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7
' CHAI.'2Ol! KZ:'F::Y - Will this hearing please come '

3! i

to order, and will Chief Counsel please call and swear in the
! ,

! !

4 first witness?

I

5 ! "A. GORI:ISON : Joseph LaFleur? i
i

.

i
i

6! Whereupon,
i

l
i

7 1 JOSEPH D. LA FLEUR, JR.
j

ec' was called as a witness and, after beine_ first dulv. sworn,j

9| was examined and testified as follows: i

.

i

10 ! CHAIP2T! KI.'E rY: Wou]d you please state your !
|

|
111 i full name and current -cosition for our records? |'
| t

12 f
,

MR. LA FLIUR: I am Joseph D. LaFleur, Jr., and |

| !

13 | I am the Deputy Director of the Of fice of International '
,

i
,

14 t Procrars of NRC. !> -

t

15 i CHAIP24A:I KI:E::Y: Chief Counsel? !i
t

i

16 i. MR. GORINSCU: Thank ycu, Mr. Chairman. t

, '

17 i Mr. LaFleur, would you please describe for the
I

i.
,

t18 , Ccemission the functions of the Of fice of International
19 | Programs?

j

i

20 ' MR. LA 'LEUR: We are the staff function for

21 ; international activities, the main staff function for

>
! 22 international activities in !!RC. He have two nain functions;r
3v

23 one in the NRC is the licensing of exports and imports :,
=

I i

i 24 the other function which we will prob thly talk about today
e t
w i

3 25 | is the cooperation with other nations for the sharine of
(

q., y3
u rQ \ e' u o-

,
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1 2 |
+

,

I i

information about safety and in the case of the newiv. I

,j .
|||_

|

i starting countries that are just building programs to help-
l
'

i

3| them get goed safety programs organized. '

I
4

MR. GORINSON: Thank you.
,

5 iUS manufacturers of reactors export those reactors
,i

6 to foreign countries. Is that correct?
f

f,
/' MR. LA FLEUR: Yes. ,

I i
i

3
MR. GORINSCN : And is that done with the cooperation |

i

9 of the NRC? Is there a process that F.he NRC approves?
.

I
'

10 | R. LA FLEUR: The NRC has to license exports of
i,

i
11 ,

reactors or other etilization facilities or production |
1

12 facilities or nuclear materials, including fuel.
.

I

13 I MR. CORINSON: As a condition of obtaining an
i

14 export license, is a foreign purchaser required to agree that
!

If | it will submit full information on transients to the United '

i

16 I
,

iStates? '

i

17 MR. LA FLEUR: No, he is not.
i ,

I18 | MR. GCRINSON : Are there information sharinc,
-

i
| I

19 | agreements , however, between the United States and foreicn '

,

20 ' ggvernments?
:

21 j MR. LA FLEUR: Yes, there are.
j

l
Ig i

5 22 i MR. GORINSON : How many are there, sir?
'

r i

3 I

u
23 2 MR. LA FLEUR: There are 17 of the kind that deal,

.

i
i 24 primarily with regulatory and safety information and roughly
: |.

} 25 i an equal number that deal with cooperation in safety research.
i

i

f'r*yf '\!> s0.
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3 ,

1! MR. GORINSON: Do those agreements provide for a |

,

|

2 | mutual enchange of informatione '
, ,

'
t

-

!3$ MR. LA FLEUR: Yes. 1| '

I

I t

4| MR. GORINSON : And are foreign countries under those |i!

I
'

5 l agreements advised of transients in US plants?
,

1
t :

!' !

6} MR. LA FLEUR: Yes. '

t i

;

7' MR. GORINSCN: And do these notifications come from !
i

S i the NRC?
I i
i i

9| MR. LA FLEUR: Yes.
e

,

10 They probably, also, come from their vendors who i
i
!

11 sell them US equipment, also..
I,

12 MR.GORINSON: Does the NRC fully disclose the
t
'

!

13 events of those transients to foreign countries? '

i

|
MR. LA FLEUR: Do we disclose'14

,

| v as, we do.
| ,

15 j MR. GORINSON: And under these agreements , do
;

16 ; foreign countries fully disclose transients cccurring at |

,

1

11, !their .clants?
!.

! i

ja !. MR. LA FLEUR: The agreements require exchange of
I

19 |information of this kind. T.e significant transients would
,

:

o0 certriniv be an oblication under the acreement,. - -
- ves.

MR. GORINSCN:21 ! Oc some foreign countries sun. c. iv.
t

i

j 22 ,information about their transients en a confidential basis te,

", 23 MRc'--

E
3 er y r 3 _, ,.e ,

h 24 MR. LA FLEUR: Sometimes. %,a Ant \ 3 *J u I.

e,

} 25 - MR. GCRINSCN: Could you explain Scw the confidential.tv
-

.

i



I

4 !

h! system works? |
2| :

3| ,

MR. LA FLEUR: The other countries, almost all of

| |
them, have a less liberal requirement for full public |

,

4

disclosure at safety information than we have in this country.
5

|
In fact, in most of the countries , the information

6
that is generated in their government as a result of its

7 |
| regulatory activities renains confidential either because

'

8

it is the property of the, still the property of the owner,
9

the source, utility or because the rules and the government
10

require it to remain confidential for other reasons.
11

lFor this reason if we want to receive that informa-
i

tion we have to agree to protect it. I
13

|Our agreements provide,our arrangements for
|14 ;

cooperation in regulatory exchange provide that we will
T5 l

protect such information from public disclosure. So we often
,
t

16
|receive, often, I would guess about 5 percent of the total
|

-

17
infcrmation we get is t1at kind of information.

18 !
| We are able to use it in our work and then of

19 I

course, the instructions that cone out of it for our reactors
> .

20 ; '

; in this country is public in:ormation. |
'

21 i
I MR. GORIMSON: Do domestic vendors have an i,I>

i 22 | :
i i obligation to report foreign transients to the NFC?
- t

V
23 ,2

{|g
'j MR. LA FLEUR: Yes. :To , not exactly. Vendors

i 24 .
who have responsibilities defined in our regulations for; ,

a
a 25 !

'

safety cf US plants, when they learn of a deficiency, a
o u o,: v
v Aa , v v i o
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, _ !

3
i I

l; safety deficiencv. in the US plant, they have'to tell us '" cut i

I

.
i

,

,

nI t

'i i under Part 21 of our regulations.
i3! If they happen to learn of that dr.ficiency as a -

!
! i

A

resu.t of foreign experience or any other experience thev
5l

-

!

have to report it. They do not have to report to us the3

t j'

6 i |

I that happen in a foreign country as such.events
,

I

7
MR. GORINSON: So, as long as it has a safety |.

i

8 !

impact on US plants a vendor would have to report i. under |
9 iPart 21?

I'
I i

10 | MR.LA FLEUR: He would have to report the
l' Ideficiency in the US plaat, as he understood it.
12 ' iMR. GORINSCN : In August 1974, a transient occurred ,'i

II3 i

| at a Westinghouse plant in Besnow, Switzerland. Are you !

'
i

,

|I4

. familiar with the details of that transient?t,
I

4

15 i i.MR. LA,FLEUR: Yes. '

i

16 j MR,. GOP.INSCN : A turbine tripped at that plant,
<,

17 ;' eventually causing two pilot-operatec reller valves to coen i
- - '

'

1

.

,

10
-

!in order to relieve pressure. Is that correct?I
! !

I9 { MR. LA FLEUR: Yes.
'

'

! !

20 '
MR. GORINSON: One ?OR'1 c los ed , but the o ther or ,

21! failed to open. Is that correct? I

i

t> .

ga=
4;

i MR. LA FLEUR: Yes.
5 ,

U
23

_? MR. GORINSCN: That is the same thing enat '
,

1

1 24 happened at TMI-2, is that correct?
-

.

t
4 25 ' MR. LA FLEUR: Yes, so far. . cp >.cus ,, * v,,

f
.

|
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1 g,

I don't know that two of them f ailed to --'

2| !

MR. GORINSON: One did.
3

As a result of that PORV failure at the Besnowi

i

4,:
|
.

lP ant, the primary system pressure fell, but the pressurl:er ;
5

level rose. Is that correct?
'

I

6 i

MR. LA FLEUR: Yes.

7
MR. GORIUSCN: Are you aware that the sane thing '

83
1happened as the TMI plant, March 1979? i

9
MR. LA FLEUR: Yes. .

i

to I
MR. GORIUSON: Now, when pressure fell below 1600

11

PSI at TMI, the high pressure injection was autceatically

actuated. Did the high pressure injection autctatically | $
13 !

actuate at the Besnew plant? '

|14
MR. LA FLEUR: Not initially. The operator did i

13 !

learn early that his value was stuck open, and he closed it
76

or he blocked it off.

Then when the level went down in the pressurizer,
18

the safety injection occurred.
i

19 !
I 'iR GORIUSCN: Why didn't the high pressure injection
i

20 !
automatically initiate at Besnow when the pressure fell?

21 l
! MR. LA FLEUR: 3ecause, as I understand it, th e

> >

i
'2

injection was dependent
a

-

On the coincident signal of Icu level,

3 i
v

23 !2
and n..ign pressure.

.

gggg

1, 7

$.
'4

i MR. GORIUSCN: So, in other words, in order for>

} 2~5

;high-pressure injection to automatically actuate --
o-
v .n, (i v u: t,nu os.
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/

i
I MR. LA FLEUR: It is at low level and low pressure,

,

2 I guess, yes. !

'
.

3
Ii MR. GOPINSCN: Automa-i-'''y actuated at Sesncu.

I l

#! Pressure had to go dcwn, and level had to go dcwn?
!

5 MR. LA FLEUR: Yes. |!

6 MR. GORINSON: Prior to March 28, 1979, were there !

i
!

7 ! US Nestinghouse plants that utilized coincident logic? |i

8 !i MR. LA FLEUR: I don't kncw. I assume that there .

|
'

9i were because there wa-a -- --ior to when?
!

10 | nn, coa;NSCN: Prior to :tarch 23, 1979, when
|
|

I I || TMI-2 occurred?
'

!

12 MR. LA FLIUE: Oh, yes, there were, excuse me. |
|

I3 MR. GO RINSON : Is it your impression that coincident |
I

I4 logic was a ccmmen ~eature of US Westinghcuse plant -
|

15 MR. LA FLEUR: Yes. |
i
i

16 MR. GORINSCN : Since March 23, 1979, has coincident
i

17 logic been eliminated from US plants?
;

I

13 MR. LA FuEUR: Yes. !
!

i.

;

19 MR. GORIUSCN: And that is as a result of the TMI-2

20 ' accident?

21 MR. LA FLEUR: I cnderstand it was already under
'

i

'b

; 22 i consideration, but it was certainly brought on immediatelyr .

3 I

y

22 after the TMI accident.2
_= '

,

w

||h i 24 ' MR. GORIUSCN: .3 bulletin was sent cut within
: i
= ,

t i

25 | a few weeks of the TMI-2 accident?n
i

i
i

d's i s/1



3

i

MR. LA FLEUR: Within a counle of weeks. k-

I
e

2
|MR. GORIUSON: To ycur knowledge, when did ;
,

3 |, Westinghouse rtport the 3esnow transient te che NRC? I

.

4'
l MR. LA FLEUR: The first I heard about it was when ,

i

your counsel gave me a copy of the Westinghouse report
6

a week ago, approximately.
i.
'

MR. GORI'ISCU : You had not heard about it from,

8
Uestinghouse prior to that date?

9 #
iMR. LA FLEUR: Wait. I an sorry. I understand i

10 that in a meeting at the end of April Westinghouse T.entions'
f

11 that there had been an accident involvinc, a s tuck PORV
I

12
valve in an incident in Europe. |||

13
We follcwed up and consulting with the Swiss, I |

14
guess Westinghouse n.ust have said, " Switzerland," I was not ;

I
i
']C
| in the meeting; we followed up and the Swiss sent us some
I

.

16 I
reports on this incident in Switzerland. I

i
'

1' MR. GORINSON: Do .vor knew why it tcck five . years :
.

,

18 i

for Westinghouse to report the Besnew transient to the NRC?

I9 MR. LA FLEUR: No, I do not. |

*0 i4
[ MR. GORINSON: In August I??4, when the Sesncw I

21 transient occurred, was Switzerland obl.iged to report a
l

>

1 22 ' transient such as Lesnow to the NRC? r, 2 : u 3 . n
3' g e.J '.f\.u~
v ,

_? 4 3 IMR. LA FLEUR: I think, I don't know legally
2 i

i- ,4,4
. . whether thev. were or not. It would decend en Mcw serious
s i

-

a
4 25 ' they considered it. We did not have an agree. ment specifically,

r



|
! 9

1i
calline cut ccceeration in regulatory or safety information i

I'|
,!

,1'
at that time. So, I would guess that they were not obliged. !

I
.

MR. GORINSON: That agreement di? not cone into
i

4
being until the end of 1974?;

'
,

5i |
-

MR. LA FLEUR: December, yes. |
-

1
,

6l
MR. GORINSON: Does the Besnow transient, as you

i

7 t

i,know it, raise any
I

. c.eneric safety c.ues tion concerninc. ,!.

0 !

, coincident logic actuation of HPI? I

9 t

IMR. LA FLEUR: It seems to now. ;

i

10
MR. GORINSON: Was coincident logic eliminated

i

III at Besnow prior to TMI?
12 MR. LA FLEUR: To the best of T.y kncwledge it

I3 wasn't. '

i

I#
MR. GORINSON : Do you think coincident logic in

:

15 1

US plants would have been eliminated prior to TMI if Sesnow
i

16 had been brought to the attention of the NRC? !
l

I7 ! |
'tR . LA FLEUR: I would guess probably not becausei j

| ,

18
4

these things don't come about as a result of cne incident,!
,

.

19'usually, one incident which had a fairly hacov. conclusion, |
,

. ..,

20 t
,

ibut that is a guess. '

o;s ,

v % u C3 -21 ___

- There were some things about the incident that
i>

1 22!were, that were a lot different than TMI . The operator
5 !

v

23'recccnized, as he should have, what the situation was and, '
=

,
-

} t

i 24 ~ corrected it.
.
,

3 25 ! The instrumentatien, I believe, worked a little
i
>

|

1



10 i

!

better, and indicated correctly the position of the valve, k
i

2 iand not much water went out of the primary sys tem. i
i
I3

Definitely or apparently from what we have heard '

,

I.4
there was no pub _ic exposure, and apparently it was not

I
!

5
considered at the time to be nearly as significant as we

,

I
|6| considered TMI to be. !
i

|
7 ! MR. GORINSON: I have no further questions, !

5
0 Mr. Chairman.i

!I

i
9i

CHAIRMAN KEME'!Y: Let us see. Mr. La Fleur, you

10
! said that it was not a very significant incident or words
t

11 | to that effect. Do you knew, to your kncwledge, as to

12
whether saturation was reached in that particular accident? ||)

I3 | MR. LA FLEUR: I believe it was ,because of the

I#
way the -- I believe the reports that we have say that it

15 was. Certainly it appears from the way the level in the |
I t

16 | pressurizer went up that there was a bubble, a void. I
i

i

i |

I7 ! CHAIR' TAN KEMENY: Yes. Do vou know whether that '

I *

i !

18 | occurred a number of minutes before the high-pressure i

19 , injection system eventually came on?
I '

20 - MR. LA FLEUR: Apparently the level in the
.

21 I pressurizer went up and only went down af ter the stuck valve
> I

-{ 22 I was blocked, was blocked shut, the line that the stuck valve
5 i

V
23 ' was on was blocked shut, and so it would seem to e that if,

: ,

I i-

I 24 . there was voiding, boiling J.n the primary syster it occurred,
e. !

} 25 it was stoc.ced by shutting o ff the val"e and then when thei
.

,

'

o y:3)3 o
v% v v a.4
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11 ;
1

- ,

.

I
1 level went down, the high-pressure injection occurred. ,

i

2 CHAIPl'AN KIME'iY : Haye you seen the analysis of |

3 !l Westinghouse Cor: oration that was prepared on September 4,-

1

4| 1974, of this event?

I

5' MR. LA FLEUR: Yes. I
t

'i

I6, CHAIP2Gli KIMENY: As you recollect that document, i

.

. i

I

7| if you wish to refer to it, you are welecce, of course, was
S Westinghouse fully aware in 1974 th at saturation had occurredi

i

9' and cavitation occurret in: some of the pipes as a result of|
|
t '

i

10' it?
i

!
,

11 MR. LA FLEUR: I believe I recall that from reading |
!
.

I i

12j the report. So, I -- i

! |h I13 ' CHAIP24AN KE."INY : Absolutely, take ycur time.
i,

I
(Pause.) l14 -

l i
, ,

15 ' MR. LA FLEUR- On Page 5 of the report it says i

i

i ,

16i "Subsecuently" describing the early events " hot lec. 21 ashing i
t

!
! i

!

17| resulted in an increase in pressurizer level." !

i
I

I i

18 So, frcm that I conclude that Westinghouse knew
i
i

19 ! there had been boiling. I
i
,

20 CHAIP2G21 KIMENY: Yes, and as you yourself pointed

21 out, the high-pressure injection system did not
; come out,

$ 22 , did not ccme on until the operator correctly diagnosed the
r
*

$ 23 open PORV valve which allowed the pressure, the level in the
=
*

4}cressurizer to drop to a low level. Is that not correct?
v 9
= -

.-

} 25 : MR. LA FLEUR: That is what the report said, yes.

cr ': an ,
S.d bo U ~2 x r
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i

l

I| CHA7nMAN KE'iENY: And if you will lock on Page 3

,
in their sequence of events , this is an incident that |

-

4

do I read this correctly on Page 3 |3| started at 11:20 a.m.,

# that is 11:32 pluc or about 12-1/2 minutes into the

5 ! accident or the high-pressure injection system is actually ,

!
'

0 initiated?

7 MR. LA FLEUR: Yes. |
|

8 CHAIR 292I KEMENY : And prior to that there are in |

9 the sequence of events descriptions of raturations having

10 been reached then, the hind of phenomenon you described.

II' Now, let me ask you, suppose the operator; I mean

i
12 clearly there was very prompt and proper operator action i

13 , here, suppose the operator had taken significantly longer

|
I4 | time to recognize that the PORV was stuck open: what would |

| !

IS! have happened in this particular accident, in your best
i t
! !

16 ! coinion?
|

'

i
I ,/ ' MR. LA FLEUR: Well, if he had not at any coint

|
. .

18 done anything to close the system, he would have had a
'

:
+i

19 , blewdcwn of the primary system. If he did not recognize '

20 he was losing water frcm the primary system, the boiling
,

21 , would have scen, eventually damaged the core, I would guess,
i

> ! !
'

! 22 ! if the water was going out fast enough.
r
5

V
23 CHAIFltAN KEMENY - ves. Isn't it true, as a matter2

'a g'

2

I 24 - of. fact, that c" cording to the sequence of events a quite
w

} 25 substantial amount of water was lost from the syster ' I
,

I

! * $
, Avv, e.,w,

I
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I
! 5elieve ene sequence of events refers tc relief tank pressure j
i
i :

2 rising and eventually, I believe, it cicsed its seal.
1

3 MR. LA FLEUR: I don' t kncw exact 1/ how much was |
| '

#| lost. The valve was broken, and when I said that it wasn't
!

5 I a great loss, I was comparing it to T:1I.

6 CHAIT921 KEtEIY: But isn't it a true statement|

|
,

'i that although the system works quite differently and i

:
i

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

i

9! is a turbine trin a PORV sticks ocen: there is some
i

10 sienificant loss of water; the HPI for diffr. rent reasons does
|

I l || not come on, and the confusion, in this case the EPI not

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

13{ level dropping low before HPI ccmes on?
|

Id MR. LA FLEUR: !s that similar to T?tI you mean?
i

t, ,

15 I
CHAIP24A'I KI K,IY : Yes.!

16 ' MR. LA FLEUR: 1Yes, there are some differences, also,
i

i

17 in that what caused Ehe ;7ressure rise in the syster was a
1

1

18 ; failure of a steam bycass line instead of fatlure of feed !
f

!
I

19' water suc.olv...

20 CHAIRMAN KZ"E:IY: Yes. l.

I
21 ; MR. LA FLEUR: As in T?!I, and as I said, the

|,

'*

,1 22! oc.erator in this cw recoc.nized the c.roblem. Ac. .carantiv. Ia
e
u'

.a 23; his instrumentation worked correctly, and those are the ;

/ 24 significant differences.
e
w

1 '

4 25 - CHAIPlGli KEME'IY : Yes, I do not contest that you
<.- .n-
. s- ,

p
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i. t

Ii are correct in that , but the point I am trvine to cet to is i

i

l
' i

2I ithat we have had testimony over and over again that there !
i

t'
3 has been confusion in operators' minds and perhaps in the !

t

4 i

minds of some of those who wrote the instructions for I
i
I

5| operators as to how much one can rely on water level in the !
'

|
6 pressuriser as an indication of how much water there is in :

|

i

7 the system.
|

8| Would v.ou not say that this particular system was i

|

i

,
.

9 actually designed with that particular confusion built into

10 it?

11 MR. LA FLEUR: It certainly was vulnerable to
t

|12 anything that was wrong with that coincident logic. I
i

13 CHAIR!!AN KE?ENY: Yes, and is it not reasonable !,

l I14
| for me to assume that the reason NRC ordered the instructions

|15 in April of this year for that to be changed was because |
|

16 of that vulnerabilitv?
-

I

! i

17 i MR. LA FLEUR: It is mv. understandine. that thati.
i

18 is correct, and you will have witnesses today that knew a
i
i

19 lot more than that, and I wish you would please refer those
1

20' to them.
1

i

21 g CHAI??WI KE."E'T!: Yes, I suspect we may ask that
i

> t

{ 22 | cuestion again.
-

i i

$. 23 ; Let me now
.

teturn specifically to your area of
3 I
i 24 expertise and I do not wish to make too much of one particular
._ i
w *

} 25jincident, particularly as you said, "Thanks to fortunatelv
.t

-

| , ev .'l- i
gsv .. O

,

e

I.?
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1 !

| having operators acting very promptly in this case it did not I
I

o! {~

; turn into a major incident," but I would like to know how '

i
i

3
much feedback one, in errect, ce:s that helos ide.tifv

i
\ '

4; i

| possible generic safety problems from the international
s| program? One hopes that there will be very few serious

I

6
accidents; though if there are scme that even have the

'

l
7

potential of it, one has to learn all one can.i

: !
3

Do you knew why NRC did not hear about this
i

9| incident? I understand you gave us an explanation that the
,

10 !

Swiss Government was under no obligation to do that because !
!

.

II | our agreement was not signed with them until ater, but why
i
:

l '' I I

would you not have heard from the domestic suppl.ier before

I3 | 1979 on this? I

|
I#

| MR. LA FLEUR: Nell, the first question was hcw
i

,

'

14 !

much do we get from other countries. The other countries |
|

16 i |

are behind the United States in the number of reactors and !
!

l' ! in the number of years of experience in operating I

the,

,

1

18 I reactors and in setting up their systems for reporting and '
!

i i

l9[analy:Ing anc using operating in:ormation. So, with that in
i

20 )mind and keeping in mind, also, that we have more reactors

21, than anyone else, we nevertheless have gotten over the last
>

{ 22' few years very goed information about transients and foreign
s
-

u
7 23'exoerience.
2 ' I

i} ;*

I 24 Most of the major ceneric problems that have come. -
-

,

25 i to the attention of "he puclic have been, we have learned about
l
,

,

%01 ';



,- ._o i

!

i
,

|1 eitner cefore, from foreign information, either in one or ||)
: ,

2| two cases ce are or concurrently with the informat on that I
;

I i

3 I we learned in this country. !

4 We have had very goed exchange. All of our,

5 all of these problems, not all, but most of the major ones
|

|6 have had the full benefit of consultation internationally j

!

