fire resistant covers. Flenestic is one of these -- tc desen-

Sitize the cable systems to gross fires. I don't think that

there has been in the sense that I certainly endorse it, a

movement toward :xtremely positive and heavy separation so that
2.y one place in the plant you could literally burn it clean

‘nd not have a substantially serious consequence. That is an

evolving process and we don't have it yet.

TVA, I think, did initiate the concept of the more

conservative interpretation of GDC 19 concerning the control

room design and the spreading room design, which was to make

the plant, presumably, independent of the complete loss of the

control room and the spreading room. Unfortunately, in the

pursuit of details of that, in circuit design a few tentacles
were left out which partially invalidated the thesis that the

plant could have operated with a complete burnout of the spread-

ing room or the control room or in this particular case a

group of cables. However, I think the attempt to create that

design, a dispersed competence to enable shut down, may well

have influenced the survival of the Brown's Farry plant.

It

L >
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did create an extended dispersion of the design and, in fact,
may have provided a margin that was critical to the process
by which that accident was mitigated. I can't say that posi~-
tively.

CCMMISSIONER PETERSON: wWhat is the probability of
a similar event occurring in other plants?

MR, EBERSCLE: I can't competently say that, espec-
ially in the light of the new Steps taken to desensitize cables
against gross fires. Certainly, it has been greatly reduced,

COMMISSIONER PETERSON: Are those areas very care-
fully guarded so that somebody couldn't come in and destroy
that vulnerable point?

MR. EBERSCLE: On that score, I will have to plead
ignorance. I don't know, on a general basis how well that is
secured against sabotage or for that matter routine mainten-
ance or whatever. My opinion is, based on what security re-
views I have been in, that that is one of the more highly
protected areas of the plant. It is locked and secured.

COMMISSIONER PETERSON: 3Sort of like cutting the
spinal cord, isn't it?

MR. EBERSOLE: It is the spinal cord. . .. _ . °

CHAIRMAN KEMENY: I just have one follow up question,
Mr, Ebersole. To your knowledge are candles still being used?

MR, EBERSOLE: I am sorry. I didn't hear.

CHAIRMAN KEMENY: Are candles still being used or
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have they been replaced?

MR, EBERSCOLE: I hope they are only being used for

illumination, not for leak tracing.

CHAIRMAN KEMENY: Thank you very much, Mr. Eberscle.

The witness is excused.

for one hour.

The Commission will recess

(Thereupon, at 1:25 P. M., the hearing was recessed

for one hour.)
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‘-22-79 2 CHAIRMAN KEMENY: Will the meeting plesase come o
crla 3 order and will Chief Counsel call and Swear 1n the next wit-
4 ness.
S MR, GORINSON: Harold Collins, please. Paul Collins.

¢ Excuse me. That will teach me not to have my book ==

7 CHAIRMAN KEMENY: Would you swear nim in.

8 Whereupon,

9 Paul P. Collins

10 was called as a witness and, after teing first duly sworn,

1 was examined and testified as follows:

12 CHAIRMAN KEMENY: Mr. Collins, could you correct
13| our record by stating ycur correct name?
‘ s | MR. COLLINS: Paul P. Collins.
15 | CHAIRMAN KEMENY: And vour current positicn?
16 MR, COLLINS: I am chief of the Cperator Licensing

17 Branch in the Cffice of Nuclear Reactor Regulaticn.

18 CHAIRMAN KEMENY: Thank you. Chief Counsel.
19 | MR, GORINSON: Mr. Xane.
0 MR. AANE: Thank you, Mr. Gorinson.
2 Mr. Ceollins, how long have vou teen employed by
:: 22 the NRC and its predecessor agency, the Atomic Energy Commis-
:5 23 sion?
% 24 MR. COLLINS: Since 1364. e
i

MR. XKANE: You are chief of the Cperator Licensing
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Branch. Please explain your duties and the duties of tha+
bBranch.