7i about tha technical facts so that we bring all of the experience
.

8 that is available overseas , as well as here to solv 2 the

9 problems.

10 As to why -- that system is not cerfect, and I
: !

11 i don't want to say it is. It needs a lot of improvement, but I
i

I
!I12 , the Swiss have been coocerative. Thev have reactors of both g- - ,

13 the PHOR and the SWOR kind that have operated as long as any |

|14 cf ours almcst, and the main problems that have occurred '

,

O

15 in the technology of those light water reactors have on many i

<

16 occasions been experienced in Switzerland. Ne have had very I

!
1

17 I goed exchange of information witn them on these incidents ;
i i
i

18 and issues. '
i |

19 | This one incident, I can speculate several reasons
i

20 ' as to why they did not report it and why Nestinghouse did

21 ! not recort it.
i :>

; 22 : CHAIPJWT KE?tENY: Yes. I an not trying to pursue
_*
3 i

$ 23 Switzerland on this since ycu have already testified that

i
i 24 the exchange agreement was signed af ter this incident,

,

w

} 25 ! occurred. Therefore, I dcn't think there is any point in
| c, 70 s ~- ouw):u na
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1 "/ |
i

|

1 exploring that, but why would Westinghouse not have informed |
4

2 the NRC? Were they, for example, under obligation to do so?

}
I

3' MR. LA FLEUR: Westinghouse is required under our
!

t

4 | regulations to set up a system for learning, for collecting
i

,

6

5 ( information about anything that would alert them to problars
,

i

6 | in the United States reactors , and they are required then
1, '

,

7: to analy:e this informatica and then to advise us if the' !,
'

'S conclude that it reflects some kind of a deficiency with
9 regard to safety in the reactors in this country for which

i

10 | they are responsible.
i

11 | The Part 21, the law recuirine that this Part 21
I I

12 j be written was tne reorganization bill in 1974, which was l
l

|
13 passed in November 1974, and the regulation itself nas not |

I

la published until a vear or so aco, because it was a very !
t ,

15I complicated reculation to write. |
; i

!
16 So, Westinghousa in s report did not seem to (

l
17 he concerned that this was a major incident or would involve !

i

l
i

18 other reactors. Most of the analysis in this report seers i
,

i

I19 ,. to deal with the physical damage to the piping and the valves -

.

i
, ,

20 ' and whether the plant, what would have to be done to assure
!

|

21 ! safe startup of the olant acain.
;

I '

, , '

1 22 | To say that they should have told us would be to
? ,

5

$ 23i conclude that they had failed somewhe .e in that long chain
3 i

i 2 of collecting information which had happened before the law
-

.

3 25; was written and analyzing it andconcludingtgat,gy.d4d
i

oA,* v .% .



! 13 I'

i i

I
reflect a safety hazard in this country and reportine it to g

2 us, and I don't knew where that broke.
t

3 i

i

A|
1
'

,

5 |

6

7
'

t

8' '

t

9
i

10

i .

11 | |
l !

.

12 '

O'

13

;

la |
| !

1<l i

, i

16 ! i

!

17

i

18

i |

19 ' '

|
20 '

21
'

i

h

! 22 ir i
3 |

*

V ,

23 'p

i e,

u .:, ., . .
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19
I CHAIRMAN KEMENv- Vou have mentioned just now frcm

2 that report that a good deal c.~ it deals with the physical

3 damage to the piping and the questiens en whether the plant

4 can be safely restarted. Do you feel that the system is work-

5 ing well if there is physical damage to piping and questions

6 as to whether the c.lant can safelv be started uc., and such.

7 things are not required to be reported to your office or to

8 an apIropriate NRC office?

9, M2. LAeLEUR: The conclusien of the report, as I

10, recall, is that one of the main problems was a defect in the
,

i

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

12 were not worki ig well if something as significant as this

13 happened today and if we didn't learn about it and do something

14 | about it, or at least analyte whether something should be done.

15 CHAIPP.AN KEMENY: Thank you. Governor Peterson?

16 COMMISSICNER PETERSON: Mr. LaFleur, I visited last
,

i

17 week the International Atomic Energy Agency in Vienna, and

18 they described how they have been locking into the Three Mile

19 Island accident and excressed creat concern about such an acci-;
I
i

20 dent occurring in a developing country where they don't have :
I

!i

21 | any significant backup, technical backup, as we do in this j

i

$22| country. And we here have been concerned about the thinness |! ,
t

5 j i
"

23' of the backup at Three Mile Island. |
7 i i
2 >

2 i

: 24 Thev. say that countries with no technical infra- I'. .

I.

s '

a|I3 25 i structure are buying reacters, and they don't even knew what
a . y y , -s
U W G \f , a ,

|
,

|
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1 Geiger counter is, and that in those countries that have few ggg
2 if any people assigned to functions like 'cclear Regulatory

3 Commission -- licensing, inspection, regulation.

4 Is this a gcod description of what is going on in the

5 developing countries, and are you involved in any way in trying

6 to promote better backup -- thus, better safety -- in the

7 developing countries?

Wehavebeen--Imentionedf8 MR. LAFLEUR: Yes, sir.

9 that one of our other functions in the internatior.1 activities

10 at NRC is to participate in the U. S. government, with cther

11 agencies of the U. S. government, in the support of the IAEA

12 efforts and in many bilateral efforts to improve and to help e
13 the developing countries to maintain good rec.ulatorv. organiza i

,-

14 tion and good emergency planning and that kind of thing.

15 We have analyzed for our Commission, which has

16 approved as one of our objectives in the last couple of years

17 that we initiate in our gcVernment and thence in the IAEA a ,

|
,

18 new program of increased safety in the IAEA. We had started i

19 these discussions before TMI, and in the last meeting of the i

I
20 ! Scard of Gcvernors of the IAEA in June, a program of increased

I i

.|

21 at ention to the safety programs in the ceveloping countries, |
t

I

} 22 in new c untries that have reactors, was approved. |r i

3
i

$ 23 I hope that there will be a lot done in the IAIA and ;
i l ill: 4 indirectly between the developing countries and other countriesi=
= \'

j 23 in the next few months, years, to improve che situation in i

,

n2 u. <n, *

. r. - . |v%
i

*
i
f
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21 |

i
I those countries.

2| COMMISSIONER PETERSON: I unders cod that some of the
|

I3' people at IAEA thought that the probability of developing coun-
4 tries establishing any si~nificant backup was very low because3

5 their whole kind of infrastructure was so low and their re-

6 sources financiall; were so low.

7 I was concerned whether we in the United States todavi
-i

!

8' were promoting the sale of reactors in developing countries
. -

9 with so little backup in those countries to provide for ade-

10 quate saferv.

11 MR. LAFLEU2: This is a very complex question. If a

12 country, a developing country, has only a few reactors, it can

6
13 a assumed that they have fewer people and less experience to

14 devote to the safety problems that will occur, including inci-

15 dents and accidents.

16 ! On the other hand, if they have to maintain more

17 versatile and more local support because they don't have as

18 much industrial support as another country would have, then

!,in the critical time richt after an incident started, it might19 -

I
i

20'be that they would be be-~= 7-= pared. On the otner nanc -- !!
-

f

: 1

21 | and then later on, what has to be brought in is industrial '

$ 22 support, a certain amount of government monitoring and manage- i

t i !
5 i I

$ 23 ment, and then a large industrial effort to minimize the harm |
1 I

i 24 and to clean up. i
e i
w t

3 25 That does r.cc have necessarily to be located in the
'

.

v A t,&v 's ,. j
f S
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1 country where the accident happened. So we can do a lot by

@
2 being sure that they have the benefit of our experience and
3 ne assistance in training, cur assistance in training and in

4 teaching ther. how we do things in terms of being prepared for

5 an accident, beinc. .crec.ared to crotect the cublic in case of
. .

6 an accident, and then it might be that the lack of availability
7 of full industrial capacity of one of the leading countries

8 is not necessary.

9 COMMISSIONER DETE2 SON: Oo you believe that the

10 reactors in developing countries today and those currently

11 being installed will be as well backed up as *hree Mile Island

12 was?

13 MP.. LAFLZUR: I don't have first hand experience that

14 would enable me to judge how well backed up, in the critical

15 times involved, Three Mile Island was as compared to all the

16 other plants in this country, fo r example , or any other leading
i

17 countries, and I would have to say that I have been one of

18 those who has been very concerned about the obvious potential

19 for more problems in the countries that have only one or two

20, reactors that ar- Ju.st getting started.
i i

21 j In general, I would sav. that we have to be verv. care-i
,

| 4b .
, ,, . . . . .g 22 | :ua, abcut -- or we have to ce verv calicent in .nelcinc :ne :e i i

3 i
i

", 23 ' develocinc. countries to avo' -ka- croblem.
'

.

3
. i

.

h24 COMMISSICNER PETERSON: Another cuestion: It 13
-
s i

j 25 ! apparent that the containment building at Three Mile Island wasi
.n : qc u r a |, ~. u -w

,

#

I k
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1 extremelv impo rtant in protectine the connunity from radiation,

2 | even today with its very highly lethal radiation in that con-
t

3 tainment b:llding, and v.et I learned that USSR normally o. rc-
i
'

.

4' duces reactors, builds plants, without containment buildings

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

6 the Fins objected and obtained :'.e rights to build a contain-

7 ment -- the design for a containment building from the United

8 States to put around this Scviet reactor.

9 Ncw, a v. c.uestion is, to what extent are reactors

10 used around the world without containment buildings?

11 MR. LAFLEUR: Except the Soviet Union reactors, I

12 believe all of the power reactors around the world have con-

13 tainment structures. The Soviet reactors, althcugh some of

14 them, or most of the present Soviet reactors, do not have the

15|cbvious large containment dcme that we call containment, they
,

!-- at least some of the later versions that are crerating have16

17 scme of the elenents of containment. They have a shell around

18 the system .hich, in an incident, serves to contain the released
,

19 | products and to enable rameval to filter it and clean un --~

c -
.

i |
20 | and coolinc systems. And so there is a certain e ement c: cen-i

!

!

21 tainment in some of their plants.

> l

g 22 , And the new thcusand-megawatt PWR's that they ara '

r 4

5 i
iV I.

2 23 ouilding wil;,
. . .

. nave containment.
Im
I*

t i

' 24 COMMISSIONER PETERSCN: :o we rec.uire that any=
. .

#

,
a

i

j 25 reactor scid by the United S tates be constructed with the
|

c vu n G.n , )- :
a . .,

! |
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I containment building?
ggg

2! MR. LAFLEUR: To the best of av kncwlence, we do.
I

3' I'm sorry, I don't knew that for sure, but I know of none than

4 don't have.

5 COMMISSICNER PETERSON: One last question: I under-

6 stood also that the editer of Nuclear Safety went over last

I
7j year to IAEA to ask them for some examples of-safety problems

i

i
8 i that they had encountered that could be used to show how that |'

I

9 safety problem was responded to effectively, and IhEA was

10 t nable to help them because, they said, they had to respect the

11 confidentiality of the information, and they found it difficult

12 to get information cut of a country. They said, for example,

9
13 if France reportad their incidents and the Germans didn't, then

14 the Germans would have a ccmpetitive advantage internationally

15 in selling their reactors.

16 i Furthermore, they contended that from a public rela-

17 , tiens standpvint, it would be dangerous for IAEA to dig into

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

19!that nay be seriously interfering with our acquiring knowledge
i

!!

20 ; abcut problems with reactors and hcw we can further the safety I
:

I'I

21'of coeratinc them? !I - -

r
i

> '

5 22 MR. LAFLEUR: The p:cblem is :0 adequately deal with i
r ,

5
IV

, 23;these safety questions, still respecting the rights of the
,

$ I
h! 24 . countries that are involved. If we had the right to -- cr an

I.

5

} 25 international organization had the right to go in and i

i
c:. . : ns y '; ' i

u Ar s %ra n- *
|'

I
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1 investigate an incident or to demand a report and to presumabl'a
!

2 police its accuracy. This would violate what acs: countries

3 considered to be their rights. Ne in this country are not

4 orec.ared to c.ive that kind of information about how we protect.

5 our public te any crganization that comes along.

6 So the IAZA has worked in the past on a confidential
,

7| basis with the countries that ask it for -- that ask the IAZA
;

8 to make safety inspections, for e" ample. If they want to know

9 what is wrong, if there is anything wrong with a facecr or a

10 c. art of their nuclear ener~v .croc. ram or one of their reactors,v.

11 they might ask the agency to, the IAEA, to make an inspection.

12 The IAZA would put together a team to do it, maybe, and the

13 report would be a mat:er between the IAEA and that country.
.

,
a

14 The IAZA would agree to respect any recuests trat the countryn

15 made that the information not be published.

16 So far, that is the only way that most of the coun-

17 tries will agree to operate.

18 COMMISSIONZR PETERSON: In ot.1er words, that infor-

19 ' mation --

20 ; MR. LAFLIUR: It does not mean that safety is r.at
1

2.1 i dealt with; it just meant that it is not published for every- '
,
I

i>
22 | bcdy to sea.

r i

5 !u
23 ;i

-- -7' vv go CNrR or*"RC'N'- 7- o*"e- wo d--s, vcu de "^~-- -- ----- v - --p
a

. - - - -

9
,

I I
e 24 , have the benefi: of the exoerience, then, of the other countries= i -

f I i
w I |

} 25 iand their safety problems because chev can't let that informationi
I -

|
'

c.u : \;y . ,
,ens

| . . . >
'

I
|
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gI ficw to you.

2 :1R. LAFLIUR: We have agreements with them directly,

.
J most of the countries, 17 of the countries, that -- under which

,

4 both countries permit to exchange information. As I said, we

5 get good information out of the exchanges. We don't get any-

6 thing like the information we get out of our systems which,

7 because of all the licensee event report systems which are

8 made public -- our licensee event reports, which are made pub-

9 lic and deal with very minute incidents, anything that happens

10 in our plants. We don't have that kind of thoroughness or

11 reporting of foreign incidents.

12 We do have reporting of important incidents. Because

13 of the factors I mentioned before, I am not satisfied that it

14 is good enough yet, and we are working on improving them.

15 | CCMMISSIONER PETERSON: Thank you, Mr. LaFleur.

16 CHAIRMAN KEMENY: Professor Taylor?

17 COMMISSIONER TAYLOR: I would like to just briefly

i

18 follow up on the question that was touched on by Governor

19 'eterson's line of questioning, and that is, is it fair to ,

f.
20 sav that there does no exist now in the world any institu- '

. .

.

i

21 ' ticnal framework for systematic review of :he operating
|

> i
1 22 exterience of all the world's reactors, let's say outside Of
r - ;

i
=-
v i

23 the countries with plant (?) econcmies, the Ccmmunist countries-a ,

$ f ki 24 | for safety related ourc.oses aimed at tr'rinc. to keep the reac- -
; _ .

,

25 tors as safe as .cossible? .G, .".~> "3 P 9..
,
,

I

|
.
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I MR. LAFLEUR: For systematic, T.eaning something that
|

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

|
3 COMMISSIONR TA'? LOR: Is it fair to say that because i

4 of the nature of the International Atomic Energy Agency, its

5 necessity for responsiveness to confidentiality requirements,

6 and so on, is it fair to say that a larc.e c. rec.ertion of safetv.
.

7 related incidents are not likely to become ge::erally known to
I

8 the world, public, that might be interested?

9 MR. LAFLEUR: There is no reasan why a certain

10 system for respecting confidentiality requirements oculdn't

11 be set up in the IAEA. We are in fact trying to set ap a

12 system of a certain threshhold of rec.ortinc. in the Nuclear
.

13 Energy Agencv of the OECD in Paris. That is an organization of

14 mostly the advanced countries, advanced industriali:ed coun-

15 tries. They have an active nuclear energy program and are
|

16 trying -- we are trying as sort of an experiment now to see

17 whether a useful system of reporting can be set up.

18 The problem with those interrstional systems, multi-

19 ' lateral systems, is that pecple tend to respcnd better to

. ,!20 ,| bilateral arranc.ements wherein it is easy to e.in down who is

! !

21 going to answer it, who is going ec be responsible in eac" '

>
1 22 country, and it isn't a situation of scme ccuntries throwing
_

i ,

Ia i in all their information, as we would do, because we auncmati-
23 |

y

m. .

2 f

i 24 , cally publish it, and other countries just riding for free.
,

. ,

!s ;

} 25 ' We have not reached a stage of development yet, ! !
i

|

1C, * * / G ' 3
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I think, where we can really depend on all the countries to ggg
2 voluntarily throw in the level of detail that you are talking
3 abcut, but I am hoping in this NEA thing we will learn a 10:

4 about how that can work at a certain level of sensitivity.
5 COMMISSIONER TAYLOR: Uas this IZA,the European

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

i

7 MR. LAFLEUR: No, that has been -- that was before I

8 TMI. That was -- we started about a year ago on that. Right

9 new it is the NEA, the Nuclear Energy Agency of the OECD.

10 It is being carried on under a committee of the NEA called

11 the Conmittee on the Safety of Nuclear Installations.

12 There is a workinc. crouc ric.ht new in which we have.

13 a member that is exploring the possibilities as regards an
I
i

14 agreement among the countries that would agree to contribute

1 ~5 and the format for reporting, because that is very important.

16 Ncbedy would try to use all of the information that comes cut

17 of every pcwer plant, and so this implies a certain threshhold

18 will have to be established and followed by all the countries
- i

i

19 to produce a usable bank of information.

20 COMMISSIGNER TAYLOR- I see. Are v.ou aware of anv. '
t

!

2r instances of foreign reactor transients, whether su.n.clied bv. i
,
,

II 22 U. S. vendors or scmeone else, that has led directly to changesir i
>

s |
|U 23 | in either design or operating procedures in U. S. reactors, fcq,

'm
i I i

;

I 24 safety reasons?
i

.
5 .

Ij 25 | MR. LAFLEUR: Nell, the one we have been discussing '

i
,

i
i

| v %t /g ) <;t9
^r, * ':_1\,
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I

i
i
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I was probably in the minds of the people who knew the system, -

. i

I

n - - '
t2 ' in hesting' ouse, :Or example, anc so t must have mace - : I
.

I3 ! conceivably made some contribution, because Westinchcuse and i
, ,

d we, together, as : understrnd it, -initiated this change af ter

5 .A .s

6 COMMISSIONER TAYLOR: Nell, this was after TMI and

i

7 has cc=e out about five years after it happened. I guess I am|
! '

8! 4...n es ad . c %. ..o w w h e *..k.e a *. a n ", 4 ... e i . . . .' . e ' . 4 - . v.
^#

; - -- -- . a - w-

i
i

9'U. S. and foreie.n nuclear .orocrams there have been instances-

10i of the value of keeping aler- to what is going on in operating
I
.

11 exnerience in terms of actual chanc.es in what we do as a resul*,-

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

13 is what I an trying to get at. Ecw helpful has that been?

14 MR. LAFLZUR: I can name a few cases. There is a -
i

I

15 I don't know the degree of formality of this change, but we

16 Operate Our PWR's .'T a certain way based on experience that

17 has been gained hel and abroad with water hammer problems.
I

18 If we learn about a tendency of a certain flying arrangement

I
19 and of a certain concept to cause water ha==er, we could adiusd

.

20' cur recuirements for operating the plants accordingly, and we
,I .

21 : have done this,
i

>
1 22 We have, over the -- and this based to a large .
t :
5 tu a

? 23 | extent on foreign information. We nave received goed coopera ,'e
I

g i +

I .4 r. .d u=ed- ..'. e . . . ... .=. . - . . c . . .'. e w. e ' ' > .cw.. 2.' nTas=- .

-- d-
.- ...= -

i. i

5 |

} 2f' steel pipe cracking problems in 3NR's and have from time to
i

i

n. :vi< !
uwiva
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I time examined our plants very carefully and issued instruc- g
| W

2| tions about inspections, and so forth, based en what we reccg-
|

3| nized to be a generic problem, and a large part of the experi-
4 ence for that has cc=e from Germany and Japan.

5 CCMMISSIONER TAYLOR: Has that experience become

6 useful to the United States through the bilateral arrangements,

7 or have there been instances in which this foreign experience

8 has been useful to us by sc=e other mechanism like the Inter-

9 national Atomic Energy Agencv. or IRATA in the old dav.s or anv
.

10 other institution,

11 MR. LAFLEUR: The information usuallv ccmes to us-

I
|

12 or experience overseas -- 1:.. we learn 1: :or the first time
_ .

. . . . i
'

O13 overseas, as havinc. haccened overseas, it usually cc=es almos..

la simultaneously from the governments that we deal with and from

15 the vendors. Usually it is in an informal conversation or a
i

!

16 cable is received about something that happened, and usually

17 the U. S. vendor, who usually still is involved in the plant,

18 some kind of consultant relationship with the utility, is in-

19 formed also, and so he is working en the problem at the same

20 j time, and naturally the whole cc=munity works on it at once.
,

s

i
a

21 COMMISSIONER TAYLOR: Is there any indication of a I

l,
1 22 greater alertness to the need for information about possible
r
3
U

13 ransients, particularly those that involve inappropriate i9
2 .

I
li 24 actions by Operators? In our bilateral arrangements with j

.
5 i

ggg 3 25! foreign countries, particularly those that we have reason to 1

|
n :A s a w; onn. ,

va a l

i
um
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I believe don't have, or, as Governor Peterson pu it, are

f
2 really thin, technically, do we tend to be more alert to what !

3 gces on through our bilateral arrangements in those cases,
i

4 and if so, what basis is there for saying yes?

5 MR. LAFLEUR: We distribute to them as much of our

6 cperating experience as we can. We send them all of our LZR's.
I

7| This iS the Licensee Event ROOcrts. Thev are DrObablv toc |
I !

8 voluminous for anybody to, at this coint, to really take full -

i. .

I

9 advantage of.

10 CCMMISSIONER TAYLCR: 3ut is this beyond what you

I
11 do with situations in, say, West Germany or France, where there

12 is a big backup? I guess I am locking for additional things

13 that you do beyond what you might do in a -- tnis is so far
.

14 as NRC action is concerned, or action called for by NRC. Do

15 you do anything different when you are dealing with a develop-

16 ing country that adds information or tries to scmehow make up

17 for than thinness, technical thinness?

18 MR. LAFLEUR: The program that : mentioned in the |

19 IAZA is concentrating on helping the developing countries.

20 |i That means that their people will receive the training. The i

1

! I
i21 !' training that will be under this program will be primarily -

I

>
1 22 for representatives from the developing countries. i
e
5
V

23 CCMMISSICNER TAYLOR: Well, ! guess am interested j3
i |<

! 24 in what we de bilaterally, independently of the IAEA. In other
- ,

5 !

3 25 words, do ve something special when we sell a reactor to a |
a > v.U N G.n . . , ,

s Ja ,
|
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l developing country?

2I MR. LAFLEUR: Ne don't neglect to give them anythingi
i

1

3 that we do give the other countries, so they get the full
4 benefit of that.

< Fe have a program or_ a kinc or :ellowship in our, _ _ .-

6| star:__ wherein we receive representatives : rom the regulatory. _

7 organizations of the developing countries. There are only a

3 handful of countries that are right now building C. S. reactors ,

9 that are operating them, that need this kind of -- would be

10 in this category that you are talking about.

11 We do receive their people to gain experience in
!

l

12 | cur staf f and to go home better informed of how we do things.
,

#13 We participate with the other advanced countries in missions

14 that are organized by the IAZA to go to these countries and

15 perform some of these advisory missions. I personally try to

16 meet with the people frcm the developing countries who are
'' working on beir safety programs at least once a year, and it

18 is usually more often, to see what it is that they need at the

19 time and to help them to get it.

20 COMMI53IONER TA? LOR: Well, now, in a somewhat more

21| sort of demanding =cde, do ve impose safety related criteria
|

I
1
'>

1 22 i or conditions on the sale of a reactor from the U. S. to a !- ,
t

3 I' iV
23i foreign country, develocinc_ or otherwise, that is safety :, t - _ i,

-

1
5

1 24 , related and that relates to operating procedures or processes I
,e ,

3" 25 || as a condition for sale?
1

3
a . . ; ,j ) . ,5 ,

; v .c , % ,

, {3
,

i

\' d
.

!
!

's
,

+
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. I

I
g For example, do we require anything that has to do

2 with the level of traininc of coerators as condition for sale?

3|
' '

!

MR. LAFLIUR: No, we do not. i
,

i

4 COMMISSIONER TAYLOR: Do you think we should? !
l
!

'

5 MR. LAFLEUR: Personally, I do not.

6 COMMISSIONER TAYLOR: Oces that suggest that you

7 would leave it, then, to the covernments of the countries to |

|

|

8 which we sell reac Ors to provide the mechanis.a for making

9 sure that the reactors are operated safely? .6cm do we icok !

,

10 to to make sure that operators knew what they are doing? :
!

11 I guess this is waat I am after.

12 MR. LAFLEUR: We have to look to the government

13 that is responsible in the ccuntry that is oper: ting the
i

14 reactors. We could require that they agree to operate a good |
i

|

15 safety c. roc. ram and to sur.ervise their cr.eration and these
;

_ j
'

l
16 | things in an acreement or as a condition of our export

i
17 license, but if we did, they would be very reluctant to i

|
18 accept this. It would be a factor that presumably rould have

19 ! to be enforced, and they could then be subiect, c r e s u m a b l v. , |

|
.

I

,

20 | to our cancelline O,e nex sh,: ment 1:.. we, :or sc=e reacen -- !.

n
.

.
,

: I
'

!

21 if they had an accident or if somebody rec.orted that thev. were!. ,

t

b
I 22 going to have an accident, and they would lock with very much |
r
5 Iu

23 suspicion and concern at this kind of an arrang.ement.,
-

1
'

i 24 There are situations new .ihere countries feel tha
.

25 | any time we decide to change our Orocess a little or if. -

< , . .,
vv,

.,..

#I u 4 e v,6_

,

|
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I there is a public concern about something that i s h a n. c. e n i n c.

2 in that country that reflects in its reactor, that they will

3 he cut off; they will not get the shipment that they planned

4 on, that they need, and I would be very cautious about ma. king

5 that kind of a demand in this respect.

6

7

i

8'
,

9!
,

10 ,

11

12

13

14

15

l

16

17

18

19 |
|
1

20 |
f

i
.

21 '

s
2 22
e i

i
3 i

|s i

, 23 ; j
s ;

i
l 1

'

a 24 ' '

!. i.

.

3 25 I
,
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Dt ., j CCMMISSICNER TAYLCR: It seems to me, then, that we

T ' 2-79 2' are stuck with a situation in which we just have to trust other
1 a3 : '

3 governments to do what is appropriate to operate reactors safe-

4|! ly and can't really have much effect on what pecole do, as |
|

|

3| long as they. don't carefully pay attention to all of the signa $s
1

6 that have to do with reactor safety and are competent to apply!
! !

7 | them. In other words, we have to trust them to do that. Is |

|

8| that a correct picture? '
i

l
i

I9 MR. LA FLEUR: Yes. As they trust us to do it here.!

|
10 COMMISSIONER TAYLCR: Now, one final question. Are '

;

I
11 j you aware of any incidents, transients, in which it is gener-

.

I12 ally agreed that th:es was veiding of the core in a light water
! !13 | reactor -- pressurized water reactor, I am sorry -- of any kind
;

i i

la ! outside of the United States, in addition to this Swiss reac- |
t

15 tor that we talked about earlier in your testimony? !
|

16 MR. LA FLEUR: No. |
I

.

17 : COMMISSIONER TAYLCR: Thank you very much.
'

18 i CHAIRMA:: ul.MENY: Let's see. There are four commis .
i

I
,

19 sioners waiting to ask questions. Professor M-: rett is fir st .
'

,

20 ' CCMMISSIONER MARRETT: I am inter ested in the opera- :
,

21 ; tien of the Office of International Programs. As I understand
>

-g 22 it, one responsibility or one function of that office is to
3
U

23 issue import and export licenses for power reactors, research7
I
I 24 , reactors, radioactive materials. My first question is aie
,

} 25 there any instances in which an application has been denied?
' (e * ] f ) * z : *$
,

s %J Ad\J %) Ls ,*
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2 '! MR. LA FLEUR: On the basis of safety considerations?
!

2| CCMMISSIONER MARRETT: On whacever hasis. !

3 MR. LA ELEUR: The NRC did not approve the issuance !,!

;

4 of a license for one of the exports of fuel to the Terrapur )
1

!
5| reactors in India. After that in the procedure prescribed in |

!
l

6 the Non-Proliferation Act, the President overrode our decision {
;

I7 ! and approved the application. There are some other people who!
i

8 cou.d refresh my memory here, but that is the only one I know.;|
!
l9 COMMISSIONER MARR.Tr: And on what basis had NRC !

|
10 recommended the denial of the application?

11 MR. LA FLEUR: We had a commission that simply.did
i

12 not vote in favor of it. The case of India and its non-prolifd
12 eration situation is a very, very complex one. It was on the j

t

la basis of non-proliferation considerations that it was not ap-
i

15 { proved by NRC.
|

i

i

16 COMMISSIONER MARRETT: It was not on any technicr1 I
|

t'

17 grounds. Is that right?
l

18 Mll. LA Fu?.UR: It wa not en safety grounds, no.
'

!

19
i COMMISSIONER M7.RRETT: Well, to give me some sense

20i of what thi: means, about how many applications would you get,
21 say, in the course of a year? '

, ,

* !

} 22 | MR. LA FLEUR: For export of fuel and reactors?
,,3 i

? 23 ; COMMISSIONER MARRETT: Yes.

!j 24 | MR. LA FLEUR: Several hundred. c - o n , 'n* A '' "

I !
a 25

COMMISSICNER MARRETr: And or the period --

i
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CO3 .

1 MR. LA FLEUR: Only two or three reactors a year,
1 !

2i fuel or other materials, radioactive materials and reactors.
I

:

3i CCMMISSICNER MARRETT: So, during the time you spend
!
i i

4| in the Office of International Programs, therecouldhavebeen|
J .

I :

5 { some 400, 500 applications? {

i

l
I

i MR. LA FLE*JR: Yeah. Hundreds. |
6

7, CCMMISSIGNER MARRETT: And only one that you can re--
\

3 { call in which NRC recommended that it be denied?
!

9 MR. LA FLEUR: May I ask someone to re fresh ?>f ?.emory

10 I on that? Would that be all right, Mr . Chairman?
I
i
' !

i1 CHAIRMAN KEMENY: Yes, j
i

.

I i

12 MR. LA FLEUR: J im, is that a fair statement? i

!

|

13 MR. SHAY: Yeah, I think chat '

|
--

f'
! .l

14 i MR. LA FLEUR: Mr. James Shay, the director of the
'

,'

15 International Program. |

!

t

16 MR. SHAY: I think that is a fair statement, although
i17 | I would clarify that the Commission's vote on that particular !
i

18 . territory application was a tie vote, two to two. It wasn't il

19 i a majority vote in favor of the dias, so by failure of the
:

20 Commission to reach a positive decision, the case was referred
21 to the Executive Branch (inaudible) . But that is the only case

>

{ 22 ' that I can recall. I think there was one relatively minor
a
J

23p case a long time back, which was also turned down, but those
i

{24 are the only two that I can recall in the course of the time
,

a
4 25 that I have been with them, which is about three year s. And,

q u,v =A ,'.m . q
vs

r
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!t
1 of course, in that time there has probably been a thousand or :

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

3 |, per year, (inaudible) . A lot of these are relatively minor
| I4j things, components for reactors, small (inaudible).

|!
l,

!5| COMMISSIONER MARRETT: Well, I would like to followI ;

,

i
6 up on that because one possible interpretation would be it is |

.

I

7 a fait accompli that anyone who puts in an application, it ia
l

I3' going to be app oved and I am sure that there are some other !

!
l9 responses that could be given to that. But how might you ex- !
I

10 plain to a general public the fact that there is an office i

|

I,

11 ! charged with the responsibility for reviewing applications and l
.

'

t

12 they all get through.

13 MR. LA ELEUR: There has been a very, very strenuous
t

14 | tightening of export requirements in the last |
few years and i

| '

15 i they mostly deal with non-proliferation matters. The countriesi

!
'

16 |I that have contracts with us to supply fuel or to supply reac-
17 I tors have agreed over a period of time with us, to tighten the|

.

i
i

I

18 ' requirements . Certain ones still have not quite met all of the
i

19 requirements or there is some disagreement among the ccmmission-

20 ! ers as to whether they have and India is one of them. I
! And for

21 ; that reason there have been -- at least in that one "cse was --
,

f22 but, in fact, the tightening of the requirements has taken
: i

J
g 23 ;
2

- place. Now, some countries, as a result of it, have -- as a

i 24 ; result of this tightening have gotten to depend less on the '

'
s,

2 25 j United States for their reactors and fuel and have turned to
i G ma .uw s'20
' t
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i

1 [ other countries or to their own resources.DOS
But anyone who |

}

2j knows the history of the non-proliferation policy in our coun i
!

3; try, I think, would assure you that our licensing over the last
l' !

4' few years has been the final instrument i

2 a very, very strong!

5i and successful effort to tighten the non-proliferation requirei
|
I

6| ments that all of the recipient countries are agreeing to and
I

!

I '

7 living up to.
|

t

3 I CCMMISSIONER MARRETT: I would like to return to a !

!
i9 slightly different area that bears, though, on the operation of

10 your office. I would Itke to know as deputy director of the I
i

11 | office, how do you assess how effective your office is? What

12 is your basis for knowing whether or not you and your staff,
:

13 particularly in this case, how do you determine whether your
14 staff is doing a good job?

i

15 1MR. LA FLEUR: Speaking of the exchange of safety
6 information, I meet with the people everseas or in here, peopl

17
from overseas and discuss with them from time to time, annually

I

IS | or more often, the program that tl. j have,
.

what they are doing
i

19 ; in it and what information is coming out of it and what we are
20 exchanging. We mail reports to them. They mail reports to

2I ' us. We have many visitors. All the visitors come back to one
>

22 one degree or another we consult with the travelers and we
5 :
v

23
? i learn and they learn and report to their fellows in the staff

khk 24 'i things about the foreign programs. By means of this constants i

25 , surveillance of what is going on and how the countries seem to
i

320011,
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e
1 be reporting, seem to be developing their safety programs, I

g
i

2| am able to judge where we should put more emphasis and where -

,

i t

3 we are achieving some success. |
|

4 COMMISSIONER MARRETT: Let me ask -- that is on one '

5| side of your office's responsibilities, as I understand it.
|
16 That is on the program side. Your other side in the area of !

!7| licensing, how do you evaluate there whether or not you are ;
i |

8 doing an effective job, with reference to licensing? i

I
i

t
9 MR. LA FLEUR: Well, the -- you are speaking of li-

10 ,! censing of exports. The agreements that the countries make
i

11 with us in terms of non-proliferation measures -- this is not
|t

12 safety, but non-proliferation -- are enforced by their agree-

13 ment to let the IAEA, as an international organization, make

la inspections to locate and to count and to continually audit,

15 repetitively audit, to assure that all of the materials that 4

i

|16 we sent overseas is not being diverted from the peaceful pur- :
,

) i

17 | poses that we agreed to send it for. |
! I

18 j CHAIR M KEMENY: Excuse :ne , Mr. LaFleur. May I

interrupt you for a moment, please. This is now twice in a !19

i

*0' row when Professor Marrett asked you about how things are en-4

,

i
21 forced, you switched to non-proliferation. That is not parti :

!>

| 22 i cularly the charge of this commission. We are very much inter-
3
v

23 i
? ested in the question of safe y. Would you be willing to
i I hhhj 24 ' answer Professor Marrett's question in the context of safety.
s i

25 | MR. LA FLEUR: I am sorry. I thought she was asking
! O * v ' n :h;3<

u N U, J ~ .sr

!
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'

D07
1 about licensing. In the case of licensing, we don't connect

I i

2 | the issuance of an export license with any safety requirements;
,

i

3, or requirements for reporting of safety events.
I

CHAIRMAN KEMENY:
4|

Did we understand you correctly? |
I

5 There is no safety consideration in issuing an export license?;
i

MR. LA FLEUR: There are two exceptions, I would have6j
1

7' to say . One is that the President, last January, issued an i

4

,

i

|1

a! executive order that will require that before any United States
'
,

I

9 ! . agency conducts actions relating or the action of exporting or!
I
'
I I

10 i approving the export of a reactor that a certain amount of rs-i '

I

i,

11 ; view of the environmental impact overseas of that export will
{
i

12 i be made and taken into consideration. The agencies involved,
,

i

|

,'13 ' the State Department and the NRC and the other agencies, are ,

in the process now of writing regulations to implement that14

15 | decision.
16 The other incident that comes to mind is there is

I
,

17 ! a large controversy now around the export of a reactor to the |

18 | Philippines and there has been a controversy in the Philippines
i

19 ' and here about several things connected witn the building of
i

20 the plant and the contracting for the plant, one of which was
21 the safety considerations. We understand from our discussionsi:

'*

[ 22 , with the State Department that they are trying to get some
5
V

23 , kind of a resolution of the safety concerns, among other things,p
a
I
i 24 before they make their recommendations to us. So, those are
,

t
4 25 the two exceptions. < >o.n g#o.3su u-i
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\
3 1' CCMMISSICNER MARRETT: Let me see if I can summarizej

!

2i what, at least I gathered frcm scme of your last comments. !

I
i

2 ! Although one of the charges of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission

4 ) is to protect the responsibility -- as cited in the st atement

! '

5j is to protect public health and safety, at least in the past j
i I

6 the Office of International Programs in issuing export licenses
|

. I

7j has not had this as a major priority in its decision-making. |
Ii

3i Is that a summary of at least the way that it has worked? i

i

9{ MR. LA FLEUR: Because the charge is to protect
i

10 'j health and safety in this country and not overseas, that is i

i i

11 | true, f|

12 | CHAIRMAN KEMENY: Professor Pigford.

h13 { COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Mr. LaFleur, does this coun-

14 ! try have an agreement with Japan?
!i

!15 I MR. LA 312UR: Yes, sir. I

I

16 | COMMISSIONER PIGFCRD: Do you happen to know if the
I

I

17 !' staff report on the generic assessment i

of feedwater transients !
| i

18 i and pressurized water reactors was the new reg 0560, called |'

i ,
.

I9 ! the Tedesco Report, was sent to Japan after it was issued?
! '

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

2I i COMMISSICNER PIGFCP.D: Have we received any ccmments
|

22 ! from Japan on that report to your knowledge? '

>

v
23

? MR. LA FLEUR: We have had several visits of techni-
i

1:

y 2# cal teams from Japan and in the last month we have had the
'

i i

} 25 !
'

senior licensing man of the ministry that licenses in Japan .

I 3200 M ;
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'3 t'

DO9 1; visit the people who wrote the report to discuss an incident
'

.

2| that happened in their country recently. As to whether he
i

3 | commented in general on the report as a whole, I don't know. '

'

,

4i COMMISSICNER PIGFORD: Now, that incident I don't
.I
t

5 find mentioned in your deposition. Have I overicoked it or
|

|6| was it mentioned? !
.

I 1

7, MR. LA FLEUR: I don't think I mentioned it in my
,

8' de po sition .

9 COMMISSICNER PIGFCRD: Is it related tc the T:!I ,

i

10 acc ident, do you think?

11 | MR. LA FLEUR: It was a transient ir. a.PWR in Japan,

12;i which apparently happened as a result of a faalty instrument.
,

!

!13 ! I think it was, again, not a very serious incident. It was '

f \14 t reported to us in the course of our usual exchange of informa !
t

15 i tion and it was of urgent interest to the Japanese at the time:
|

i

16 | because they had shut down all of their PWRs, only one of
I

|

17 | which had been operating when they issued the order. And the
I

13 ' first ones to restart --
1

I

19
! COMMISSIONER PIGFCRD: Excuse me. Do you mean they
;

20 | shut them down after this transient of theirs? '

2I | MR. LA FLEUR: No, they shut them dcwn after TMI.
>

! 22 COMMISSICNER PIGPORD: After TMI.
5 |
V

_? 23 | MR. LA FLEUR: And one of the fir st two to start up

f 24 was the one that had this incident and so they were in the
; ,

process of approving the start-up of their other reactors and

9. . nv ia b,g ., ,sw
-
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.0 1. when this incident happened, we saw reports of it and asked |

i

!
! h

2 them to give us more information on it and they did. !

.i

3| CCMMISSICNER FIGFORD: Now, you say this inc ident . ;

! !4' Did that happen after TMI or befcre it? |
i

5| MR. LA FLEUR: Yee after. ,

l
16 COMMISSIONER PIGFCRD: I see. Could you characterize

I
7i that incident for us? Eihat happened? And also, I guess, I

I,

8 need some clarification because it sounds like this incident
9 happened after TMI, but treir reactors were shut down. How

' l

10 | could it have happened? I missed something there. !
i

i
i

11 MR. LA FLEUR: The first two plants at one site that
;

i12 I were started up after they had shut down the PWRs, of those '

13 | fir st two , one of them had t.}is incident soon afterwards. It ,

!14 was more of a -- I would call it more of a transient, an inter-
i

15 I esting transient, than an incident because there was very lit l
l

16 tle external effects --

1 '

17 i COMMISSIONER PIGFCRD: Fine . Transient? What kind !!
i13' of transient? What happened?

'

19 i MR. LA FLEUR: I am sorry. I don ' t know enougP of
!

<

20 ' the details of it to tell you.

2I | CCMMISSICNER PIGFCRD: Do you have a report on it?
>

}
,'2

; MR. LA FLEUR: We have a report on it.
3

'

23 >
? COMMISSICNER PIGFCRD: Could we get a copy of that,
i !

94 ' please?t !
-

v ~t/g . . .<n,(. . y s; ,

I !7<* ', MR. LA FLEUR: I don't know. I will see what we have:,

I
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45
C011 1 | and I will comrtunicate with the board about it, if it is okay.

i '

2 !
,

COMMISSIONER PIGFCRD: Now, why did they shut down

3; thsir plants after the TMI accident? !

l !
4' MR. LA FLEUR: They were concerned, I sup po se , about

i5 the implications of TMI. !

6 CCMMISSIONER PIGFCRD: Do they have any pressurized |
!

k

7; water reactors which are designed or manufactured under license
,

,

8 by B&W7
'

!

9| MR. LA FLEUR: No. These were Westinghouse-type |

10 | plants.
;

I

11 : CCMMISSIONER PIGFORD: All Westinghouse-type. Do
!

t

12 | we know any more specifics about i

their concerns? Why they
1

I
13 shut them down?

I14 , MR. LA FLEUR: I believe it was for the reasors '

i
'

,

15 I that we mentioned, the things that we had learned in the early|f
, -

i

16 | days after TMI that should be investigated and reviewed care- i

!
17 fully and maybe even adjusted, such as this coincidence logic !

!

'
!13 i in the pressurizer. That concerned them. In fact, one of the'

I
, ,

19 ; things that they are doing is changing the type of coincidence !,

!

20 logic that they use.
<

21 ' CCMMISSIONER PIGFCRD: Now, has NRC, after TMI,
! *

i> .

1 22 i issued any such analysis the generic assessment of feedwater
! iu i

3 23 : tran sients in pressurized water reactors designed by companies ,a
1 u

1 24 , other than Babcock and Wilcox? S;jOOj'
I I

25 | MR. LA FLEUR: I don't think there is a generic
e

i

i
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'

!
.2 1; re por t on transients in Westinghouse or other PWR plants yet. j g

i W
2I There have been extensive staff studies and discussiens with -

|'
.

3| the individual operators and the vendors and a lot of actiori

! i

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

i I

5l been issued.
i

i
i'

|6' CCMMISSIONER PIGFORD: It sounds as if Japan decidedi
!

7j on their own initiative to shut down their pressurised water
f

3, reactors of a non-B&W-type after TMI accident. Is that correc ?
i I

9| MR. LA FLEUR: That is right. They did. !

!

10 COMMISSIONER PIGFORL : Now --

11 I MR. LA FLEUR: Cnly one was operating at the time, ,

'
i

12 as I said. '

13 CCMMISSICNER PIGFORD: Only one was operating? !

i

la | !MR. LA FLEUR: Only one of the seven or eight or

15 I their FWRs happened to be in operation at that time.
,

16 COMMISSICNER PIGFORD: I see. But they officially
t

i

17 shut them all down, ii

!

IS , MR. LA FLEUR: That is right and made extensive re-

19 '

views of the kind we are talking about before they allowed

20 them to reopen.

21 CCMMISSICNER PIGFORD: Were there any modifications :

>

g 22 ' or procedures or equipment required before they were allowed
i

23
? to reopen?

l i

24j MR. LA FLEUR: The one I know about is a change in
;
t
' 25 * the logic of this injection signal in the pressuriser.

O: o
es Ao \>. n , o,3 * L t. i
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0013 1| CCMMISSICNER PIGFCRD: This is the coincidence logic?

a
i

,

2 MR. LA FLEUR: Yes. '

!
,i

i

3 :! CCMMISSICNER PIGFCRD: That change was made? i

4; MR. LA FLEUR: Yes. Well, what they did -- the f
! I

l'

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

t

6 eliminate the coincidence logic an we did. They changed the

7; set points on one or both of the parameters. !

!>

8! CCMMISSIONER PIGFCRD: Does it mean then that you
1 '

i.i

9| have a report from Japan on their analysis of their reactors
'

i

10 prior to their start-up, the analysis of the safety of their {
-

i

11 | reactors? |
!

12 | MR. LA FI.EUR: Yes. I didn 't read the repcrt com-
: .

13 pletely, but we have a report, at least on the conclusions

t

la , that they reached. !
,

!

15 CCMMISSICNER PIGFORD: Yes. Now, that is different |
,

i

16 | from the report you mentioned earlier which is on the specific :
i

17 | transient that happened during their start-ups then. Is that
i !

13 i correct? .

19 MR. LA FLEUR: Yes.

20 COMMISSICNER PIGFORD: I see. How would you identify

21 | that report? Does it have some title? I now mean the report
y I !

1 22 i by Japan prior to the start-up -- authorization of the restart-
5 '

23 up of their reactors. Does it have some title that you remember?y
'

I <

i 24 MR. LA FLEUR: The plant involved in the inc ident
.