MR, COLLINS: The principal duties of our branch is
to administer examinations to individuals who wish to manipu-
late the controls of a nuclear reactor or who wish to direct
the licensed activities of these individuals. wWe issue two
types of licenses; an operator's license and a senior opera-
tor's license. In addition %o this we are alsc resgonsitle
for reviewing facility training plans that are sutmitted as
part of the FSAR and reviewing the procedures for the facility
as part of the FSAR review.

MR, KANE: Mr. Collins, is it true that vour office
does not as a primary function examine the design of equipment
for which operators are licensed?

MR, COLLINS: That is correct.

MR, KANE: In your deposition we discussed the cold
licensing program for operators to Se licensed -efore a plant
bDegins operaticons. Is it true that other than an initial re-
view of this program, NRC does not acdminister any peortion of
this training and leaves that responsibility Sully to the
atility or its vendoer.

MR, CCLLINS: Yes. o ‘

MR, KANE: And for example, 3&W's program has not

been formally evaluatad by the NRC since 1963, Correct?

MR, COLLINS: This i1s corr.ct in one sense. We have




T =
&l 9

co3 ! Dbeen down to the Baw facility and have audited the administra-

[ ]

tion of examinations and we have actually had training sessions

o

down there for the examiners. So, in this manner, we have had
4 Some sort of a benchmark on the quality of the tTaining there.
5‘ MR. KANE: 3But in terms of a formal evaluation of

6 the substantive content of the course, that has not occurred

7  since 1968.

8 MR. COLLINS: No, it has not.

? MR. KANE: In connection with this cold licensing

'0 | program, as well as th¢ hot licensing, for licenses which are |
R issued after the plant goes critical, if the examinaticn re-

12 sults are acceptable, does the NRC delve any further into the

‘ '3 | content of the classroom training?
14 | MR. COLLINS: No, we do not.
13 MR. KANE: The utilit..s also administer requalifi-

6 cation Programs uncder which they annually evaluate their cper -
/ ators in order to have their licenses reviewed by the NRC. 1Is!

'8 that correct?

are somg programs that are written so that if a man scores

19 MR. COLLINS: Yes, this is.
e MR. XANE: And all suc..  .ograms must provide for
a accelerated training if the operator scores less than 70 per-
;i 22 cent overall on the written examination. Is that correct?
:5 23 MR, CCLLINS: No. Most of the programs do. There
i 2
i

less -- you said accelerated training?

A3
SRS L
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MR. KANE: Yes.

MR, COLLINS: I am sorry. Yes. You are correct.
They do require accelerated training.

MR, KANZS: And that is for less than 70 percent on
the annual written evaluation?

MR, COLLINS: That is correct.

MR, KANE: However, at roughly half of the utilities
an operator who does score less than 70 percent on the written
exam and who must go on accelerated training, can still func-
tion as a licensed operator in the meantime if he does well
enough on the oral examination. Correct?

MR, COLLINS: That is right.

MR, KANE: Does the NRC audit the results of those
cral examinations?

MR, COLLINS: No, we don't.

MR, KANE: Does the NRC impose any results as to
the requirements as to the contents of those oral examinations?

MR, COLLINS: No, we do not have any.

MR, KANE: As I understand it, if an operator scores
less than 80 percent, but more than 70 percent overall, he is
required to attend a lecture in his specific area of weakness.
In the meantime he is permitted to function as a licensed oper-
ator. 1Is that true?

MR. COLLINS: Yes. S PALSE

MR, KANE: The NRC periodically audits the contents
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of these requalification examinations, dces it not?

MR, CCLLINS: VYes.

MR. KANE: And these audits, as I understand it,
consist of lcoking at three ocperator examinaticons and three
Senicr operator examinations every two years. Is that correct?

MR, COLLINS: Essentially, yes. We looked at them
more frequently when the program was first instituted in 1974 |
or 1975, but then we went on to a biannual review Qf the exam=—
ination. |

MR. KANE: Approximately every two years?

MR, CCLLINS: Yes.

MR. KANE: The written requalification examinaticns |
consist of seven or eight parts, two of wnich concern safesty
and emergency equipment and procedures. If an operator did
very poerly on those two parts relating to emergency and
safety equipment and puocedures and still did well enough on
the rest of the parts to achieve more than 80 percent over
all, would the NRC still permit him to function as a licensed
operator?

MR. COLLINS: Yes. 3ut you are a little misleading
in saying that only two Categories iaveolve safety and er rgen-
€Y systems. I think all seven categorias or eight catecgories
would contain questions of that nature. 920179

MR, KANE: 3But there are two categories that --

MR. COLLINS: Specifically entitled that, yes,
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MR. XANE: Right. And that permitting him %0 func-

tion as a licensed cperator then would te notwithstanding his
poor performance in those two parts relating to safety and
emergency equipment and pgrocedures, specifically?

MR. CCLLINS: Correct. !

MR. KANE: Does the NRC impose any specific require-
ments for qualifications of instructors in these courses? |

MR, CCLLINS: No, we do not.

MR. KANE: As I understand your depgosition tostimony;
the NRC changed in 1973 from requiring a new license applicant
o actually start up the reactor in an NRC examiner's presence,
rather than that perfarming start up on a simulator. I3 that
right? |

MR, COLLINS: This is correct?

MR. KANE: How long dces the NRC actually co and
stand and watch the students perform on the simulator as to
start-up?

MR, COLLINS: We do not make it == it is not a fre- |
quent practice with us. wWe did go %o the simulators in accor-
dance with most of our audit programs on simulators to assure
ourselves that the program was working correctly at the tegin=-
ning and we don't periodically audit these.

MR, KANE: 1In your deposition, Mr, Collins, you did
estimate that the NRC might actually go and stand and watch

the students maybe once a year. Dces that sound about right?

(W &
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MR, COLLINS: This would come alout scmething of
that nature, ves.

MR. KANE: All right. Simulator training in the
fequalification program is not audited at all by the NRC, is
it?

MR, COLLINS: No, it is not.

MR. KANE: As of March 28, 1979, Mr. Collins, how
many examiners did the Cperator Licensing Branch have for
the entire country?

MR, CCLLINS: wWe had nine full time examiners and
22 part time examiners.

MR, KANE: OFf the 22 Part time examiners, is it
true that most of them have no Pricr experience in commercial
nuclear reactor cperations?

MR. COLLINS: Yes. But they all have experience in
reactor operations.

MR, XKANE: But not commercial operations?

MR, CCLLINS: No.

MR. KANE: And how many cperator's licenses come QP
for renewal each vear?

MR, CCLLINS: Aporeximataly 1,200,

MR, KANE: Due to the differances in plants, is it
tfue that your full time examiners are Sroken into three grouss,
One for Westinghouse, oneofor General Zlectric and one fur

3&W and Combustion Engineering Reactors?
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MR, COLLINS: VYes.

MR, KANE: Is it true that the NRC requires no
psychological evaluation for licensed applicants and no in-
vestigation of an applicant's cr‘minal reccrd or employment
history?

MR, COLLINS: This is cor.<os

MR. KANE: The NRC regulatory guide suggests that
licensed applicants be high schcol graduates or equivalent.
Is it true that you have never refused a license hecause of

an applicant's lack of formal education?

MR. COLLINS: Never refused to give him an examina- |

tion.

MR. KANE: Can you, in fact, recall any instance
where an individual received a license without having a high
school education or equivalent?

MR, COLLINS: VYes.

MR. KANE: Cross licensing, as I understand it, is

a program for an individual license at one plant to be licensed

at another similar plant if he completes a differences course

and a differences examination administered Dy the utility.
Does the NRC audit this differences course?

MR, COLLINS: No, we do not.

MR. KANE: Does the NRS receive the results of the
differences examination given by the utility?