25 was OE.

820010
,
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L4 1i CCMMISSIONER PIGFCRD: I am sorry. I am not speak- k
|

'

.

2 ing of the re start-up incident. I am now speaking of the
|

3| analysis that finally led them to the decision to go into !
l
i

4 a new start-up.
I

5| MR. LA FLECR: I don't remember what title it ,

6 carr ied.
,

I I
i7 COMMISSICNER PIGFCRD: There is a report, though?

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

9i COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: And if we were to request !
|

'

10 it, then it is physically there and we might be able to obtain|
'l I I

it?
|
|

12 MR. LA FLEUR: It is what, sir? k

13 CCMMISSIONER PIGFCRD: The report is physically :

i

i i

l
i14 | there and if we were to request it, we might be able to ob-

I i
15 | tain it? |

.

I

16 MR. LA YLEUR: Yes, sir. !
J

a

17 ' COMMISSICNER PIGFORD: Do you have -- .

li

18 | MR. LA FLEUR: I am not sure how extensive or how
i

19 useful it will be, but there is a report there.

20 CCMMISSIONER PIGFCRD: Well, I don't know either.
.

2I j It sounds as if it was a post-TMI reaction by a foreign country
'>

[ 22 ! to the issues at TMI, even though the reactors were not 3&W
3 '

v

| 23| reactors. |||'

2 ,

E 24
i

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

* i

1 25 | overseas reactions. We have tried to compile them and I have
w:n n: v Nb.i Y;b, vv
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I]l5 1 | a report on that.'

}2| CCMMISSIONER PIGFCRD: Yes. Could you describe what.

I
3| other reports you have? !

!

l I
4j MR. LA FLEUR: Well, each country has done a little ;

I5 bit differently from the others. In the case of the Swedish |

4
I

a plants, they have had an on-again, off-again moratorium on -

i I
1

7 | new plants for a year or two now and it has become a very im- '

i

8 portant political issue in Sweden. And one or two PWRs that |i

| |
t9 ; were in the course of events that were happening at the time

IC > of TMI would have -- apparently would have been allowed to

11 ) start up during the last few months, were not started up, pend-
5

12 f ing a new public referendum that will be voted in March in

13 Sweden. The referendum has not yet been drafted so I cannot
i

i
14 i say exactly what the impact could be, but something will be

'
l i

15 ! decided in a public referendum in March about
I to what extent !
! i

16 ; the two or three already c wjleted, but not yet operating ii '

17 ' PWRs and future plants in Sweden will go into operation. Those
t

18 ; are the two main reactions. The report that I have outlines
!

19 , some of the other reccmmendations that have been made in the

20 other countries and so forth and I will be glad to give it to
2I t

you.

>

f. 22 ' COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Do you have some report frem

23
? Germany?
=
#
#

$ 2# MR. LA FLEUR: I don't know if there has been a;

t4 25 national reaction in Germany. There must be something in the ,

,

3200 2.
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f6 1, report, but nothing is as drastic as what I have been descri- | |||

\
!

2 bing in the odier two countries. Nothing as importan t . The !
I

'

3 | Germans license plants at the state level, so that the differ-i
,

I
|4' ent states each have different reactions and it is not as uni j!
'

!

5| form as some of the -- '

:
a

6{ CCMMISSICNER PIGFORD: However, does Germany have a |
I I

7 commission or a committee investigating Three Mile Island or ,'
I

I

3j the effects of that issue upon its own reactors? |
| i

9 MR. LA FLEUR: There have been two or three reports. !
10 Whether there has been a formally established committee, I !

i

11 don't recall. We have had several visits of technical people
i

i

12 officially sent by the government or by other parts of their ggg
i13 community to investigate -- to learn what we know about Three '

l14 ! Mile Island. |

| !

15 . I

CCMMISSIONER PIGFORD: You don't have any reports in :

i

16 hand from the.: on that investigation? I

!,

17 ! MR. LA FLEUR: Whatever I have is summarized in this :
i i

13
one report of two parts, that I can let you have.

I9 , COMMISSIONER PIGFCRD: Yes. I am really interested

20 in going beyond the summary to see if you have an actual report
i

,I '
' f from Germany itself, as well as the summary. _The summary you

[ 22 ;| mentioned summari=ed activities
>

in several countries, I think,i
y

23 '
_? didn't it? '

I '

24j MR. LA FLEUR: I don't recall, s ir , but I will be,

s ,

3 25 glad to look and let you know.
I

G ' AE p t mt+
uA JsEo
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!
17 1, CCMMISSICNER PIGFCRD: And what about Austria? Do

.

*

t

,'

2 they have an investigation going on?
!

l

3' MR. LA FLEUR: Austria decided last fall to neve- ,

4' generate electric power with 2.oflear energy.
|i

15! COMMISSICNER PIGFCRD: So, do they have an investi-
1 ,

!6 gation going on concerning the Three Mile Island accident? '

7 MR. LA FLEUR: I don't know. '

i
t

3 CCMMISSICNER PIGFCRD: All right. And Japan, does

it have an investigation still going on?9

!

10 ; MR. LA FLEUR: I don't know. I assume that the re-
I !

11 j sults of the investigation that initially started were what we;
i

I
'

i

12 | saw in this report about the changes in the logic of the pres l
<

; ,

1

13 | surizers of the Westinghouse plants.
,

lla CCMMISSICNER PIGFORD: But you don't know if there

15 is a continuing investigation in Japan frem the Three Mile
,'i

16 Island accident and its effect upon the Japanese reactors?
i

,

17 |
t

MR LA FLEUR: I don't. They are certainly wz.tching|
18 it very carefully. All their responsible authorities are

.

19 i watching what you do and what else comes out of NRC and the
:

20 other investigations here.

21 ' CCMMISSIONER PIGFORD: If there were such an invest->
\>

g 22 igation, would a report from that then -- a copy -- be senti
V

-y 23 to your office? e
'

1

1 24 , MR LA FLEUR: I have asked all of the countries --2
,

1 25 yes, it would. I hope. 800db3,

i
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|

|||.8 1 COMMISSIONER PIGFCRD: Can you tell us what coLatr ie

2 have pressurired water reactors of the B&W design, outside of
i

3 the United States? |

I I

4j MR. LA ELIUR: As far as I know one is being built j
l

5 | in Germany. It is not complete yet and that is the only one |
|

6 | outside of the United States.
,

i

I

7 CCMMISSIONER PIGFCRD: In Germany there have been
:

8 some experiments from Karlsruhr which have been quoted fre- ,

I
i

9 quently in some of the NRC analyses of the TMI accident, part-'
|

'

10 | icularly those analyses concerning fuel damage and extent of '

11 | fuel damage. Were those Karlsruhr experiments forwarded i

!
12 through your office? |

13 | MR. LA FLEUR: The --
I

I4 | COMMISSIONER PIGFCRD: I should say the information '

i

15 , on the Karlsruhr experiments. Were those forwarded to you? |

!
!

16 MR. LA FLEUR: No. Rather, sir, through the re- ;

! |
17 I search office. The research agreements are an exception or

'

|
r

18 ! are handled very directly by the Offiwe of Research. We men- |!
,

19 f itor and help them with the relations under the agreements,
!

20 ' but the cooperation and the research programs of our country

21 and the others, such as the experiment program at Karlsruhri

>

{ 22 are reported directly to our research office.
!
~, 2 3 i

i IO)
'

i 24
i

i vupr a w; n0 s ,W
g 2.,.
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- ' p2:n; I
CO?iMISSIONER ?!GFCRD : That is !!r. Sol Levine's |

s

M1
!

Ap 2 office?,

/22/79
3 MR. LA FLEUR: Yes, sir.

,

4 L

COlei!SSIONER PIGFORD: Now, nave you received any
5 so.ecific comments : rom any or une :oreicn countries concerna.nc

. . _ _ . . . . i
.

-

6 the Tedesco report i ts el f , new reg 0560, the analyses that
7 were issued shortly af ter the Three :iile Island accident?

8|' MR. LA FLEUR: I don' t recall seeing a written report
9 come through, but all of the technical visit teams that have

10 visited us in the last -- since the report was issued -- that
11 have been interested in transients or in the mechanical aspects
12 of the incident or that kind of thing have discussed with the
13 people who wrote the report their conclusions and the comments
14 of the visitors . And so, although I don't know of any written
15 reports, I know that a lot of comment has been received.
16 COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Do you know of any -- I see.

17 You know of no written report. What about any written comrent

18 from these teams that may have been forwarded through your
i

19 j office? Do you know of any such cc==ents?

20 CHAIRMAN KEMENY.- Professor Pigford, could I suggest
21 that clearly Mr. LaFleur isn't prepared at the tcment to do that.i

I! 22 Perhaps we could go through the normal channels to try to ob- |r
5
g

, 23 tain all relevant documents to this. Would that be satisractorjs
1 t

I 24 to you? '
'

- ,

s i

t !4 25 ,
! COMMISSIONER ?IGFORD: Yes. L, .a, , s'i r |

q. s -. . . .

i

|

|
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1 CHAIRMAN KEMENY: Thank you. Let's see, thera are g
2 two more commissioners. Commissioner Trunk.

3 COMMISSIONER TRUUK: Mr. LaFleur, our biggest prob-

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

5 are, then, we importing nuclear wastes from foreign countries?

6 MR. LA FLEUR: Ne are getting ''*ther and farther

7 ,from mv. field of work and expertise, buc wa are inc.ortinc.
!

8 practically nothing i.. terms of nuclear waste frem foreign

9 countries. If you have some specific item in mind, I wculd

10 be glad to track it down for you.

11 COMMISSIONER TRUNK: I have an article here. It may

12 he practically nothing, bs 4 it is something. And by 1933, we

13 should be getting reactor spent fuel into this country, and by

14 1983 -- I mean this is what the NRC has said -- and by 1983,

15 TMI is going to run out of space for its nuclear spent fuel.

16 What are we going to do with it all? I don't want
|

|

17 it, and I am sure South Carolina doesn't want it. We are

18 becoming a dumping ground, and I would itke to tow why.

19 MR. LA FLEUR: I really can't comment. It is some-

|
20 | thing that is so little related to the international program --!

I

1

21 there is an interest in scme countries, in the case _ some

>
1 22 countries, in accepting was te. The alter.ative is letting themt
r i
5 I

,

5 23 have, the other countries, have a situation that could endanger;

$ h
! 24 the non-proliferation situation. I

I.

s i

) 25 | If the other countries -- if the alternative is for !

|'

i em :v~ u s . a ,

i
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,

- _ _ _ _ . ,

-L:
I to leave plutonium in a country, which is undesirable, thenus

2 iwe have offered in some cases -- we have said we would agree '

i

3 to accept some waste. I don't know of any specific cases that

4 we have accepted.

5 COMMISSIONER TRUNK: Well, this article says we im-

6 port it frcm France, Belgium, Denmark, Switzerland, West

7 Germany, The Netherlands, Austria, Sweden, South Africa, Japan,

8 and Canada.

9 MR. LA FLEUR: I am sorry, I don' t kncw o f those

10 cases.

11 COMMISSIONER TRUNK: Who do I ask to find out about

12 , this ?

13 MR. LA FLEUR: Mr. Jim Shay, again.

14 MR. SF.AY: I would be willing to answer that. I

15 think whar. you are referring to is probably the import of
lo foreign research reactor spent fuel by this country, which has

I

17 been going on for some time. I believe Joe is distinguishing
i

18 between that and waste, that is commonly understcod as waste '

I
I

19 i products of reactors, not spent fuel. Sometimes spent fuel !

i

i

(20 l is called waste. But there has c'een research reactor spent |

!21 fuel brought back for a 'er of years f rom the countries that''
.-

>
1 22 you mentioned and others.

Ir
5
v '

i9 23 As part o f a croc. ram that bec.an many vears aco, the.
. .

'

1
I
i 24 U. S. Government feels that this is a contribution to its non-
e
w

i

} 25 proliferation objectives, to return this material which is a
.

,

n.w- -.

usMau
,

I
'
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I

|||highly enriched uranium which can be suitable in use for

,

nuclear weapons, to this country rather than leaving it abroad.'

3 It is brcught back, reprocessed here, and then the highly

4 enriched uranium that is remaining is re-extracted and sent

5 back for use abrcad.

6 So it reduces the inventories abroad is the basic

7 idea, but this is not required from the U. S. It is subject .

I
8 to whatever contractual arrangements are worked cut between a

.

9 foreign government and the U. S. That is the basic idea.

10 COMMISSIONER TRUNK: Yes, but what I am asking is

11 why do we have to have it? India went ahead and built a bomb

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

13 I have to have it in my country? I don't need it. I am having

14 problems with =y cwn, whether it is research or whatever. I

15 just can ' t unders tand why I have to have it.

16 MR. SHAY: Again, like Joe, I guess I can't,really

17 comment on that specifically, except to illustrate, as I said,

18 the framework for this and the reasoning behind it which was

19 recently, incidentally, reaf firmed by the Secretary of State,
,

i
20 the non-proliferation advantages to doing thes . |

t
,

i21 Now, the other consideration is the environment impact
i

>
|22 to bringing this back, the fact that this material is shipped j

"
;

i
u !

23 through ports, travels over land to sore destination where it ',

i (B>I 24 is reprocessed.
e
w

} 25 So one is f aced with two competing considerations ,
i

(f * #$d)I f)
vvu s o _3 is

I,
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a

'
..

I : is

lI which you mentioned India, also pertains to that case. Quite ;

2 a lot of material has not come back from India, but considera-
3 tion has been given to returning it. The spent fuel from

4 India is not research fuel in this case, but power reactor
5 fuel, which has been in India, has caused concern that the
6 plutonium in that spent fuel might be extracted by India and

i

7 } used to make weapons , and therefore the spent fuel might he
8 returned to the U. S. or some other location in order to

9 prevent that eventuality. And that is not somethib.g that is
10 likely to happen very soon, but at least that idea has been
11 considered, and the two sides of the coin are the non-prolifera-
12 tion plusses to be gained versus the environmental impact
13 and the great concern that you have implied on the other hand,

i

14 and those considerations are the central ones that have been
|

15 debated in Congress and elsewhere.

16 COMMISSIONER TRUNK: This article also said that

17 officials might be thinking of getting an island in the Pacific
|

18 and dumping all this there. Do you think that that is right?

19 f Feasible? I
1

! i

: 1

20 MR. SHAY: Again, in this case, the thought is to |t

i

21 i bring the spent fuel itself back from pcwer plants, which is
! ,

i
I

f 22 i.different from research reactor spent fuel, to bring back a ;_

3 4
.

|V
, 23 ! substantial amount of this spent fuel in order -- this is, Ie i

[ 24 | again, the Executive Branca policy that has been outlinec anc
i '

3
i*

1

} 25 I ,

we have been commenting on. And the policy in these matters

O ,vUAA,m n
a s )[,

i
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I
is set by the Executive Branch agencies. So perhaps it would

2 be good for you tc discuss this with them in te==s of their

3 reasoning.

4
Sut they are considering putting this spent fuel

5 from foreign countries into a site in the Pacific in order

6 to reduce the incentive for the countries to take that material
7 and reprocess it, either in their own countries or by sending
8 it to England and France for recro.cessine., to extract plutonium.

9 which would then be recycled and used in power reactors to
10 gain further energy from the material.

Il Sut that plutonium has always been useful in nuclear

12 weapons and so you are moving into a plutonium economy in that h
13 case, and the materials are then subject to terrorist seizure,

14 besides the health hazards and so on. So the State Department's

15 policy has been that, far preferable to that, it is better to

16 put a hold on movement in that direction by moves such as
17 encouraging the storage of the spent fuels until measures are

18 worked out to control the plutonium usage at a later point.

19>They would then plan to move the plutonium to locations tha t

20 might be appropriate.

21 COMMISSIO iER TRCiK : Thank you.
>

[ 22 CHAIR G_'I KE !E:IY: Co=missioner Lewis.
. ,

5 j
V

, 23 | COMMISSIO::ER LEw!S: Mr. LaFleur, what is the purposej I

e
1 |3 24 'of the confidentiality agreements that you have with foreign ;.
-
.

3 25 governments? SGd(M]GO I
!

! |

| I

i
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I MR. LA FLEUR: Since these countries , these govern-

2 ments, have laws recuiring them to pro tect scme of the informa-
i
I

3 tion o f the kind that we have been talking about from pullic
4 disclosure, they cannot give us the information, except if
S we agree to also protect it.

6 So in order to be able to get the information so

7 | thati we can use it in our safety efforts , we have to agree to. -

1
I

8 ' protect it.

9 COMMISSIONER LEWIS: So in effect, some foreign

10 countries do not, as a matter of policy, make public the prob-
11 lems that- they have at their reactors. In other words, they

12 prefer to keep secret from their own people the potential risks
13 and dangers of nuclear pcwer, is that correct?

14 MR. LA FLEUR: Nuclear power -- the answer is yes.

15 But it should be pointed out that this is not a specialty of
16 nuclear power. Mos t of these governments , mos t o f the other

17 governments, as a matter of tradition and of law and of current

18 practice simply don't tell their public everv.thinc -s we dor r

19 in this country, as we try to in this country.
,

i I

I20 ! So nuclear . cower is nothinc_ scecial in this re c.ar d .; . .

21 |i
.

COMMISSIONER LEWIS: Okay. Ne are issuing exporti

b

1, 22 f licenses and exr.ortine. nuclear cower, which is a .cotentiallv
5

.
-

v
29 cangercus source o f energy , so to what extent mtgnt we say that:

.

p . .

a
>I
|I 24 the United S tates is forced to act in collusion with those '

.
m i

t I4 25 countries through the confidentiality agreements? In o ther i
i
i

.Og"} #3. ' u'.4n~v
|s
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I words, aren't we in effect supporting their policies of keeping ||h
2 such information from their people?

3 MR. LA FLEUR: Only to the extent that anything we

4 do in relations with them supports their existing policies.

5 The converse would be to make them do everything exactly the

6 way we do it or we would have no relations. So I can't agree

7 that we tre supporting their policies of hiding from their

8 public by agreeing to protect their information or to use it

9 here far our safety.

10 COMMISSIONER LEWIS : Isn't, the n , the sale of nuclear

11 pcwer -- I mean, can we conceive of the sale of nuclear tech-

12 nology to other countries as an instrument of our foreign ggg
13 policy? Isn't it perceived as such?

14 MR. LA FLEUR: To the extent that we have chosen to

15 permit that export only when other countries comply with

16 certain standards that we have set up, not alone, but as a part

17 of the whole world politics, it is an instrument of our

18 foreign policy, yes.

19 COMMISSIONER LEWIS : Isn't it one very important

20 aspect of our foreign policy that we encourage human rights
I

-

:

21 overseas, and isn't there a human right to knowledge about so

>
! 22 dangerous a technology? i
r >

3 i
V '

, 23 MR. LA FLEUR: Sxcuse me, I didn't get the last.
'

s
1
a 24 COMMISSICNER LEWIS: One of our much-vaunted corner-
e !

) 25 stones of foreign policy is to encourage human rights overseas.
, <. ,a . v.. !.0l v

i, '

I
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I Isn' t one of those human rights the right to knowledge about a
2 technology which could affect the health and safety of the
3 people?

4 MR. LA FLEUR: In our concept, it is. The publici

5 has a right to knowledge about the activities of its govern-
6 T,e n t .

7 COMMISSIONER LEWIS : I am talking about in foreign

8 ' countries .
,I

9 MR. LA FLEUR: Well, it is my i=pression that the

10 kinds of things that we are concerned about in our human rights
11 policy, or haven' t yet reached the refinement that is represent -

12 ed by that idea of full public disclosure that we have in

13 this country.

14 CotiMISSIONER LEWIS: You don' t see an inter-conflict

15 then in the sale of nuclear technology to countries which do
16 not inform the people? For example, there could have been a

17 Three Mile Island incident in some country using our American
18 technology,and the people in that country could be totally
19 unaware. That is quite a possibility, isn't it?

:

20 ! MR. LA FLEUR: Yes. But as I pointed out, the cen- [f
i

!

21 e verse is that we could have no relations with anybcdy, unless
>

I1 22 he did everv.thinc. exac tiv. the wav. we did it. So I can't see i,

5
,

v i23 that -- I am nce the one to maxa the judgment that we shculd '2
e

1
24 : stop with nuclear reactors or with any kind of nuclear reactors 'a

~. e

\
t '4 25 or with any specifica icn on their handling, or their inferring |

d$dif v n ir-- .

1) '. .'

l
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I us about their nuclear reactors.
2

COMMISSIONZR LEUIS: What has been the impact of the

3 Three :dle Island accident on the issuance of export licenses
#

or the interest by foreign countries in the purchase of

5 American nuclear technology? Has there been a sharp decline in
6 interest? I mean are we losing sales, as far as you know?

7 MR. LA FLEUR: I don't know of any reported trend,

8 change in trend. To the extent that some countries, as we

9 no ted , have delayed their programs or are considering morator-
10 iums on their reactors , I suppose the trend, to the extent that

11 that was caused by Three Mile Island, would be to damage the
12 sales. |||
I3 CCMMISSICNER LEWIS : How much money -- can you give

14 me a rough idea of what, in terms of foreign exchanges involved
15 in our export of nuclear technology, can you give me an assess-
16 ment o f that, say, within the last few years?

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

18 billion dollars, a big reactor. There are half a dozen being
19 exported or in the process of being exported now. Fuel is of

I
20 the same kind of order of magnitude of business ,

1

21 CCMMISSIONER LEWIS : So we are talking about a multi-
>
# 22 billion dollar excort business here?r ,

5
v 1

9 23 MR. LA FLEUR: Yes.
i

gg
1 '
a 24 COtiMISSIONER LEWIS: Do you have any -- this may be !:
P i

} 25 t

a -- it is a loaded question, as a lot of mine are, I am afraid'
I, aW A |,, ,..c.

a
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I Mr. LaFleur -- but do you have a feeling that sometimes the
2 tail is wagging the dog? In other words, in the interest of

3 | making the sales, we are shaving on some of our foreign policy,

4 in terms of how we deal with these foreign countries?
5 MR. LA FLEUR: My own impression is that we ara going

i

6 i the otner way; that our industry has been complaining very
|

7 j< .3oudly e.nat we . nave rec,ucec. its scope a:_ activities in enese.
. . . . .

1

8 policy matters in the last few years.
9 But I can't tell you. I don't have a strong feeling

10 of whether we are doing it right or not, whether we are -- I
11 don't think the tail is wagging the dog, I really don't.
12 COMMISSICUER LEWIS: You are saying that the industry,

13 though, fears that there is too much interference frem, say,
14 State Department policy-makers.

15 MR. LA FLEUR: The industry is concerned that the

16 tightening up that we have done in the exports will have a
17 serious adverse effect on their business.
18 COMMISSICt1ER LEWIS: Thank you.

19 CHAI?l'AN KE:dEUY: Your Chief Counrel, you had scme
i
i

I

20 t recuests about documents ., -

21 MR. GORINSON: Yes. Mr. Chairman, Mr. LaFleur has
>
1 22 isubmitted a written statement for the record, and I would like !!r
3 !
U !

, 23 ito request that it be incorporated as part of this record.
.

m '

1 ! !
i 24 ' CHAIRMAN KE!ENY: So ordered. |

i

.
s I

t
25 ! MR. GCRINSCN: Secondly, I would like to submit for !