MR, COLLINS: On occasion we have, but it is not a
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mandatory practice. They are certified that the man has atten-
ded the course and they are certified that he Nas successfully
Passed the examination as part of the application =0 get the
cross license.

MR, KANE: But the NRC dces not regularly receive
the results of the examination?

MR, COLLINS: No.

MR, KANE: Dces the NRC even Xnow what questions
the individual is asked on these axaminations?

MR. COLLINS: No.

MR. KANE: Does the NRC require any examination of
its own in this regard?

MR, COLLINS: No.

MR, XKANE: Can cross licensing be done even if the
Salance of the *wo plants e _ubstantially different and are
designed by two different architect-engineers?

MR, COLLINS: Yes, it can, providing that the
nuclear steam supply system is designed Ly the same vendor
and is of the same generation and the plants are, frem that
standpoint, identical.

MR, KANE: The differences in the calance of the
plant will not preclude cross licensing?

MR, COLLINS: No, will net. Sl 187

MR, KANE: In fact, the superviscrial personnel at

D

™I were duly or cross licensed in this fashion, were they
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not?

MR. COLLINS: Yes.

MR, KANE: Does the NRC have any requirement that
significant transients --

MR, COLLINS: I would like to back up on that.

MR, KANE: Surely.

|

MR. COLLINS: When you talk about the dual licenses |
the policy you just talked about apolies to the initial pecple,
the cold pecple, if you would, going on to the second unit.

. Once both units are operational and a man makes an application|
for a license, he is examined for the total plant by NRC. It ;
is not a case of him being examined only on the first cne and ?
' .
then scme mont'.s later, him coming up and saying ncw, I want ;
; the cross license or the dual license for unit No. 2. He
. makes application for both at the same time and he is examined
on the units.

MR. KANE: 1Is the applicant permitted to apoly for
just one unit?

MR, COLLINS: Only on rare occasions. If the policy
of the utility is to cross license people, then once both
plants are operational, they will put in an applicat:ion for
both units.

MR, KANE: I see.

MR, COLLINS: 1If it is not their policy, then, of

L)

course, they will just ask for one unit. : go A
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coll ] MR. KANE: Cn the other hand an individual who was
. 2. previously licensed, for eXample, at TMI Unit 1 could then

3 apply for a cross license to TMI Unit 2 when it became cpera-
4| ticmal. Is that right?

5 MR, COLLINS: The Metropolitan Edison pecele did not,
¢ «cross license their operators. They made a conscientious

7 | choice not to do this so that they had separate units as far

8 as the operators were concerned for Unit 1 and Unit 2. Super=-
9 | visory personnel, they did cross license.

E MR, KANE: All right. Dces the NRC have any require-
| ment that significant transients at nuclear reactors be incor-!

2 porated into classroom or simulator training?

. 13 | MR. COLLINS: There is no regulation for it, no.
14 | MR. KANE: We discussed ia your deposition an evalua-
15 |

tion perfcrmed by Mr. Boger of your office of ths Davis-Besse
16 |

| transient of September 24, 1977 for Possible incorporation in
'7| future examinations. We know that this transient involved the
'8 operator's interruption of the high pressure injecticn systam,
P | To your knowledge, has the subject of operator interruption
20 |

©f high pressure injection ever -een Covered in NRC examinations?
MR, COLLINS: I couldn's say positively =2ach and
- every examination. I am sure that the question has been raised
in the cral contents. I would have o O thrcough the complete

set of written examinations to see 1f it «as ever covered “hera,

Bosewis Nepnniung umgony
»
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MR. KANE: Mr. Collins, I did ask yOu scmething along




Bonrnes Nuprating Comngmny

10

12 |
13'
1‘§
15;
16 |

17

182
the same lines in your deposition and at that time you re=-
plied that “when we explcre the need for safety systems o be ,
actuated, we do nct explore with the man when would /0u tarm-
inate it." Is that true?

MR. COLLINS: Yes. I did make that statement to
You and I am not tIrying to be contrary or make any different
statement to vou.

MR. KANE: All right. 1Is it also true that satura- |
tion conditions in the reactor conlant system has not Leen
covered in training because that condition was just not con-
sidered that possible?

MR. COLLINS: I believe so, yes.

MR. KANE: 1Is it true that qQuestions on th2: relation~ .

ship between pressurizer level and core coolant level have
not been ‘ncluded in NRC examinaticons because it was assumed
that if you have a water level in the pressurizer, you have
solid water below that in the reactor coolant system?

MR, CCLLINS: That is true.

MR, KANE: Specifically focusing on the Three Mile
Island operators, grior to March 28, 1379, was there any sig=- '
nificant dissatisfaction by the NRC with their examination
results?

MR, COLLINS: No, there was act. Sa1S

MR. XANE: 1In fact, tfa2 performance of Metrcpolitan

Zdison operators on NRC examinations was considerably above
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MR, COLLINS: It was very good.

MR, KANE: All right. Mr. Collins, we have cre-
viously deposed Donald Scovall to YOUr superior concerning
the retraining of the B&W operators immediately after the
TAI-2 accident. He explained that the retraining consisted
of one week at 3&W's simulator, followed by an examinaticn
administered by the utility and an oral examination by the
NRC by the selected number of such operators. Don't you
think in light of the TMI-2 accident that the NRC should ex-
amine each of these B&W operators instead of continuing to
rely on spot checking?

MR. COLLINS: My initial recommendation was to do
that very thing; however, in the manner in which these events
are handled, I&Z has the prime responsibility to assure that
the training -- that the answers to their Bulletins are com-
plied with and they normally on incidents == not as severe
as ™I -- would conduct a spot check that training programs
had been completed, would interview several cf the operators
to assure that the training had taken. S was decided to go
along the same path except that the audit of the training
program, CLB, became involved in that.

MR. KANE: Why was it decided to g0 aleong the same
path? ®

MR, CCLLINS: I can't say. S AR
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MR, XANE: Did you make your recommendations on this

to your supericr, Mr. Scovall?

MR. COLLINS: Ne. Mr. Scovall was not in the line
of command at this particular time.

MR, KANE: Who did you speak to atout your :econmn;
dation?

MR. COLLINS: I am trying to think. I think it was
Mr. Ross.

MR. KANE: Mr. Ross?

MR. COLLINS: Dennis Ross. I believe I went up _'
through that chain.

MR, KANE: Did Mr. Ross concur in your recommendation
that all of tre operators that had teen retrained on the B&W
simulator after TMI-2 be examined by the NRC?

MR. CCLLINS: He carried it to a higher level, yes. |
And I don't think he carried it reluctantly, but he did take
it to a higher level. But the decision came back down, no.
We will factor you in, but we will not give all NRC examinaticn.

MR, KANE: Who made the final decisicn on that?

MR, COLLINS: I am really not sure.

MR, XKANE: Do you know how high the recommendation
went? €2

MR, COLLINS: I am sure it went up %o Mr. Denton's

office and across to I&Z, because this i3 their main function.

MR, KANE: Was Mr. Stello involved ia that decision
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. 2 MR, COLLINS: I have no idea.
3 MR, XKANE: But you do believe it went as far as

4, Mr. Denton?

5 MR, COLLINS: I think it went 4P to that office,
4 ves.
y MR, KANE: I have no further guestions, Mr.

8 | Chairman.

? CHAIRMAN KEMENY: Thank you, Mr. Xane.

10? Mr. Collins, would it be fair %o describe your

11| role as trying to assure on behalf of the NRC that operators
12| are well qualified %o carry cut their duties?

‘ = & MR, CCLLINS: Yes.

14 | CHAIRMAN KEMENY: Therefore, in effect, there is an
15 | educational process involved with operators, which you are ==
14 | you certainly are not administering, but are Gquality control-
T7. ling. wWould that be fair?