!4

t
a 3: p . s i
Es 4/ d # Un i1 Ii

I
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1 hthe record the Westinghouse Report on the Be:nau(?) transient
2 and ask that it be incorporated into this record a s Exhibit
3 1.

d
CHAIRMAN KE:IENY: This is the September 4 --

5
MR. CCRIUSO:I: Spetember 4, 1974.

0
CHAI?}!AN KEMENY: So ordered.

7
(The document previously marked for
identifica tion as Exhibit 1 was8
received in evidence.)

9 i

Thank you. The witness is excused. Would Chief I

10 Counsel please call and swear in the next witness?
11

h
13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

>
1 22
r
5
V

232
a
2

i 24
.

25 04 i /gv b' '
E % *I e

-

I
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1! f, s

- 7WCOD MR. GC RINSCN : Mr. Creswell?'' is .
, ,

, .

,, i

. 3 ! Whereucon, '

,
-

I

._

!

3, JAMES S. CRESWELL

i4 was called as a witness and, after being first duly sworn, j

5 was examined and testified as follows:
,

6, CHAIRMAN KEMENY: Would you please state your
1 ,

t

7| full name and your current occupation? j
, ,

.i '

j MR. CRESWELL: My name is James S. Creswell I amC

9 a reactor inspector assigned to the Office of Inspection and

10 Enforcement.

II CHAIRMA'I KE'ENY : Chief Counsel?

I2 MR. GORINSON: Mr. Kane?

I3 MR. KANE: Thank you, Mr. Gorinson.

I4 Mr. Creswell, how long have you been employed by
,

! I

15 the NRC and its c. redecesscr agency the Atomic Enerev. I

|

16 | Commission?
|17 MR. CRESWELL: A little over three years. i

IS MR. KANE: And you are a reactor inspector in
i

19 | Region 3 of the NRC, are you not? -

i
t

20 MR. CRESWELL: I have recently been attached to
'

,

21 the Headquarters Group and detailed to the Special Incuiry
,

> !

} 22 , Group that is investigating Three Mile Island. ,

i ,

v
23 MR. KANE: Has that change been rade during the2

$
'

i

i 24 | Jast four or five months?
- . ,

|

}' 25 '

vR. CRESWELL: Yes.
d '* p 's : 't

s.,s h . * a r;+

I
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I I MR. KANE: Prior to that time you were with Region 3 j ||k
i

2 of the NRC? f
;

3 i
MR. CRESWELL: That is correct. ;

I
i

4^ IMR. KANE: Could you briefly describe your |

5 duties as a reactor inspector in Region 3?
I

6 MR. CRESWELL: As a reactor inspector, we go out

7 into the field, to the facilities, pcwer reactor facilities,
;

8 conduct inspections, return to the regional of fices and

9 prepare inspection reports. That, in a nutshell, is what we

10 do.
.

Il MR. KAME: Mr. Creswell is the Davis Bessie plant

12 in Ohio under the jurisdiction of Region 3? ggg
13 MR. CRESWELL: It is. j

i
14 MR. KANE: And in 1978, were you directed by a I

\
\!

15 project inspector, Mr. Thomas Tambling, to review data on a |
i

16 Davis Bessie transient which occurred on November 29, 1977? !

17 | MR. CRESUELL: That is correct.
!
i I

i18 MR. KANE: Was that transient one where pressurizer '

19 ,! level had cone off the low end of the scale for some time? i
i

-

,

i 1

20 ! MR. CRESWELL: Pressurizer level indication had gone -

21 off scale, low.
.

i
l>

1 22 | MR. KANE: All right. During the course of thise
3 i

'y

23 I investigation, did you become aware in mid-1978 of an earlier ',

$
'

j

i 24 ' transient which had occurred at Davir Sessie on September 24, '

_
!.

w

!n -v w i ,.. u oi ., y;f
i
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1

MR. CRESWELL: I was aware of that transient before '

i

2i i

| that time. At that time I became involved in reviewing that '

,

3' !
transient in more detail. '

1

4'
I \MR. KANE: And in examining utility records in Il '

t

5
1978, concerning that September 1977 transient, did you

;

6 Idetermine that high-pressure injection had been interrupted '

i

7 ! by the uperator before the cause of the transient was i

,

|
8 '

determined? I

9 '

MR. CRESWELL : Eefore the cause of a loss of

10 coolant had been determined.
11 I

*

MR. KANE: All right. That transient,also, involved

12 '

a loss of pressurizer level off the high end of the scale, j
l

!
I I

,
13 ' did it not?

|
14 |

MR. CRESWELL: That is correct. '

I

!15 lMR. KX1E: Was that handling of the high-pressure '

I

inj ectiort a source of concern to you at the time you became

17 '!, aware cf it?
,

i
,

18 | MR. CRESWELL: It was.

19 IMR. KAME: Why was that? i

'O |'
'

MR. CRESWELL: Because the emergency core cooling
.

*1| system assigned to handle that accident had been disabled.'

, ,
'>

f.22
I

MR. KANE: Did you submit a report to your
v

] 23 | superiors on that concern of yours?
!

I i

f 24 ' MR. CRESWELL: I submitted an inspection report.
; i

1
'

i MR. KANE: All right. Was thatc|,,n; gr Ground
| -~ -

,
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i

II' October 1978?
| |||
4

2 MR. CRESWELL: That is correct. |
1

3f MR. KANE: Did you, also, attempt to work with the
I

h

4 |licensee to determine if operator action should be changed j

5 under these kinds of transient conditions?
6 MR. CRESWELL: I did.

i

!7 MR. KANE: And did you submit further reports to |
|

8 ycur superiors after October 1978, regarding these concerns
9 of yours?

10 I MR. CRESWELL: I did.

11 MR. KANE: As of March 28, 1979, had any adequate
12 operator procedure correction been made in this regard at
13 Davis Bessie? I

14 MR. CRESWELL: '4y recollection is that they weren't. ,

15 MR. KA'IE : Why not?
,

16 , MR. CRESWELL: Well, the licensee had been
,

l17 , somewhat unresponsive in addressing those concerns.
i

i,
.!

18 MR. KANE: Af ter your first report on this concern
,

t

19 over interruption of the high-pressure injection, did you

20 i in November and December of 1978, request the utility's
;

21 ; analysis of the high-pressure injection performance during. ,

> !

1 22 the Sectember 1977
r ;

- transient?i

3 |v
2 23 MR. CRESWELL: I did.i
,

l
; 24 MR. KANE: And what were you told on those
5

} 25 ! occasions in response to thos e recues te~ 3 Z f,C",'S
I
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t

I i

MR. CRESWELL: Well, I was told chat an analyrisi

2|wasinprocess, but it was going to he done by theiri
i
.

3! corporate office group. I was, also, informed that the
1

I ,

i4!I ceco.le that I was dealing with felt that I was cerforming
.

,

5 functions which the licensing organization at NRC would
,
,

6 normally perforn.
i

7| |

i. MR. KANE: So vou were, in effect, told that this
I

8 | was beyond the scope of your responsibility? |
t

t

9 ?ia. CRESWELL: In effect, yes. !

;10 MR. KANE: Did you agree with that? I

ii
l

11 i ?iR . CRESWELL: I obviously did not because I |B

12|; continued to pursue it. '

!
I

13 ! MR. KANE: All right. As of March 29, 1979, had
i
'

i

! i

14 ' you received that requested analysis from the utilitv? |

15 | MR. CRESWELL: No.
t

,

I i
t

16 | MR. KANE: In fact, aberrations in pressurizer level,i:

17 i such as what cccurred in the Septerber and November 19 77,
i
i

18 ' transients were regarded by the utility as an operational
i

19 ' inconvenience rather than a safety problem, weren ' t thev. ?

20 , MR. CRESWELL: I believe my previous statements to

21 i you have been of the nature that the loss of pressuricer
>
i 22 level indicaticn icw off scale was an operational inconvenience.r
3
v

23 ' MR. KANE: Did you regard it rather as a safet/7
i
4

7 24 concern?
.
,

). 25 , ?tR . CRESWELL: Yes, I did. O , ., ' O y *

,
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l| MR. KAME: Were these reports that you submitted ! ||f
2 in connection with these concerns received by your superiors
3 at Region 3?

4 MR. CRESWELL: They were.

5l MR. KANE: Are reports of that kind. routinely

6 sent elsewhere?

t

7i MR. CRESWELL: Not routinely. |I i
I

|

8| I beg your pardon. Uhen you say, 'Sent," that would
I
e

9 be that the report would be directed to another location

10 otner than our normal distribution.

11 MR. KANE: Yes, well, could you describe what your

12 normal distribution of those reports is?
gg

13 MR. CRESWELLr Those reports are sent out under |

14 a boiler plate type of letter that lis ts certain additional

15 distributions, the Public Document Rcon, the Local Public
Ii

|
.
'

16 Document Room; sometimes a state official will receive a !
!
,

17 copy, but that would normally be done to send those there. !

Ii '

18 ' MR. KANE: Are those recorts also routinelv sent

19 , to the central files of the Inspection and Enforcement
i

I20 Division of the NRC? I

! i

i21 > '4R . CRESWELL: They are.
;

$ 22 ! MR. KAME: Were your statements in those reportst
3
v
7 23 | about your concerns also brought to the attention of the

!-
!

2

i 24 i project inspector, Mr. Tambling?
e | r, n w f>w

u ns t, a s -

3 25 | MR. CRISWELL: They were.
!

I
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I' MR. KANE: What was Mr. Tambling's reaction?
, ,

2| iR. CRESWELL: Well, regarding the September 24, '
I
!

3|eventwherepressurizerlevel, : am sorry, where the high-
i

g| pressure injection punps were shut o_p:- , . . ., curing his review
i

5 i of the event at the time the event occurred, he felt
6 apparently that the operators were jus tified in their actions.

i i

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

;

,

8
.

INRC project manager for Davis Bessie to request any written '

9 documentation on the September 1977 transient?

10 MR. CRESWELL: ?ty recollections of dates are not

11 perfectly clear, but I did contact the licensing project
i
!12 manager, yes.

13 MR. KANE: And what were you told about any I

14 documentation existing?
;

15 MR. CRESTELL : That none existec. i

'

i

16 f MR. KANE: You, also, mentioned that vour original
17 investigation was in connection with the November 1977 '

i

!

I
i

18. transient in which pressuri er level was lost off the low '

l
'

19 | end of the scale. Did you submit a report to your superiors
20 on that transient in 1978?

i

21 , MR. CRESWELL: Yes.
1 -

'
>
y 22 i MR. KANE: And during 1978, did you, also, have, ,

5 i
V

23 | discussions with Davis Bessie personnel in which they2
=

|

I I

J 24 , indicated that there was no pcssibility of completely losing
!e

; i

4 25 level in the pressuri:er? n . w ,y , .,
v4s /v e -t

r
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| MR. CRESWELL: Excuse me. Let us go hack to the

2 . .

previous question.

3
MR, KANE: Surely. i

4
MR. CRESWELL: You said, ''In 1978." I believe

5
that the Inspection Report 503467806 went out in -- okay, it i

f
6 Iwas '78. I am sorry.

|

\'
'

: MR. KANE: Approximately April 1978, correct?
I

8
MR. CRESWELL: Would you go on with your question?

9
MR. KANE: All right. Yes, my next question was

10
did you have discussions with Davis Bessie personnel in 1978,

11
in which those personnel indicated that there was no

12
possibility of losing, of completely losing level in the h

13 pressurizer?

14
MR. CRESWELL: That is correct.

15 MR. KANE: And following up on this report on

16 i the November 1977 transient and ' cse discussions with thei

17
utility personnel, did you participate in a conference call

18 | in December 1978 with Region 3 personnel,the utility and !'
'

I

I9 I

, NRC Headquarters in Bethesda concerning the loss of pressuri:e5
|

|'O level at Davis Bessie? '
'

2I i
: MR. CRESWELL: I did. ||>

$ 22 i MR. KANE: Did this conversation concern the
5 !
u

23 !

_? licensee's evaluation of the problem?
3 i

I 2d 1 MR. CRESWELL: The licensee's evaluation which hade !
v

,

t i
|,S ' been oerformed hv the Sabcock and Nilcox Ccmpany. :

4 '

; G *z g r, m
vvbo g- lt
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|1 MR. KANE: What was the cist of this telechone i

2' conference call conversation?
!

3 MR. CRESWELL: Well, the call was held to determine
1

4 whether continued operation under the present conditions

5 at that time was allowable. The decision was made after
6 the conversations were completed to allow administrative

7 controls over auxiliary feed water.
{
.

8 MR. KANE: Did you agree with that determination I
-

9 at that time?

10 MR. CRESWELL: I did.

11 MR. KANE: Did Region 3 then conduct an investigation
12 of this matter, including a trip to B&W's offices in

13 Lynchburg, Virginia in February 1979?

14 MR. CRESWELL: They did.

15 MR, KANE: What was the result of that investigation?
i 1

!
16 MR. CRESWELL: I had requested this investigation |

|
17 to see if there were any Part 21 violations on the part of
18 either B&W or Toledo S as far as reporting unreviewed safety i

!

I
'

:19 ques tions . i

i

20 i The investigators determined that there were no
i

! I

21, items of non-compliance, that the review had been timely and |
I !

> '

; 22| proper. i

e
-

5 |

$ 23 i MR. KAME: Did you agree with that result?
n j

1
; 24 ' "" CRESWELL: I did net. n. .t '

i
<

, <,,,<_e
a !

j 25 ' MR. KANE: ?!r . Creswell, we have previously deposed

|
'
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1 one of the NRC personnel who attended that meeting at B&W, i

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

3 deposition that one of the Region 3 inspectors conducting

#
the investigation stated to Anderson that the meeting was

5 being held to shut you up.

6 Was that your perception?

7 MR. CRESWELI.: I don' t knew that I would put things

8, in that term, those terms. It may have been a way of

9 addressing the issue and closing it out.

10 MR. KANE: In January 1979, did you, also, request

11 that your concerns about loss of pressurizer level off the

12 low end of the scale be submitted to NRC licensing boards

I3 for review in connection with pending license applications?

14 MR. CRESWELL: That is correct.
i

i

IS | MR. KANE: Do you know what happened to that

16 request?

17 i MR. CRESWELL: Eventually I~think on March 29,
i

l !

IS | that information was released to the boards. |
! I

19 | MR. KANE: You submitted that request in a f
'

I
20 memorandum dated January 8, 1979, did you not? |,

|

21 ' MR. CRESWELL: That is correct.I
i

i

> i
!1 22 l MR. KANE: So frcm Januarv 8, 1979, to March 28,
It !

-

3 ;

v

23 | 1979, is how long it took to be processed through the |2
m ,

,

24 licensing boards. Is that your understanding?=

e

3 25 MR. CRESWELL: Not through the licensing board,
I g < ] g ', < .7

1 uns, j

l
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I through NRC.

2 MR. KANE: To the licensing boards? '

,

3
MR. CRESWELL: Right.

4
MR. KANE: Af ter making all of these various attempts

i

5
to bring your concerns up through regular channels, did you |

I

contact NRC Commissioner Bradford by telephone in Februarv |6

;

7 1979, to raise your concerns over the September and November I
t

,

3! 1977 transients?

9 MR. CRESWELL: That is an approxi. mate time scale, but
10 I did centact the Commissioner, yes.
11 MR, KANE: Why did you do th at?

12 MR. CRESWELL: The NRC has an open-door policy
13 that allows going directly to the Commission. I did not

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

15 | MR. KANE: Did you specifically point out to

16 Commissioner Bradford in that telephone conversation your
17 concern over operator error in interrupting high-pressure
18 injection?

i

!19 ; MR. CRESWELL: I don't recall whether that !i

20Icarticular item was discussed at that ocint in time. There
I

j

21 | Iwas a subsequent meeting where that was discussed. I

I
*
1 22 MR. KANE: Did you speak to Commissioner 3radford's*

3 i
V ,

23 | technical assistant about your concerns?
!

i

,
a

1} -

4.- \ a/ f
!v .

i 24 i MR. CRESWELL: Yes.
g r

-

s

3 25
,

iMR. KANE: Did you furnish written information to ;

,

I
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i

i
1 NRC Ccmmissioners Bradford and O'Hearne as to your concerns

2 over the Davis Bessie transients and B&W system?
I

3 MR. CRESWELL: I did. I
i

i

4 MR. KANE- Did Commissioner Bradford's technical
5 assistant, Mr. Hugh Thompson verify that there was no NRC

6 documentation analyzing the September 1977 transient?

7 MR. CRESWELL: That would have been NRR documentation.
i

!

8 MR. KANE: Yes.

9 MR. CRESWELL: That is correct.

10 MR. KANE: Did you then meet personally with

. i
11 Commissioners Bradford and O'Hearne in Commissioner Bradford's

12 office in Washington, DC?

13 MR. CRESWELL: I did.
;

I
~

14 MR. KANE: Was that meeting approximately one week !
,

15 before the TMI-2 accident?

16 MR. CRESWELL: That is correct.

17 MR. KANE: What was discussed at that time?

18 MR. CRESWELL: I discussed the September 23, 1977 |
;

19 event, the November 29, 1977 event. I discussed some other I
|
.

20 concerns that I had about the oceration of the facility. f
/ ,

21 | That was basically the context of the discussion.
,

.

> '

5 22 MR. KANE: Did you discuss your concern over turning*
.

3

$ 23 of f the high-pressure inj ection sys tem?
t-

w O < ' ; V ,; 3j 24 MR. CRESWELL: I did. *# # '' # ' '' i

,

-

.w

} 25 , MR. KANE: Was your impression that Concissioners
1,

I
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I
Bradford and O'Hearne had not previously heard of these

2 problems?

3
MR. CRESWELL: That was my impression.

4
MR. KANE: What did these Commissioners indicate

5
they would do about your concerns at this meeting?

6
MR. CRESWELL: Well, following that meeting there

*
1/

were some memos generated by Commissicner O'Hearne asking f

:9

8 questions in the areas where I had raised questions,
.

9 concerna.

10 MR. KANE: Was any further action beyond thati

i

11 taken on your concerns prior to the TMI-2 accident on
j

I? March 23, 1979?;
I

!

13 MR. CRESWELL: I don ' t recall that there was .
I14 There could have been. I don't recall it. !

15 MR. KANE: Af ter the TMI-2 accident the NRC clearly
I
'

16 did take action in issuing Bulletin 7905 which in fact,

17
quotes a portion of one of your memoranda concerning loss of

18 | pressurizer level.
I
i

119 ' 7# the URC had investigated the Davis Bessie .

!

I

20 ' September 1977 transient more carefully and had distributed |
i

21 ,( the proper information to the operators, wouldn' t Ith at have i

> :
,

1 22 improved the operators ' ability at T.'!I-2 to have respondedr .

3 Iv

23! correctly to avoid core damage?,

} !.
m . > b,;<rg-r s_

E
k' 1

!

i 24 | MR. CRESUELL: I have stated to you earlier that
; '

:} 25 that would be speculation on my part, but I cannot help but
i ,

i

|
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I feel that it would have improved the operators ' ability
|

2 to cope with the transient, yes.

3 MR. KANE: I have no further cuestions, Mr. Chairman

4 CHAIPhAN KEMENY: Mr. Creswell, you have been

5 remarkably diligent in this particular incident, and therefore,

6 I would like very much to get your feelings on how the system
7 works.

8 You have stated a little earlier in your testimony

9 that the licensee was unresponsive. I would like to probe

10 whether possibly the NRC may have been unresponsive as well.

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

12 wide variety of memos and conversations you conducted?
O13 MR. CRESWELL: Well, it may have been that if action

I14 had been taken and these issues looked into thoroughly and !

15 responded to thoroughly there might have been an impact on the

16 operation of the plants.

17 CHAIRMAN KEMENY: I could not hear the end of that,
I
I18 might have been impact on? i

19 MR. CRESWELL: The operation of the plants.
i

!

20 , CHAIPJWI KEMENY: Mhat kind of impact?
|

I

21 ' MR. CRESWELL: Possible reduction in power or |
|>
>

1 22 shutdcwn. >

r '

5
v

23 CHAIRMAN KEMENY: Are you, therefore, sugges ting |,
2 i
2

I 24 that NRC did not take further action because they were !
-
5

1} 25 reluctant to reduce the power production of the plant? !

o t < vu;q
| u sAi a u .
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I! MR. CRT?WELL: I would characterine that more !
I

2 probably on the part of the utility. |
i

3! CHAIPl9.N KE!!ENY : Is the kind of experience you !

4 had in trying tc folicw up the two Davis Bessie incidents
I

5|uniqueinyouropinioninNRCproceduresoris it fairly
i

I
|

6 | typical? j
! l

7! MR. CRESWELL: There h'as been a certain history ;

|,

S ,| of individuals that have worked for NRC that have had '

1

9 problems with dealing with safety issues. That is well

10 documented, Mr. Pollard, Mr. Conrad and others , some to the

11 i extent that they have left the Commission.
I

12 CHAIRMAN KEMENY: Are you suggesting there that
1
i

i

13 , individuals who raise fairly consistently serious safety
.

I
i14 ; issues may, in the long run, find that they cannot work for ;

! {
15 ,1 NRC? |

|
16 MR. CRESWELL: That they cannot work for NRC or

17 that they would be placed in other organizations.

I
18 i CHAIRMAN KEMENY: Would be placed --

;

i .
I

19 ' MR. CRESWELL: In other orcanizations . '

i
-

i !

20 ' CHAI?liAN KEMENY: In other organizations . That

21 seems to carry a suggestion that within the decision-making

I*
1 22 structure of NRC a reluctance to come to grips with very
r
5 iv -

23 serious safety issues. Would that be a fair statement?p
2
3 i

i 24 MR. CRESWELL: Yes. N O C' M i

e i

? '

3 25 i CHAIRMAN KE:!ENY : I would like to explore a second
|
. \

l
<
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i

1 iaspect of this that is related to it. You put proper stress I

ggg
2 as we new know after Thrce Mile Island-2 on giving instructions
3 to the operators.

4 Taking that as my starting point, do you feel that

5 within NRC there is a preoccupation with equipment and

6 insufficient attention to the human element in the system? j
i

7 MR. CRESWELL: Would you st=.te that question again, |
\

8 please? l
i

9 CHAIR %Vi KEMENY: Yes. Since the example you have

10 given is one where you are pushing for what we now know were

11 correct instructions to operators , does this shcw that
!

12 perhaps within NRC there is a great deal more attention

13 paid to problems with equipment than problems with operator

14 procedures?

15 MR. CRESWELL: Well, to address the problem that

16 I thina you are getting to, that is the human machine

17 interaction, I think the problem there starts with the design

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

'", engineering.,

I i
,

20 ! CHAIRMAN KEMENY: Would you mind expanding on that?
i

21 I would like to have your views on that?

. ,

g 22 MR. CRESWELL: Well, for instance, the TMI-2 '

_

e
v
, 23 , control room, the location of the instrumentation for the !

m ,
i} i

i 24 i reactor ccolant drain tank is located back on the back '

'
i
t
4 25 panel. It is not in the immediate view of the operators. j

w w,n ry)', ,

umsG .u s

!
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1 That is the sort of thing that I am talking about. [
i9 .

2| CHAIRMAN KE"ENY: So, you are saying, in effect, .

i !r
i3 | that starting with the licensing process the attention tends !

!
i

4' to be on the equipment side and not taking into account the

5: interaction between human beings and that equipment?
|

6' VR. CRESWELL: I think that is a f air characterization,
i

7|yes.
;

i -

S| CHAIRMAN KE!ENY: And you feel that to the best of
1 e
i .

9 your knowledge this may be throughout NRC an attitude like

10 that may be pervasive?

11 MR. CRESUELL: Well, I have already cited areas

12 or people that have been involved in certain areas; Mr. ConradJ
i

ffh 13 I believe, was in Safeguards. .'tr. Pollard was in Nuclear

la Reactor Regulation.

15 Without specific exampl es in each area, I could not
,

i
i

16 make that generali=ation. ,'
i

i
17 CHAIPliAN KEMENY: Have vou had any difficulty in ,!. . .

la continuing working for NRC in view of the very strong
,

1
19 and persistent actions you have taken? ;

20 l MR. CRESWELL: Since the 7 vent I have been assigned ;
i

21 , to the IE investigation or Three Mile Island and an cresentiv
i

i,

$ 22 ! working on another investication or Three "ile Island:rince
r ,

5 i

$ 23 | that period of time there has been no problem.
!

m i

2 i

g 24 j CHAIP24AN KEMENY: So, you said, "Since Three Mile
e i

w i

3 25 Island, there has been no problem. " Thank you.
l

,

<i m,. w p !,x.sJn,

l
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I' I

I| Commissioner Pigford? I

I

ggg
2 COMMISSIONSR PIGFORD : Mr. Creswell, you have

,

i

3 mentioned that you wrote a memorandum concerning this I

4 information to be submitted tc the licensing boards. Your

5 memorandum was written in January 1979. Is that correct?

6 MR. CRESWELL: That is correct.
,

I
7 COMMISSIONER ?IGFORD: Why did you send it to the j

t

i ,i8{ licensing boards? What did you expect to happen? '

9 MR. CRESWELL: I felt that by going through the
;

i

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

i

11 qualified for licensing board.
I

12 COMMISSIONER PIGFOPD : Would you please once more t
'

913 say that?

14 MR. CRESWELL: I felt that the information contained -
15 in the memo was pertinent to what the licensing boards should

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

17 tion.
l

1 Now, one thing that happens whenever one submits I

i

{19 these issues is that they do get into a public arena where

20! they would be subject to cerhaos some sc utinv.
'

! !

21 COM.HISSIONER PIGFORD: Did you pick out some
>
5 22 | particular licensing boards to send it to? |r i
3 ;

I
V

23 | MR. CRESWELL: Nell, the procedure that I was using
|

,
2
I
I 24 in Region 3, as I recollect, only add: assed those licensees
.
,

} 25 | in Recian 3 that were having croceedines.-
- n .a,;D ' S t

. av

, .

! |
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I ,

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Were those licensing boards !!
,

2!
{ having proceedings on 3&W reactors? I

3} MR. CRESWELL: That is correct.I

I '
4 I believe the Midland facility was the only other |

15 ! B&W f acility in Region 3.

6 CO!W.ISSIONER PIGFORD: And tell me once more what
t

7 . you expected the licensing boards to do with that information?,
i.

8| MR. CRESWILL: The licensing boards would --
|

i

9
COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Or what you thought --

to MR. CRESWELL: Would release this information to all
11 partias involved in the hearing.
12 COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: You thought the boards

13 themselves would do that? '
I

14 MR. CRESWELL: Release the information?
i

15 t

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Yes.
I

!16 MR. CRESWELL: Yes,
i
!

:17 COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Or maybe you said because
,

18 I :

you, in so sending it to them it becomes part of the public
i

19 record. |
'

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

I
> 1 !

1 22 I
t ! COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: I see.
3
V

23 ! Did someone with NRC advise you to send it to they
m |
I i
i 24 ! l censing boards?
i !

} 25 ! MR. CRESWELL: No. -

I L ;-|'-
,

.

i
;



-.

84

!I
COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: That was your own initiative? l

2
?iR. CRESWELL: That was my cwn judgment.

3
CCMMISSICNER ?IGFORD: Were you expecting that the

}
4 licensing boards would then recognize the substance of that
5

information and themselves consider it in their deliberations1

6 of those proceedings?
i

5 MR. CRESWELL: I am not so sure that they themselves
3,would have reviewed it. The parties to the proceedings I

,

9 would perhaps have questions in those areas durinc th e
10 proceedings.

11
COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: So, then your primaryi

12 | purpose was to use this as a device to distribute it to the

kI13 parties which would be, say, the applicant, the utility '

14 company and the Nuclear Regulatory Commission and what other '

15 parties might be there?

16 MR. CRESWEIL : That is correct.

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

;

i18 proceeding, was it? '

t

I19 MR. CRESWELL: I don' t recall whether they were or
,

20 , not. I suspect not directiv.
:

-

i

i

21 | COMMISSICNER PIGFORD: Is there no more direct way j
|

t3

1 22 of getting this information to the applicant than using the
5
v

23
7 licensing boards as a vehicle?

24 ' MR. CRESWELL: I could have generated, say, a memo '
i.

; I

3 25 } to cur Headquarters Group.
-

c, .r, .

vwubbo '

I
c

i
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I! COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: For vcur what? !-

|
*

2| MR. CRISWILL: To our Headcuarters Groun. .

3) CCMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Yes?
,

,

5

4 tMR. CRESWELL: But regarding that in your !

5 .

. 1investigation you may have come across a memo trom a !

6 Mr. Sternberg in Region 1 to Mr. Syfert in Headquarters about
i

7 , the failure of the ecwer-co. erated relief valve that occurred |.

,',

8! at Three Mile Island on March 29, 1978, and you may see the
9 results of an inadecuate review of his request for a safety

10 analysis.
e

l
III ! COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Now, Metropolitan Edison

i
l>

12 was not at that |

time a party to any licensing board proceeding,i
!13 was it? '
,

14 | MR. CRESWELL: I think that they were included in ,

:

115 the final -- when the memo was reviewed for other proceedings , !
,

16' that Metropolitan Edison was included.

17 COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: That was an additional I

|
18 inclusion, apparently, because already they had received the '

19 operating license, and the board had done its job. Is that !

|

20' correct?
:

21 | MR. CRESiiELL : Evidently there were issues still
I

,

>

[ 22 ' pending before the licensing board.
5 i

v
23 I COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: New, I want to get at this.2

3

i I

i 24 | CHAIRMAN KE' DENY: Excuse r.e, could I just clarify
5 1

3 25i that? It may be important. When it goes to all licensing
i

9-,

, , , , ,-

sJ esn>u a
1
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I boards that, therefore, covers not only those plants that I

!

O'

2 are not yet operational, but it would cover apparently all
i

3 those with still outstanding issues in their licensing. ,

Is |

4 that what you said?

5 MR. CPISWELL: Apparently if there is still an

6 outstanding issue before the board, then they would be
7 included.

a CHAIP24AN KEME1Y: Then they would be included.

9 So that is how Met Ed got in.

10 Thank you.

11

12

13

.

,

16

17

la j

19 i
i

| |

20 { i

21 | |
i i
i i

> r

1 22 '
r !
3 Iy

, 23 1
1>-

_

.f m.g ; f . gk . )
ws e, L >

,

.
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I COMMISSICNER PIGFORD: Yes, I do think, Mr. Chairman,

2 the Met. Ed. Licensing 3 card itself had been discharged a:
I

I3 that time, but evidently, somehcw sending it to other licensing
4 boards, it still gets to Met. Ed., is that correct?

5 CHAIRMAN KEMENY: Professor Pigford, I wonder if

6 that statement is correct. Is that our impression that it

7 had been -- had then been discharged, do you know?

8 MR. KANE: No.

9 COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Well, they had issued the

10 operating license, had they not?

11 CHAIRMAN KEMENY: I believe it is correct, isn't it,

12 Mr. Creswell, that just issuing the operating license does not

13 automatically discharge a licensing board if there are open
14 issues still outstanding?

15 MR. CRESWELL: That is correct.

16 COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Well, sir, I think maybe I

17 disagree with you, but perhaps that is something we shculd

18 investigate separately,

19 Mr. Creswell, we have established that your inten:

20 | in sending to the licensing board was a vehicle for ccmmunica-

!

21 i tien, but would you new expect mere that the licensing beards
>
1 22 themselves would take up this issue and do something about it?
_,
3
V

23 Is that a reasonable expectation?7
s
I
i 24 MR. CRESWILL: In my mind, there would have been a !.

I
E '

3 25 creater review bv individuals outside. c.- -

G n,oryi

t vc

,
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I COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Would you please say that once

2 more, a little louder?

3 MR. CRESWELL: In my mind, there would have been a

4 more detailed review by individuals outside, outside the

5 framework of either the Commission or the licensing board.

6 COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: You weren't expecting the

7 licensing board itself to consider the substance of this issue,

8 is that correct?

9 MR. CRESWELL: Yes, they would.

10 COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: They would?

11 MR. CRESWELL : Right.

12 COMMISSIONER ?!GFORD: Now, in your opinion, had

O13 this issue also been adopted by the NRC as being a substantive

14 issue on safety at that time?

15 MR. CRESWELL: Had the NRC identified it as being

16 an unreviewed safety question, for instance?

17 COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: I don't mean unreviewed

18 safety question, because I know there are special criteria,

19 but had the NRC staff that is handling those same licensing

20 board cases that were pending, had that staff looked at your

21 memo or your concern and said, yes, we agree?

>

,1 22 MR. CRESWELL: No. Thev did not acree.
. -

3
v

23 COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: And are you aware that there,
a
i &i 24 is a directive to the boards that they are not expected or w
.

a

} 25 required to consider issues that are not out in controversy by

ot .au -a' ,' o u q
|'|
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I the NRC staff?

2 MR. CRESWELL: Yes.

3
j COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: You are aware of that. Where

4 have you learned about that directive?

5 MR. CRESWELL: This procedure was developed fairly

6 recently. I believe ours was operational in November of 1978

7 and prior to the implementation jf that procedure, we had a

8 group come out, and I don't recall what organization they

9 were from at this point in time, but they described in general
10 how the procedure should be implemented in terms like you are
11 speaking of.

12 COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: That is a fairly recent --

13 MR. CRESWELL: November of 1973.

14 COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: You think prior to that the

15 licensing boards could themselves have taken up this as a

16 matter at their own initiative?

17 , MR. CRESNELL: I really don't know.
i

-

18 COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: I see. But it had not been

19 adopted and placed in controversy by the staff, is that cor-

|
20 . rect? The issue of your memorandum. .'i

|

21 MR. CRESWELL- ca-"acs I should co into the develon-|
.

> i

i1 22 ment of the memo or how it was crocessed.
r - I wrote the memo. ,

i
5
v |

23 It was -- another memo was prepared to transmit it to head-
.

,
I,-.

I t

i 24 quarters for their review, IE headquarters. They reviewed it.!
e
w I

} 25 There was a telephone conversation between members of the

n , . w , r p.G ,% a a

!
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I headquarters staff, regional managenent, and myself. During

2 that telephone conversations, there were discussions on whether

3 the issues were old or new issues.

4 The position that I understood from II headcuarters

5 was that these were old issues that were being handled. I

6 disagreed with that. Upon that basis, it was then forwarded

7 to, I believe, Mr. Vesallo in NRR .nd then on to the boards,

8 cr to -- not to the boards , but to the hearing group.

9 COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Yes, I understand, Mr. Cres-

10 well, and please -- I can recognize the merit and the good

11 intsnt of what you ars doing. All I am trying to establish is

12 reasonably what one might expect might happen versus maybe

13 what we would like to have happen. Now you were aware that I

14 the licensing board directors then say they are not to review

15 a new issle that is not being placed in controversy by the

16 NRC staff and this had not been placed in controversy, and it

17 would seem, then, that from your understanding, you wou_d. not

18 expect them to have made a substantive review of that.

19 MR. CRESSTELL : It is my understanding tha* ~~. hough

20 an individual may dissent from the levels of review that a i

i

21 | memo like this would receive, that even then it could go to

.
g 22 the board and they vould look at it upon its merits and may !
r !
5 t

$ 23 ! not consider it, yes.
1-

f 24 | COMMISSIONER ?!GFORD : Sut certainly, at least from
I: i=

;

} 25 the -- your motivation to get it considered regardless of
n ~ ' o r v,
s.s mb s sj u,

!

l
'
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1 these directives to the boards or how they might be interpreted,
2 you really wanted them to look at it, didn't you?
3 MR. CRESWELL: Yes.

4 COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: And if there is some directive,

5 if it were to turn out that way, that would tell them, really.
6 you don't look at it unless the staff has officially adoptec it
7 as a controversial item, then that would forestall what you
8 were seeking.

9 MR. CRES;iELL: I might add that what I am saying here

10 is from my understanding of the procedures.

11 COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Of course, yes.

12 MR. CRESWELL: That may be interpreted differently
13 by someone else.

14 Now, you are speaking of controversial issues. In

15 my discussions with IE headquarters, I, in a way, dissented

16 from their position that these were old issues and closed out

17 or being properly handled.

18 COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Yes, but you hadn't -- but the

19 NRC staff as a party to those proceedings that were under

20 adjudication by the licensing board had not adopted your con-
i

21 cern as an item to be controverted by them, is that correct?

$ 22 MR. CRESWELL: To my knowledge, no.r
5
"

23 COMMISSIONER PIGFORS: Thank you.p
3

i
fcilow up on !i 24 CHA!2 MAN KD1ENY: -ir . Creswell, just to'

:.
; i

'

} 25 Professor Pigford's question, did I hear you ccrrectly to say '

W m, v y;n,ir
v%s .;

I
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1 that in submitting it to the licensing beards, whether or not

O2 they would take action, you hoped that somehow other groups '

3 might take action as a result?

4 MR. CRESWELL: That is correct.

5 CHAIR'4AN KEMENY : May I ask you what sert of groups

6 you had in mind?

7 MR. CRESWELL: Well, there is always the possibility

8 of intervention on a facility, and those with technical compe-

9 tence in that group might ask further questions about the

10 issues.

11 CHAIRMAN KEMENY: In other words, in effect, you

12 were trying to throw it into the public domain --

13 MR. CRESWELL: That is correct. k

14 CHAIRMAN KEMENY: -- so that anyone with comp,etence

15 could comment on it.

16 MR. CRESWELL: That is correct.

17 CHAIRMAN KEMENY: Thank you. Professor Pigford, did

18 you wish to --

19 COMMISSIGNER PIGFORD: Another follow-up, Mr. Cres-

20 well. Did you feel you had other channels you could have
,

!

21 pursued in addition to the licensing board channel?

{22 MR. CRESWELL : I believe I already stated that I i

I

5 ;

"
? 23 could have sent a memo to IE headquarters, a'' 4-ht? I

-

|

24 COMMISSICNER ?!GFORD : Yes. )
,

,

f 25 Thatwouldhavebeenonepossibility.!MR. CRESWILL:
i

G ' 7 ' ',i l ' 3 1 |
vuuva1

-
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1 I did not feel that that would produce -- could not improve

2 on the situaticn which I had already encounvered, and that was,

3 the ssue did not appear to be addressed._

4 COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Ncw, the staff as a party to

5 the licensing board issue is really the licensing regulation

6 staff, isn't it? Did you consider or did you send your nemo

7 to that staff?

8 MR. CRESWELL: To the NRR staff?

9 COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Yes.

10 MR. CRESWELL: Okay. Normally, if you follow the

11 course of, say, the Sternberg memo -- Sternberg generated it,

12 it went to II headquarters, to Mr. Sifert, and someone in Mr.

13 Sifert's office would have contacted NRR, either formally or
'

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

15 That is the process that one could have gone through in this

16 particular instance.

37 COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: I am a little confused. Did

13 y u initiate that process?

;9 MR. CRESWELL: I did not.

20 COMMISSIONER PIGCFRD: I see. 1.d are there other
i

I

21 avenues? Could you have sent it directly :o Mr. Gossack?
*1 22|' Is that --
r
5

$ 23 MR. CRESWELL: I could have done that. I could have
a

f24 sent it to Mr. Gossack, I could have sent it to the Director
.

s

2 25 of Inspection Er.forcement, Mr. Davis at that time. Those were.
*

u ,:u.'. n : --
, u ., j ;

!

I
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I two other avenues available.

2 COMMISSIONER PIGFORD : What about to Dr. Hendrie?

3 MR. CRESNELL : That was another possibility.

4 COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: All right. Again, I don't

5 want to at all downgrade the excellent motivation of what you

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

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

8 have gotten to the licensing and regulation staff, the NRR

9 staff? Why didn't you take that route?
*

10 MR. CRESWELL : If you observed the course of my

11 January 8 memo, that memo was three months when the accident

12 happened. It was released the next day. How long it would

13 have taken had there not been a Three Mile Island Unit 2
.

14 accident at that point in time, I don't know.

15 COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Of course.

16 MR. CRESWELL: A guideline for the processing of

17 that information to get it to the licensing boards is 20 days,
18 and we are talking about 3 months. So there was reluctance

19 on my part to wait the amount of time to appeal it through

20 different levels.

21 COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: I see. And you felt as of the

>
1 22 January -- when you iniciated the memo, that even then you
r
5
V
2 23 would feel it would take too long to get it to the NRR staff,
a

24 is that right? j h,
,

) 25 . tR . CRESWELL: To the NRR staff or above. The NRR |
'

vus,m. :w
-aou

--.
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1 staff had already icoked at a number of these things, you

2 must appreciate, either formally or informally. I

|
3 COMMISSICNER PIGFORD: I understand, but Imeanlook-f

i

I
4 f.ng at your memo which highlighted it properly and said,

5 Think again and look at it. You felt it just wasn't worth

6 going to the NRR staff also on that?

7 MR. CRESNELL : That is correct.

8 CCMMISSICNE2 PIGFORD: And because you felt it would

9 take too long, is that correct?

10 MR. CRESWELL: That is one consideration, yes.

11 COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Okay. Now one more avenue.

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

13 MR. CRESWELL: I am not fa''.iliar with those proced-

la ures, but I could have, I belive, probably got the issue before

15 ACRS, yes.

16 CCMMISSIONER PIGFORD: All right. Why didn't you

17 take that channel, the ACRS? I am interested why you chose

18 the one you did as opposed to these others, or why didn't you

19 also take the others? It is very valuable for us to get a
1
'

20 feeling of what works, you see.
r
i

21 | MR. CRESNELL: Yes. Well, I think char ycu are
t

I>
g probably placing a lot of emphasis on the technical content, 22 'I

|'~a
u _ .

or these memoranda anc. not necessarl, v other types c:.._in:orma-?
*

,

2
: 94 tion -- the way issues were being handled, the possible -- != .

'e
!=

} 25 | the acceptable operation of a f acility, and these are judgment;
,&- 1,- - , j
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1 types of decisions, not purely technical, which ACRS would

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

3 issue technically, but if there were institutional types of

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

5 be better ecuipped to deal with those.

6 COMMISSICNER PIGFORD: All right. Then why didn't

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

a Dr. Hendrie or to Mr. Gossack?

9 MR. CRESWELL: Nell, Chairman Hendrie is a member

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

11 problem with what is the differentiation between Chairman

12 Hendury and talking to the commissioners.

13 COMMISSICNER PIGFORD: All right. So you felt you k

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

15 available to you was the licensing board, is that it?

16 MR. CRESWELL: I had contacted -- generated the :.temo

17 to go the licensing board before I talked to the commissioners.

;g COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Yes. All right.

19 | CHAIPliAN KE'!ENY : Professor Lewis?

|
20 t COMMISSIONER LEWIS: Mr. Creswell, you said the

27 reason why you thought no action was taken on the Davis-Besse

$ 22 incidents was because such action could result in -- I am
e
5 I iu

23 cuotinc vou here -- possible reduction of power. This suggestsiI - --,

\
*

f24 that economic concerns seem to far outweigh those of safety . |||e
w

$ 25,in taking some action. Am I correct in making that assumption?
I *

v v . ' : p n,.v~t ;
I

i
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I

1 2"R . CRESWELL: When you say "far cutweigh," that may '
2 not be entirely accurate. The purpose of a nuclear pcwer plant
3 is to generate electricity.

4 CO:01ISSIONER LEWIS: Okay.

5 |iR. CRESWELL: You spend a billion dollars to build

6 a plant. There is a certain balance that is struck. Each

7 utility strikes that balance differently. There are, in some

8 instances, value judgments made that the economics of generat-
9 ing electricity overweigh safety concerns.

10 CO!ci!SSIONER LEWIS: What is the role of the NRC

11 in tipping the balance the other way, or should it be tipping
12 the balance the other way?

13 fir. CRESWELL: Well, the NRC has within its capa-

14 bility, through the inspection program, to identify : cblem
15 areas. We could issue items of noncompliance or orders. Nor-

16 mally, the strongest type of action is a shutdown order.

17 CCMMISSIONER LEWIS : You are implying that by its

18 failure to pursue this particular incide.it and to get Davis-
19 Besse to address the safety concerns, that the NRC concurred

20 in the decision to allow economic considerations to cutweigh

21 those of safety.

>
1 22 :1R. C2ESWELL: Well, I don't know that there was an
r
5
v

23 out and cut concurrence. You might characteri:e it as at,
e
i !

i 24 , least tacit concurrence. If one doesn't take action, then one
i-

s

3 25 tacitly approves it.
c ., , ,

s1
,

. . .-
v .a . ,..

I
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1 COMMISSICNER LEWIS: Is this just an isolated inci-

2 dence or have you seen a pattern ci similar tacit concurrence

3 by the NRC in this kind of thinking?

4 MR. CRESWELL: Most of my effort in the last year

5 and a half, two years, has been with the Davis-Besse facility,

6 and to give you examples, I would have to restrict my comments

7 to what I have been dealing with.

3 COMMISSIONER LEWIS: Okay. Well, have there been

9 other examples from your own experience of this kind of thing?

10 MR. CRESWELL: Well, I am just saying that if I were

11 to make a statement that there was, I would have to give you,

12 you know, the details of that example, and I am not prepared

|||13 to do that at this point in time.

;4 COMMISSICNER LEWIS: Oh, I see. All right. Perhaps

15 you could -- we might ask for those details later because I

16 think it would be verv interesting.

77 At what level of the NRC have you felt that the ex-

18 pressions of concern about safety are generally blocked, or

39 is it all the way up? Is there a certain level of management

20 that you feel people are trying to turn you off when you say,

2 ey, this could be a problem?n

f22 MR. CRESWELL: I don't have much occasion to deal
5

$ 23 with upper levels of NRC management, and I don't think it would
a

24 be appropriate for e to comment that at a certain level in
!

=
e
.

} 25 the organization, that is a problem.
o.r,~.g.

-. .

I
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:LSEyW;M I COMMISSIONER LEWIS: But from your own experience,

4

%

!af 7 2 where have you found that you have been blocked particularly,
L/ . 79

3 at the level that you operate?

4 MR. CRESWELL: Well, this is one point, I think, that
f Mr. Pigford was getting at. I didn't take the issue step by

6 step. I bypassed a great deal of the organization to raise my
7 issues, and so to give you an effective example, I would have
8 had to have taken that through those different levels and saw
9 hcw far I had to go.

10 COMMISSICMER LEWIS: You must have felt, though,

11 that you couldn't get results at those lower --

12 MR CRESWELL: I think that is a fair characteriza-
13 tion.

14 COMMISSIONER LEWIS: Well, can you tell me why you
15 felt that you couldn't get results at that level?

16 MR. CRESWELL: I think in this area that there has
17 been in the past a certain philosophy developed in NRC about

18 reactor safety, a certain mind-set, if you will, that these
19 accidents couldn't happen. I obviously thought that they
20 were serious. Perhaps post-TMI there is a different philosophy.