18 | MR, COLLINS: wWith the exception that we do conduct
19 ' 100 percent audit of the pregram By conducting 100 percent

20 examination of the students, with the exception of these groups

for the initial cross licensing. Zvery operator and evervy

; 22 Senior operator does get an NRC examinaticn -efore he gets
< “ : . .

2 33 his license. XA SR

? 24 | CHAIRMAN KEMENY: Yes. Do you feel == .+ KNow what

23 JOur current practices are and you are cperating under corders,
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but they are all post-Three Mile Island. I am asking in that |
respect. Do you feel that you can adequately carry out vour
function without monitoring, for example, the quality of the
instructors or the instructional srograms?

MR, COLLINS: I think it PuUts an awful lot of re-
liance on the NRC examination to say that we are going to
pick up every single thing or every single item in =hat parti-
cular examination or set of examinations. So, from that view-
point, yes, there should have been more auditing of the indive
idual programs and the Quality of the instruction.

CHAIRMAN XEMENY: Do you have any way of assuring
at all that those people who are giving the instruction are
qualified -- _I mean, that they are the kind of seople that yo::ur

would want to see instructing.

MR, COLLINS: Many of them are senior operators, so

CHAIRMAN KEMENY: Yes, but I believe there is =--

MR. COLLINS: Technical Competence, we don't have
any questions about their tachnical ccmpetence.

CHAIRMAN KEMENY: No, but there isn's a requirement
for instructors %o e senioer operators?

MR, COLLINS: No. This is among the reccmmencdations,

. though. o

CHAIRMAN XKEMENY: How much variety is there on the

. written examinations? Do yOu choose from a relatively small
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list of questions or do YOu make up each examination from
scTatgch?

MR, COLLINS: We have a zank of Juestions that we

can use, but we try to make each examination facility oriented

'S0 it does take study of the facility procedures and study of

the facility technical specifications and its design to make
up the examinations.

CHAIRMAN KEMENY: The reascn I asked that qQuestion
is that I have no idea wnether =ha geUEINTS vouU 272 Saalise
with == in this case, petential ocerators -- aras as iangenious
as the students we have. 3ut whenever guestions are selected i
from a bag of questions to use your phrase, it usually takes
the student body approximately one year to have a complete
list of every question that is sver going to be asked. I am
wondering iI ;ou are faced with a similar kKind of problem.

MR. COLLINS: I think the utilities have their

fraternity files also, yes. S

CHAIRMAN KEMENY: Thank you. I didn't want to use
that phrase. That is what I was wonder ing about because I am
A0t questioning the quality of your examinations. That is not;
the point. 3ut is there a chance that after awhile if ytili-
tles have their fratrrnity files that, in effect, they will te
training the operators, not really with major empnasis on how
well they snould operate the plant, but to make very sure that

they can pass those exams.
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MR, COLLINS: VYes, think there can be a tendency
in that direction. Of course, when you give a man an oral
examinaticn, which takes scme four ©o six hours to complete
for each man, you can sense if a man is giving ycu a canned
answer to your coral and then you can start probing a littla
bit deeper and see if he has, indeed, given you a canned
answer or if he does understand the subject. 3o, we cdo have
this back-up on the written examination.

CHAIRMAN XEMENY: That is, of course, a very goed
Y 37stam. Tall me, i3 it ccmmon for an operater to pass
the written exam and fail the cral exam?

MR. COLLINS: Yes, it is. Some 37 percent of the
pecple who fail the exam now fail “he oral portion cf the
exam. Only about 10 or 12 percent fail the written pertion.
The balance fail both, written and oral.

CHAIRMAN KEMENY: VYes.

Let me turn to another topic that Mr. Xane asked

you about. You said that you do not leck into certain back-

ground questions on the applicants for ocperators. Is this
Lecause you are preventad by certain grivacy laws?

MR, COLLINS: No, we have Just never had it in the
apelicaticn. We do ask for a man's experience and education<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>