,

21 I certainly hope so. But I sensed that philosophy, and that is
>
1 22 the reason I took the paths that I took.
r
=

0
, 23 COMMISSIONER LEWIS: Okay, that leads me to my next '
s
I
I 24 question. Suppose this Co==ission nerely decides to fiddle
:
w

,t
4 25 around with the structure of the NRC in our final deliberations ,

n , -
,_

WJ' o n,,_,
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1

but we still keep the same c.eco.le in charc.e, is that reallv.

going to change anything?
3

MR. CRESWELL: There have been reorganizations in

4
the past where pecple have been moved to different positions.

5
One, I think, would have to study what the effects have been

6
in the past with those reorganizations.

7
CCMMISSIONER LEUIS : Pardon me, I didn't --

8
MR. CRESWELL: I think you would have to study --

9
and it is not something that is fair for me to comment on --

10 it is something that needs to be looked at in some detail.
11

COMMISSIONER LEWIS: I guess what I am suggesting

12 is that the mind-set will remain even if we change the structure.
13 Isn't that likely to occur?

I#
CHAIRMAN KEMENY: Professor Lewis , I think what Mr.

15 Creswell was trying to say is that the Commission, if I under-
16 stand you correctly, tha t the Commission ought to look at
I7 previous reorganizations within NRC, and then make our own
18 determination whether pre-Three Mile Island, any of those led
l9 to change in the mind-set.

20 MR. CRESWELL: That is correct.

2I COMMIS5IONER LEWIS : And just one final question.
>

1 22 And there have been reorganizations -- I mean just changing the
i
V

23g AEC and dividing it into ERDA and the NRC was a change in the
24

basic structure of the regulatory agency -- isn' t it likely hhh,

25 that once the furor dies down, it will be business as usual?
O ' u s, - :v>
v w w w .,
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1 In other words, we have this --

,

2 iR. CRESWELL: That is entirely possible.

3 CCfri!SSIONER LEWI5: Thank you very much.

# CHAIR?%'I KEMENY: Professor Taylor.

5 COMMISSICNER TAYLOR: Mr. Creswell, we have been

6 exploring some formal actions that you took and some formal

7 reactions or lack of reaction in this whole set of incidents. '

8 I would like to very briefly try to get some sense of informal

9 actions that you may have taken and informal responses, to try

10 to get some sense of the kind of environment that you felt

Il that you were in during this period, I gather from your testi-

j, mony, of intense :_rustration.
. .

-

13 First of all, did you find yourself discussing what

14 you should do , whether you should write a certain memorandum

15 or not, with any of your colleagues, either at the same level

16 or at a higher level?

17 MR. C RESWELL : I did discuss some of these issues

18 with a fellow inspector in Region 3, who had previously worked

19 in NRR, who had similar dif ficulties with safety issues . So

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

21 or less.

>

1 22 CCMMISSIONER TAYLOR: In connection with situations
i
v

23 where you were t:ying to make up your mind what :o do and hady
a
#

I 24 not yet done it, but at some time in the secuence when you had I

.
s

} 25 already done some other things, did you sense that you we re ,
.

_~_m I,ey ;
.
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1

in these informal interactions with your colleagues or anyone
2

else, being encouraged to blow the whistle, so to say, or
3 discouraged from going ahead with trying to get attention one
4

way or another to these issues that you obviously thought were
5 .

very important?

6
MR. CRESWELL: I wouldn ' t characterize it as being

7
encouraged to blow the whistle or,the other side of the coin,

8
to forget it. I think it was a thoughtful type of analysis

9
to determine what is the best way to handle the issues.

10
CO:011SSIONER TAYLOR: Now, in connection with the

11 reaction of people informally to what you did do, we have heard
12 the phrase 'used in connection with the meeti..g early this year,
13 that the purpose of the meeting, according to someone, was to
14

" shut you up."

I0
What I would like to get a sense of is the extent to

16 which you were told by anyone informally, perhaps a colleague,
I7 perhaps someone who was an immediate supervisor, that what you
18 had done was not a good .hing to have done and you had better
I9

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

20 with any formalisms about the bureaucracy or just as a matter
2I of advice,that you were getting carried away with something

>

h 22 that wasn ' t important. Were you told by people informally that
3
v

| 23 what you were doing was wrong?
I gf 24 MR. CRESWELL : No one would make an out-and-cut- ,

.

} 25 statement to that effect. The statements would b,e ,more,>n- .
d is t ,,. v *

!

|
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I characterized tcward "You.' re spending eco much time in this
2 one area," There are other things that need to be looked at,"
3 that sort of thing.

#
COMMISSIONER TAYLOR: Did you get the sense that that

=

was because they really felt that what you were doing was not~

6 important, or because they wanted you specifically to stop
7 pressing the issue?

8 Let me put it another way. Did you sense that when

' 9 you were, I gather, semewhat discouraged from going ahead with
10 memoranda or whatever, the question is, was this because they
Il felt what you were doing was unimportant, you had other things
12 that were better for you to do, or because they didn't want
I3 you to take the actions that you were talking about?
I4 MR. CRESWELL : Let me -- I think this will answer

15 your question -- let me go into hcw normally these issues are
16 handled. If you find something like this , you will detail

17 the information in a memorandum and send it to headquarters
I8 where it will be reviewed with NRR -- the Sternberg memo , for
19 ins tance .

20 And normally, there will be some sort of finding
21 that will come back and says there is nothing wrong here , it

>
# 22 has been analyzed. And so vour hands are clean from then onr -

3
V i

, 23 out. There is no further action required; you close it out |'*
I I
I 24 in an inspection report and it is gone. i

,

i

i i4 25 If you do have a problem, it is very difficult, in myi

| C n es -

l
|,

6 6.r . s I
' '



>

104

I mind, in my perception, to get those things resolved, to get
I
i

2I them addressed.

3 COMMISSIONER TAYLOR: Is this, partly at least,

a because of a change of connection between taking action and

5 ultimately the possibility that the utility may have to shut

6 down for a while? And so, in other words, along the lines of

7 what Cc=missioner Lewis was probing --

8' MR. CRESNELL : I think that is a definite ccasidera-

9 tion.

10 COMMISSIONER TAYLOR: You think that is a major

11 consideration then in the reaction to --
12 MR. CRESWELL: I think that that is a consideration.
13 As to whether it is major or not, I wouldn ' t say. |k

.

14 COMMISSICNER TAYLOR: Thank you very much.

15 CHAIRMAN KEMENY: Deputy Counsel, is there a document

16 request?

17 MR. KANE: Yes. Mr. Chairman, I would like to

I.18 i reques t and complete the record as to Mr. Creswell that there

19 be marked as Exhibit 2 to this hearing and included in the

20 | public record two documents. The first is a remorandum of
t

i

21 January 3, 1979 from Mr. Creswell to Mr. Streeter of Region 3
>

.t 22 concerning notification of licensing boards of Mr. Creswell's |

,

b |

,

-,9 23 | concerns. And the second is a memorandum o f January 19, 1979 i

I .

,

i i

i 24 | from Mr. Keppler of Region 3 to 'tr . Moseley of INE headquarters &= 1 W
25 | cor.cerning the same subject. S l Q ,'j ,

i

i
'

|

|
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|C u .r 3.c ,e K.-.4~,v coo-.e e-.a.e . - -s ~ . . -

,

Ii

2| (Che documents referred :o vere |
i

3| arked as Exhibit 2 and received |
| in evidence.) j

l
4 iCO.51ISSIC::ER TRC K : :tr . Crewswell, I just would 12.ke|
5 to ask you, how often do you independently investigate a
6 transient, or dc you just take the licensee 's evaluation for

7 < ,
..

|
IS MR. CPISWELL: Well, I like to, in the areas where
!

9 I am responsible, icok at as much of the original data as I
10 can.

II j CC:1MISSIO!IER TRC;K : Sut do you go to the plant and
i

12 investigate it, or you just take the report?

13 na. CpsSuzLL: Well, normally you would be en an
!

la inspection,and you could take a lcok at the original data or
15 get copies of it at the facility.

16 COfCiISSIO!iER TRGiK: But you just look at the reports.

17 You don't talk to the workers?
i
e

i18 :-!R . CPISWELL: Oh, yes I do, in some instances, dis- I

19 cuss it with the operators and so forth.

I'O - '-mw. m.t S n- o . R . .~.L. .s : ...ank you.-
-. t.: i

21 CHAIR'tA:! KE:'E';Y : Professor Pigford.
> !

! 22 | CC:CIISSIO: ER ?!GFORD: :Ir. Crewswell, do .ecu 5.ac.cen .y
. ;

5
y

23 f, to have learned what the licensing boards did ith that info r- a ,9
a
a
1 I |

e,. ,. e3 24 | tion that thev co from zou? ., v , i ,/
'

, o

d 25 ' 'R . C2ESWELL: : a.- really no t aware of that, no,-

,,
,

I
t

|
'

|
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1 There can be a reason for that, thouch. As I stated, since
~

82 the accident I have been attached to one investigation group
3 or the other, and I haven't been in a location that would

#
lend itself to receive that information.

5 COMMISSIONER PIGro3D: .cw, I don't want to repea

6 what has already been established. I just want to be sure.

7 Have you been asked to identify which licensing boards you

8 sent these to? Is that on the record, to your knowledge?

9 Mr. Kane says it is on the record, Mr. Creswell, so

10 I think that satisfies me. Thank you.

II CHAIRMAN KE:ENY: Can you answer the question?

I2 MR. KANE: Yes. Just for the record, one of the

13 documents that has been now marked as Exhibit 2 is the January
I4 Gth memorandum. The subject is " Conveying New Information to

15 Licensing Boards, Davis Besse Units 2 and 3 and Midland Units

16 1 and 2."

17 CHAI?l!AI; KEMENY: Professor Marrett.

18 COMMISSIONER MARRETT : Just a brief question. I

19 understand that you have been involved in scme internal investi-

20 gations en TMI that NRC has been carrying out. Is that correct?

21 MR. C RESWELL : The INE investigation of T:1I-2 looked
>

,1 22 oniv at the licensee's cerformance durinc the event.. -

3
-

,

v I

23 C0t1MISS!CNER :1ARRETT r ' hat precisely was your role? j
i

2
a

24 What kinds of issues did you -- were you able to identify in |h=
e
w

} 25 terms of the INE investigation?
<- - tn !.

v=- ,..s ,

i

|
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1 MR. CRESWELL: ' iell , I participated in several of.

2 the interviews of personnel that were involved. I took a icok

3 at the 3&W response to the event, the on-site technical

4 support.

5 COM:!ISSIONER "ARRETT : Well, in a sense, ny question

6 was a bit too specific. :ty real concern is to what extent

7 were you able to shape the sorts of issues tha: the :::E investi-
t

3 gation would pursue?

9 21R. CRESWELL : Those topics for study were, first

10 of all, documented in a menorandum from :tr. Davis to the

11 Commission. It is an attachment to that report. So that

12 defined the broad scope of the investigation.

13 As to assignments, we had a supervisor during the

la investigation who gave out assignments.

15 COMMISSIONER 1ARRETT : All right. Then you fu.'dament-

16 ally were following the assignments as made. This is certainly

17 going to be loaded, but, had you been able to shape the |

18 i..vestigation, would it have taken the direction that it

19 | followed?
i
1

20 I :iR. C RESWELL : Well, once again, in was quite clear i
i
' i

I

I21 ;that the scope of that investigation was to look only at the i

,

> l
1 22 i licensee, no t :iRC o r S &W . Both of those areas, as this !r :
3

V i

? 23 ! Commission has recognized, need to be investigated.o
1
I |
j 24 i CO:0!ISSIO::ZR MARRETT: And *zou will have no involve-8

e iw i

} 25 | ment in the larger investigation tha: is ceane undertaken bv
|
!

'
,

| (?'# ''

v 6 V_' ' ,f) -

ii

' .

?
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I NRC?

O2 MR. CRESWELL: I am presently attached to that

3 group.

4 COIMl!ISSIONER :IARRETT: You are attached to that

5 group. Are the issues with reference to management organization
6 coming up in that investigation that you have any involvement
7 in?

3 MR. CRESWELL: That is handled by another group.

9 CHAIRMAN KEMENY: :!r . McPherson.
.

10 CO!!MISSIONER MC PIIERSCN: Zir . Creswell, I have two

11 cuestions. One is a definitional one. And that is,the

12 definition of the word " unresolved." In the document dated

13 October 25, 1978, sent by Mr. Fiorelli,the Chief of the

14 Reactor Operations, Nuclear Support Branch of the NRC to

15 Toledo-Edison, the operator of Davis Besse, there is this

16 sentence: "The licensee is reviewing the operator actions

17 of blocking the SFAS logic and securing high pressure injection
18 to determine if different actions would be advisable in the
19 future, should a similar set of conditions arise. This matter

20 is unresolved."

21 Now, that is from the NRC to the licensee, and i; is
>
t 22 saying "You are -- you, licensee -- are looking a: his highr ,

5

Iv
23 pressure in"section securing to see if you ought to de somethinc9

2

f24
i

differen in the future, and the matter is unresolved." Uhat h.

5 25 does that word mean?
n.,,,.,
u~ u a .

'

I
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1i :iR. C RE SUELL . It means that it 'rould be classified '
I

t I
.

Iunresolved until the issue was satisfactorily closed out,
!

2 as

i '

3 | or thev had satis factorily responded to
I

- --

!

cC.s a.1 .c. w . V.o* r.n. .L. - n .u. ., e -n. . .e31et-4
, d.w.e o. 4s . .a. . wa .i .t ,w . *. . 2U ,

. . .

.

5 In whose court is it?

6 MR. C RESWELL : The licensee's.

I C"*"' t* .a S I C .". ". .', .".C ' "..r. '.C Cu" .- ' s ". e .- e " *. " . 4 . . e .' .' .~.. 4 .7i c . . . . .,

!

8 by which this matter should be resolved?

9 MR. CRES*4 ELL : Well, I should point out, the inspector

10 has limited authority to demand that a certain thing will be

11 done at a certain amount of time. As the issue drug out over

12 | a .ceriod of months, I wrote a memo to =v su.cervision, asking.

13 that, or stating that some of these analyses were taking an
'

ja inordinate amount of time to complete, that we should develop

15 a course of action and relay it to the licensee for the

16 completion of these items,
i
'

j7 To answer your cuestion, there was no request made

ja saying 30 days or 60 days, or there was not a statemen; by me

19 that you should have that done in that per.'.od of time. ''y

20 | supervision was involved in this issue. They were aware of
f ,
,

21 | what the problems were, and they were aware of the sta:us of
!

$ 22|how long it was taking to resolve it,
r i

i3 i
e

$. 23 ; CO:!:1ISSICSIR MC P!!ERSON: :s i: typical in such I

-
I
i

j 24 matters for the NRC to leave that unresolved cuestion nresolve'd'.

'If% ,T

j 25jitself? UG / lj.
p.

!

I
|

~

f
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I

|in. CRESWELL: There can be unresolved items cut-
02 standing for a censiderable period cf time. :

i

3 C0!CIISSIONER ".C PEERSCN : What does that mean?
4

MR. CRESWELL: Over a year, or longer.
.

5
CO:21ISSIONER MC PEERSON : Are you aware of unresolved

6 safety issues right now in your district not having to co

7 -

w:th determination of high pressure injection,:

8 !!R. CRESWELL : I can't recollect an example that I
|
t

9 '

can give you, no. Out there are.

10 COM:1ISSIONCR :'.C PEERSON : This eas the T.cs: urgen:

11 one.

12 MR. CRESWELL: Yes. There are, though, outstanding

O13 items, unresolved items, that are carried for quite some
14 period of time.

15 I
Cot 21ISSIONER !".C PEERSON : And in your knowledge, this '

16 the most urgent one in your jurisdiction during tne timewas

17 when you were an inspector?

18 MR. CRESWELL : Right.

19 COM!!SSICNER MC PEERSON: Another question or two

20 that has to de with your choice of Commissioners Bradford and i

i

t

21 Ahearne and of seeking Commission cognizance of the question.
>
! 22 Why dic you happen to choose those two Commissioners? '

r
i5

U i

23 !R. C RESWELL : That is an interestinc cuestion. I I
y

1
- -a

24 had read certain of Ccemissioner 3radford's statements that he !e
*
i

. . .

. . :e : :na he had i

i
4 ,5 mace ce ore Congress and other p_. aces, anc 2 , i- ,.

no -r iV N pa, 1.o.#m
i

!
-
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I exercised a certain amoun of balance in what he had stated.'

|2 So that led me to ori inally contact Commissioner Bradford. !9
I

3| :ow, Commissioner Ahearne has a reputation within 4

4 the Commission for asking technical ques tions and pursuing
5 issues, and I thought the combination of these tuo gentlemen

6 | was the bes t way for me to go.

7 COMMISSIONER MC PEERSON: Could you elaborate on what

8 ' you mean by " balance" with respect to Commissioner Bradford?

9 That he was concerned about safety?

10 MR. CRESWELL: Yes. That he had demonstrated -- at
11 least my perception was that he had a balanced outlook toward

12 safety.

I
13 CO:@1ISSIONER ".C PHERSON: And you thought that might

14 not be the case with respect to other commissioners?

15 MR. CRESWELL : Well, I would have been glad to have

16 met with any other commissioners. It is ,ust this is the wav
!

I
17 at turned out, based on what I told him.

18 CO!SiISSICNER ".C PEERSON: Mr. Creswell, has your

19 | personnel evaluation re= ort or recorts reflected either positively
f

20 |' or negatively,
'

so far as you can tell, this e:: ort enat you I

21 have made? In other words, have you either been praised or j

> i,

g 22 chas tised or criticized in any way in your personnel reports
_ ;

5
V

23 | as a result of this e: fort?y

|
-

.

1 p
-

a 24 .,R. .C .,s_e n ,-- -m.c-- e--, .i .. .s a a s ::i n, ,-,, < ..u. .i .,. - -, -a. e ,..
y-------- -- -.

s

3 25 | a dir.act co mparison . Sometimes -- it is very difficult to
.

;

!
Of ' t f i 7 ,q

,
w %ets _ Lc p

4
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1

I separate all the variables out. I would not have classified gg)
2 my last appraisal as being positive, and in fact my supervisor
3 was cuite negative.

4
CO!UiISSIC::ER MC Pl!ERSON: Your supervisor was

5 negative?

6 MR. CRESWELL : Yes, in my discussions with him.

7 There are some,in the area of evaluation of my technical
3 abilities, there were some good stataments in there.
9 CO!UIISSIONER MC PEERSOM: May I ask -- and you

10 needn' t say if you don ' t care to -- but may I ask whether the
11 negative comments had to do with, in your mind, with your
12 cersistence in this regard?

13 MR. CRESWELL: Well, there was a comment on my
14 evaluation about some complaints that the Davis Besse people

i

15 l had made about my work.

16 CO:21ISSICUER MC P!IERSOU: And were those complaints

17 I related to this matter?
!

IS MR. CRESWELL : Well, they were related to my inter-

19 facing wi th the group, interpersonal-type relationships, and
i20 ' not directed tcward the issues themselves, the technical issues !I

I t

I21 j cot'MISSIONER MC PHERSCM: They weren't centered on
>
1 22 , the September and :!cvember transients?

, ,

5 i
,

u '

23 | MR. CRESWELL: ::c , they weren't.
|

ip

1 i ; 40)i 24 i CHAIR"X KEME:iY : Thank you verv. much, Mr. Creswell. '
.

f

) 25 |The witness is excused. I
; n; i

u n A.~ o ? -. .r l. *n l
'

a

I i
! I
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1

(Witness excused.)
2 We will have one TCre witness, and then have a f
3 v.a j o r 'c re ak . Chief Counsel,: lease call 3nd swear in the ne:::

I

4' witness.

5|
i

6

7

|
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|

9

10

11
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i

i
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;

I

|
I
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L 1 MR. GCRINSON: Mr. Ebersole, would you raise your
|

22-79 2 r ight hand.
pe 8 '

3 ,' Whereupon,

a| JESSE C. EBERSCLE
i

'

5 was called as a witness and, after being first duly sworn,
;

6 was examined and testified as follows:
!

7 CHAIRMAN KEMENY: Would you please state your full

3 name and the position that connects you to nuclear pcwer at

9' the moment? |
| t

i
!

10 | MR. EBERSOLE: My name is Jess C. Ebersole. I am '

; ,

11 , a member of the Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards. I '

I

12 ' am a retired employee of the Tennessee Valley Authority, for;
.

13 which I worked for 38 years. |h.

!
14 CHAIRMAN KEMENY: Thank you. May we ask you to

!

15 i pull your microphone slightly closer to you. It would help

16 Chief counsel.

17 ' MR. GCRINSON: Mr. Helfman.

13 MR. HELFMAN: Thank you, Mr. Gorinson.
i

19 , Mr . Eber sole, how long have you been a member of the'
i

20 Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards or ACRS?

21 MR. EBERSOLE : Since April, 1976.

t '

1 22 MR. HELFMAN: How many members are there of the
c
L
7 23 i ACRS?
i

n.,. -

5 24 MR. EBERSOLE: Fifteen.
^

t4 25 MR. HELFMAN : Do the members of the ACRS tend to
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DO2 1 specialize or focus their interest regarding matters which are:

2, before the ACRS?

3 MR. EBERSOLE: I think that is a fair statement.

4 MR. HELFMAN: The ACRS has been described as a i' '
.

5i " independent group of experts established by law to advise the :
i

Commission on the safety aspects of proposed and existing6 !
^i .

\

7 nuclear facilities and the adequacy of proposed reactor safety'

3 standards". Do you agree with that description?

9 MR. EBERSOLE : Yes.

10 : MR. HELFMAN: With respect to the licensing of pro- I
f

11 i posed nuclear facilities, does the ACRS exercise a purely ad-
!

12 ; visory role or does it possess any veto power?

13 MR. EBERSOLE: It has an advisory role.
t '

la MR. EELFMAN: How is that advisory role exercised?

15 - MR. EBERSOLE: I think the best way to say that is
-

16 that it can write a letter endorsing a given project or it ;.

:

17 ' can refuse to write a letter to the Commissione. s.
18 MR. EZLFMAN: What impact would the refusal to write

19 ' such a letter have on the licensing application?

20 HR. EBERSOLE: It will certainly cause delays and

21 controversies about future action on it. I can't go beyond

f22 that.
;

L
23y MR. EELFMAN: When a licensing matter is before the

r
s

24j ACRS for review, does the ACRS do a very thorough evaluation
c

25 of each such project?
c. . .m s ,

G a:
, ...

-
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L 1 MR. EBERSCLE: The degree of thoroughness has to be ,'

,

2, -- there is great generality. There are only 15 people and ! k
i

3 there are inn umerable projects.

I |
4| MR. HELFMAN: How does the ACRS identify those

!

!5'! particular concerns which should be addressed?
i,

6; MR. EBERSOLE: Sy and large, the concerns are brought
} I,

7| to ACRS by safety evaluation reports, SERs, or by individual '

.

I.

3 investigations on the part of the individual member himself,
i

9 Sometimes he is helped by contributions fnam the field.

10 MR. HELFMAN: Is the SER a document which is pre-
|

4

!
11 pared by the NRC staff?

12 | MR. EBERSOLE: Yes. i

!,

13 MR. HELFMAN: Has the SER approved a satisfactory hi

li
'

14 i means by which the ACRS can discover issues which should be [
'

15 | addressed? |

16 | MR. EBER.c' : In my view the SER tends to obscure
'

i
!17 * issues rather than to bring them forward. '

|
iI8 MR. HELFMAN: Why is that? i

,

19 MR. EBERSCLE: Well, the pressure is on, even by

20 ACRS, to reduce the number of unresolved issues to the maximum:

21 extent po ssible . Therefore, in the ultimate, one would get an-
>

} 22 SER that would, in essence, have no controversial matters at,

?
-

?
,'3

all and then one must look underneath the sur face to see if
i

f24 there were any. I would not say the SER is particularly use- |||I
4 25 . ful to bring forth important matters to be resolved by ACRS.

o v>: ou ss%,- n,.C?
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DO4 i MR. HELFMAN: Where safety concerns before the ACRS !

2 involve already operating nuclear reactors -- in other words,
i

,

3, it is not raised in the context of a license application, doest
!'

the ACRS likewise have a purely advisory role?4

!
5, MR. EBERSOLE: So f ar as I understand the administra-
6, tive process, that is true. I would like to make clear again

I
7 that I would rather not go into the details of administrative '

I
$ controls here. I would rather stick to the physical problems

9 if we can do that. !
. l

10 MR. HELFMAN: Okay. I will try to stick to the

11 , most general types o f procedural questions , f
'

i12 , If a safety concern is cercre the ACRS, which is j
!

|13 ' not related to a license application -- comes up in another !
t

i

|14 ' generic context, does the ACRS follow generally the same pro- '

15 cedure that it does during a license review. In other words,

16 are there hearings? Are there subcommittees? Is a letter |

17 ! written to the Commission?

13 ' MR. EBER SOLE : There are hearings. There are sub-
i

19 committee meetings and the items are consolidated into ai

i

20 generic list, which I think you have on record.

2I MR. HELFMAN: You mentioned that the ACRS has only
>

{22 15 members. Does the ACRS have a staff which is responsible
N

23
? for follow up on safety concerns raised by ACRS members?
I

f.2# MR. ESERSOLE: It does. CZUif O
! oc'* *- MR. EELFMAN: How large is that staff?
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1 MR. EBERSOLE: I am going to have to get the number..

! | g2, I think it may be approximately 20 or thereabouts. It has
:

3 been augmented recently by a number of Fellows who are helping!
l

4 in the last year or so.

I !
'

S; MR. HELFMAN: Would it be accurate to say that ACRS
i ,

6;I members and the ACRS staff relies heavily on the NRC staff for
I

'

7| information? i

i !

8| MR. EBERSOLE: Yes. '

9 ! MR. HELFMAN: If the ACRS concludes that an importan
I
!

10 ! generic safety problem has arisen in a context which is not
1

,

i11 | a plant specific license application, does the ACRS have any '

12 means of insuring that appropriate corrective action is taken

13 | by vendors and utilities? h
i

14 | MR. EBERSOLE : The ACRS could write a letter endors
i

,

15 i ing a position that a plant not be allowed to be constructed |
i

16 or operated in the face of that generic issue. That would be
i

17 regarded as punitive in the case of that particular project or;
,

l I

18 generic plant design. In general, that sort of punitive pres-

19 sure is not brought to bear.

20 MR. HELFMAN: In the Three Mile Island accident of
21 March of this year, the operator terminated HPI and reliance

>
1 22 on high pressurizer level, despite continuing loss of coolant,

.

N
23

7 from the core. Do you agree that is a pretty accurate summary?
i
i 24 MR. EBERSCLE: I believe that is true. h;

t
4 25 MR. HELFMAN: Is this the sort of generic concern,

O dd | A.: w ', n}n 1.
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DO6 1 operator reliance on pressuriner level, which would be addressed

2 by the ACRS?

\
3 MR. ESERSCLE : Well, it has not been identified as

1
4 a generic concern. I might explain on that . The absence of j

:
5 pressuriser level is an old and long issue going back into
6 say '74 or even perhaps earlier than that. And the general

7 defense on the part of the PWR designers and the builders has
;

been that you don't need reactor vessel level indication and,3

! i

9 as a matter of fact, if you let the equipmen: do wnst it is
i

10 , supposed to do, you don't even need to know what is going on.
11 MR. HELFMAN: Was the question of operator reliancei

i i

1

12
on pressuriser level a concern which was brought to the atten ,

13 tion of the ACRS or to your attention by a Carl Michaelson in |
! !

14 early September, 1977?

15 ' MR. E3ERSOLE: It was.

16 : MR. HELFMAN: Were you aware of a transient which
i

i

i

17 has already been described today which occurred at the Davis- I

13 Besse plant on September 24, 1977? '

19
MR. EEERSCLE : I was not aware of that tr an s ient .

20 MR. HELFMAN: Were you aware that it occ urred?

21 MR. EBERSCLE : No. This is not to say that it may
I 29 not have been sent to me. I simply didn't get to it. I hadg-
-

u
23

-
other proclems at the time.?

=
.'
} 24 MR. HELFMAN: Well, perha ps , I can refresh your;

1 ,<
* ** recollection by referring to the transcript of the 210th ACRS

n q om
u%. o . .
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7 1 meeting, dated October 7, 1977, apparently two weeks or so |

2, af ter the occurrence of the transient. This is at Tab 19. |h
3 On page 347, Mr. Seyforth of I&E is explaining the Davis-Besse!

'

4 transient and you were present and asked the folicwing quest-
t

5, ion of Mr. Seyforth. Did the high pressure ECCS pumps come

!6, on and start to inject? Mr . Seyforth responds, "Yes, they
i

i

7 came on at the time. I have forgotten now for the moment what,
'

i

3 initiated those. " You asked, " Low level in the pressurirer ?"

9 Mr. Seyforth responds, "Yes, it was about 1,600 pounds. It '
-

i

i,

|10 was the low pressure system that got it." Ycu asked, "Did ;

I

11 that charge the system with water?" Mr. Seyforth answers,
! '

12 "No." And you inquire, "The operator turned them off?" And !

i i

|

13 Mr. Seyforth answers, "Yes." Does that in any way refresh ||h
i

14 your recollection as to whether you were aware of the -- '

i

15 j MR. EBERSOLE: Your record is much better than my
i

16 i memory. . am sorry. I do not recall that that particular

17 discussion bore heavily on the matter of loss of a valid
,

18 , indication on the pressurirer.

19 ; MR. HELFMAN: In fact, I could inform you that that

20 was the end of the discussion about operator action in reliance
21 * on pressurizer level at that meeting.

,
> t

j 22 ! Do you recall whether you or the ACRS did any follcw-
$

23
? up into the question of operator reliance on pressurizer level:
?
{ 24 as it occurred in the context of the Davis-Besse transient of ||)s
t
4 25 September, 1977? CZOl'f
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D08 1 MR. EBERSCLE: Zhe only thing I can recall is my

2 pursuit of the question as assisted by Mr. Michaelson's re-

3 port .

!

4 MR. HELFMAN: With respect to the concerns addressed'i

f

5 by Mr. Michaelson, what follow up did you do with his report 2
.

6i MR. EBERSOLE: Well, as soon as I received it in

/ hand, I made it a part of a large set of questions, which were
3' more or less generic to the Babcock and Wilcox design on
9 Pebble Scrings. I added at least two questions which were

10 directly pertinent to the level question and a third one that
.

11 j had to do with auxiliary feedwater. '

|

12 MR. HELFMAN: Did you also provide a copy of Mr.
t

|13 Michaelson's report to a Mr. Sandy Israel of the NRC?
!14 MR. EBERSOLE: I did so, informally.

,

15 MR. HELFMAN: When did Mr. Michaelson provide you
16 with a copy of his report? Do you recall approximately?
17 MR. EBERSOLE: It seems to me it was in Octcher --
18 September or October of ' 77 or thereabouts, within a few weeks
19 of his preparation of this. We can get that precise time if

20 you wish. I have to refer to my papers to do that. I don't
2I think you want to do that.

22
MR. HELFMAN: I think the estimate is sufficient,s

0
23

? Do you recall whether the Pebble Springs plant wasi
v

f 2# at the construction permit application stage at the time?;

25
MR. EBERSOLE: Yes, it was. As a matter of fact,

cy o ;,

v $A w a 5
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} 1| the Pebble Springs plant was a part of this process of using

kh'
2 a standardized design of B&W 205 in a unique plant. The quest-

ions were addressed to the B&W standard 205 design and to a3

4, great degree the issues and questions on 205 had been settled
?

5 ! at the time I joined the subcommittee. Having not been a part'

6 to how they were setuled, I elected to write a few questions
i ,

I

on the generic aspects of the generic design. That is why the'7

i

8 26 questions were developed.

9| MR. HELFMAN: Referring to question No. 6 of the

!10 26 that you prepared, is that the question which asks how the |
,

11 i operator is to interpret pressuriser level in the case of a |

12 | small break loca? |

To the best of your recollection?
||
| g13 MR. EBERSCLE: To the best of my recollection, right.i

1

I4 i That is it. !

l '

15 l MR. HELFMAN: And these questions were directed to i

16i whom? .

,

17 MR. EBERSOLE: Well, they were written, of course,
18 and sent through NRC staff to the applicant.
19 MR. HELFMAN- And ultimately?

20 , MR. E BERSOL3 : Ultimately, I believe, these are

21
processed as is the usual fashion through the vendor organiza '

{22 , tion, B&W, and they come back in reverse through the same pathes.
5
u

23
? MR. HELFMAN: Through the vendor, through the staffi
4

{ 24 to the ACRS?
, p7s ;<,f.

} 25 _ . _,

MR. EBERSCLE : Yes.
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0010 1 MR. HELFMAN: Did the utility or the vendor provide
,

! I

2| a set of answers to the Fr.bble Springs questions?
,

i

3 MR. EBERSOLE: They did.

i

4' MR. HELFMAN: Did the utility or the vendor provide! .

|

5 an answer to question No. 6, regarding operator interpretation
.

6' of pressurizer levels?

! |
l7 MR. EBERSOLE : They did provide an answer .
!
!

3 MR. HELFMAN: How would you characterize tha t an swer ?
!

9 MR. EBERSOLE: Of low quality.

I10 | MR. HELFMAN: Was the question of operator reliance

11 on pressuri=er levels addressed to the best of your recollection?
!12 ' MR. EBERSOLE: There was no direct answer, to my |

.

|

||) 13 recollection. Would you want me to refer to this answer in
!- 14 ' particular? I have it here. '

15 : MR. HELFMAN: If you would like to skim it briefly. !
,
'

i16 : MR. EBERSOLE : It is in my briefcase. Let's go on j
;

e

7' without it then.
I

13 MR. HELFMAN: All right. Recognizing that it was

19 an inadequate answer --

20 MR. EBER SOLE : It was an inadequate answer . It was

21 gobbledigook, I guess.
>

-} 22 MR. HELFMAN: Did you do any follow up to get an
N

23
_7 adequate answer on this question?
I
i 21 c.y . , - -

MR. EBERSCLE: I did not. "*** - ~ ~ " '
c
t
4 21 MR. HELFMAN: Do you know if there was any folicw up



i I

! I
fL1 1! by the ACRS?

k2| MR. EBERSCLE : There was none that I know of and I j
'

i

3; think -- in fact. there was none. |

|

4 MR. HELFMAN: Do you recall why it was that you

,i5 | did no follow up with respect to this question?
|
i

! l

6j MR. EBERSOLE: I had problems at home. My wife is |
| \

7| a victim of Lou Gehrig's disease anc I have difficulty atten
,

I
I

a , ding the meetings and pursuing these matters as I really

9 i sho uld .
!

'l10 MR. HELFMAN: At that time? !

i4

11 i MR. EBERSOLE: Right. -

,

i

12 j MR. HELFMAN: Does the NRC, to the best or your
.

I I

13 ' knowledge, have any responsibility for insuring that questions | g
14 posed by the ACRS or its members are answered?.

i

15 MR. EBERSOLE : I don't know of any hard words to |
,

16 I that effect. The answer that we get are of a variable quality:
,

17 i and I must say that in many cases the questions and no sub-
i i

13 stantially satisfactory answers ever materialize over a long

19 ; period of time. i

20 MR. HELFMAN: Do you know if in the particular case
,

21 of Pebble Springs whether the NRC staff did any follow up?
!>

* 22 | MR. EBERSOLE: I do not know,;

i
J

23 '
7 MR. HELFMAN: You have indicated that you handed a
i

f. 24 copy of Mr. Michaelson's report to Mr. Israel of the NRC. Do
t
* 25 you recall when that was in relation to the hearings on the

n.;o-. .

6 4. 4 /.. 11
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0012 1 Pebble Springs application?
t

2' MR. ESERSOLE : Yes. It was at the first hearing

',
3 on the Pebble Springs 205 pro 3ect after the submission of

4 these questions, to the best of my recollection. I

i !
!5 MR. HELFMAN: Did Mr. Israel later inform you of

6 what, if anything, he did with the Michaelson report?
,

i7, MR. EBERSOLE: No, he returned the report to me wim

8 a bookslip noting that he hadn' t had t ime to read the report,
9, but inferring that he was going to investigate it,

i

10 I MR. HELFMAN: D id Mr . Israel route to you a copyi

I l l of the January 10, 1978 memorandnu he prepared which was signed
i

12 '. :

by Mr. Novak and which has since become known as the Novak '

i

13 , Memorandum?

. !la ; MR. E'BERSOLE : Not to my knowledge.

15 t MR. HELFMAN: Did you do any follow up aith Mr.

16 i Israel prior to the TMI-2 accident regarding his work with
I

17 | the Michaelson concerns?
IS MR. EBEK? OLE: No. I did not.

19 MR. HELFMAN: Have you seen the Novak Memorandum?

20 MR. EBERSOLE: I have.

21 MR. HELFMAN: When was the fir st time you saw it
I an
4 and who provided you a copy?'-

.-

f 23 MR. ESERSOLE : I believe that was sent to me by
i
=

E 24 Mr. Henry Myers of Mr. Udall's committee .
;

8 cc4
MR. HEL FMAN : And that was af ter the Three Mile

--

.
(.,,, m, 7y
v4 . \ a 4. s * -
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I !L3 1 Island accident? '

} $i
i

2' MR. EBERSCLE : After the Three Mile accident.
i

i
i

3'| MR. HELFMAN: To the best of your knowledge, does
,

I

the NRC has any responsibility to produce operating procedures?4
I

I I
i

5 MR. EBERSOLE : To the best c f my knowledge, they |
1 '

6| do not.
.

i

7 MR. HELFMAN: Is there any requirement that the NRC
4

8! review such procedures?
:

l

9| MR. EBERSOLE: I presume there is now, but prior to |
I10 the TMI incident, that was a very much grai area, which led ;

I
1

11 ; basically to my problem in not truly identifying the ser ious .

I
12 nature of the Michaelson report. The Michaelson report would j
13 ' have been very substantive in the knowledge that there was no ' &.

t

W
I

14 | compensatory operator procedures to deal with the physical'
,

i

15 | problem at hand. Had there been in being a suitable set of
,

i16 - emergency or abnormal procedures, I believe that incident
i

17 ' could have been handled very easily,
i

18 ' MR. HELFMAN: Who is responsible for producing oper-

19 ating procedures, to the best of your knowledge?

20 MR. EBERSCLE: It is a joint effort on the part of

21 the utility, which will operate the plant and the vendor, pr i-
>

g 22 : mar ily .
7

-

i

V
p 23 : MR. HELFMAN: Excuse me. Is there any requirement'
=

24 that the NRC review the routines by which procedures are pro- k
5 |

ta 25 duced? n. n . o
uN .. - o
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D014 1 MR. EBERSCLE: I am not aware of what they do pre-
'

,

2i cisely in this connection.
!

3 MR. HELFMAN: Do you have any sense that the NRC
|

4 does review such routines?
. i
i !

5, MR. EBERSOLE : I have a sense that they do not
i i

6| adequately review this process.
i

7 MR. HELFMAN: Prior to the Three Mile accident this
i

8 year, did the ACRS conduct operating procedure reviews?

9 MR. EBERSOLE : No.
'

I

i

10 : MR. HELFMAN: Are you aware of a problem which may !
,

li ' be described as natural convection vapor problem, which arises t
!

12 due to an inability to vent vapor frcm certain plant designs?
13 ! MR. EBERSOLE: Yes. '

i

t

14 MR. HELFMAN: Does such a concern ultimately lead

15 i to a problem in the removal of heat on account of a blockage
,

16 i of natural ficw?

17 MR. EBERSOLE: Yes.

18 MR. HELFMAN: Do you consider this to be a generic

19 ' safety concern?

20 MR. EBER SOLE: For PWRs I do.

21 MR. HELFMAN: For all three types?
> t

f. 22 MR. EBERSOLE: All three types.
u

23
? MR. EELFMAN: Is this a particular concern with any
i
<

fh j 24 n --

-

particular type? C'^''i- q
-

.

3 2 *< MR. EBERSOLE : I would almost say that it is of
=
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.5 j greater concern with the combustion engineering and Westinghouse

,

2, types than it is with the Babcock and Wilecx type because of
|

3 the potential or as yet an unrealized potential for venting.
. .,

4' The combustion in Westinghouse designs cannot vent their
,

5 steam generators.

! -

i6! MR. HELFMAN: Was a question posed to the utility
I
,

7, or to the vendor, Westinghouse, regarding this design problem

3 at the time of the licensing hearings on the Diablo Canyon

9| facility in California?
!

10 ' MR. EBERSCLE : Yes. The question was brought up !

11 with Westinghouse about principally venting or loss of flow
i

12 ! in the context of the possibility of non-condensible gas
i

h13 blocking the process. I

,

14 MR. HELFMAN: Do you recall approximately when this
,

15 | was?
I

!

16 | MR. EBERSOLE : I think it was in the spring of
!

I

17I 1975.
;

18 MR. EELFMAN: Did either Westinghouse or the utility:i

i

19 provide an adequate answer to the question?

20 MR. EBERSOLE: No.;

21 ! MR. HELFMAN: Do you know if the Diablo Canyon
> i

g 22 ' plant received its license?
s.

'

v

y 23 ! MR. EBERSOLE : So f ar as I know, it has not. It may
i .

*

{ 24 have received some limited license. I have not kept up with |h;
,

} 25 Diablo. 32C _.l.30
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1 MR. HELFMAN: Was this question posed in the contextj
2' of the construction permit application, do you know?

f
3, MR. EBERSOLE: It was the operational permit.

'

i.4j MR. EELFMAN: In your opinion, does this design !
!

!5; problem remain an open safety concern?
I6, MR. ESERSOLE: Yes, in my view.
|,

'
4

7 MR. HELFMAN: Thank you, Mr. Ebersole. I have no
!

S further questions, Mr . Cha irman . !

!9| CHAIRMAN KEMENY: I just have two fairly quick '

10 ; lines of questioning. One, on your reading of the Michaelson
(

11 report, is it fair to characterize that you became q :ite con- ,

,

12 cerned about the possibility of operators misreading the sig- '

i

13 | nals by relying on the pressurizer and therefore taking in-
t
!
'I4 correct actions? I

(
15 i MR. EBERSOLE : Yes. That was a concern that was !

l

i

16 there. But that was more or less contradicted by the thesis,

17 ! that there might be instructions to the operators not to |

18 > interrupt the automatic functioning of the high pressure in -

19 j ection pumps. Now, had that instruction existed, the vapor
20 ' locking problem might have been solved, because the pressure
21 of the system would have held high enough to keep the system

>

; 22 solidified. The question on the matter of the non-condensible
"

;

u'
23y gas blocking would have remained. Pr imar ily, however, that

i
{ 24 would have been on combustion and Westinghouse designs.;

$
' 25

CHAIRMAN KEMENY: Yes. Going back to the former,

G-v s, . , . ,o oj_,
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7 1 rather than the latter, the B&W plants, if in your opinion if

k2' clearcut instructions had been available that HPI should not :
i

!;

3, be turned off under certain circumstances, would that, in your:
;

I

4| best j udgment, have prevented the accident at Three Mile !

I ;
i

5' Island 2? !
, i

MR. EBERSOLE : Yes. In my judgment that would have !6
I

7 ! prevented the accident.
t

,

8 CHAIRMAN KEMENY: That makes your remark, of course,

;
9 that to the best of your knowladge that the NRC does not re-,

10 view operating precedure s, a serious cencern.

11 MR. EBERSOLE : Yes.

12 ! CHAIRMAN KEMENY: The other thing that I wanted to |
!

!
I O13 - ask is we brought out why you were personally unable to par- i

i W
. I

14 ! ticipate in the follow up on that question, which we thoroughly
'
I

15 | understand. But what does it say about the structure of '

i

16 ACRS itself, if one member of it raises a serious concern andi

17 then if he personally is not available, ACRS dces not follow
18 up on it?

19 ' MR. EBERSOLE': Well, I think the ACRS wculd look at
:

20 this as it does matters in a collegiate way across the total
21 membership. To the extent that the general membership mighti

!>

} 22 | not have a specific interest in that kind of detailed phencmena,
>

23 they might not pursue this thing. I think, in general, theP i

1

E 24 ' membership, the other members, perhaps didn't have the detailad h5 i

a4 25 ! in ter est in this sort of thing that I did. gg3n ? f3o uco
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131 |dol 8 1 CHAIRMAN KEMENY: The reason I am raising it, of I

.

I
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 j
t

4 is part of that str ucture . I think you would agree with that.

5 MR. EBERSOLE: Yes. Right.

6 CHAIRMAN KEMENY: Do you feel that this is a good

7 structure? I really have no experience with Mr. Ebersole.

f
8 Do you feel it is a good structure to have a collection of

9 15 individuals that may pursue their own individual interests,

10 I without systematically pursuing questions?
i

l1 MR EBERSOLE: I think it is a good structure; how-

12 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-
14 ables of the business. You have to agree that they probably

l15 have the least bias of anybody because they are after all part-
|16 time consultant-type people. On the other hand the ACRS is !

17 composed of a membership that doesn't include very much con-
|18 tribution from what I might call the architect-engineer seg- |
|

19 |ment of the utility effort, where the detailed knowledge of
!

20
fwhat constitutes a plan and what its intricacies are, the
|

21 | machinery problems and perhaps the dark corners of the func- |
!>

t

} 22 | tional processes is known. The membership doesn't get that !
3 1

:

J 23 f far down into the detailed mechanics. |
1 ! :9

;, '4 j CHAIRMAN KEMENY: My last question is since you !

3 25 f said that ACRS serves an important role, but could be improved
| c; s, = .: .y
} usAl a. , , ,

!
-



132
L9

1 may I ask you what would be your own recommendations on how
|

2 to improve ACRS.

3 MR. EBERSCLE: I would like to see a larger type of i

contribution toward what I call system engineering, system4
i

5 interaction capability. I think I have to identify the possi-

6 ble source of this expertise largely in the architect and

7 engineer field. It is difficult to get members frcm that

8 field, without considering such membership to be biased.
!

9 CHAIRMAN KEMENY: Thank you, Mr. Ebersole.

10 Mr. Pigford.

11

12

h13

u

15

16

17

18
|

19

20 |
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! i

21

>
1 22
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I
: pGNN CHAIPliAN KE 'EMY: Professor Pigford.

2./. 79 CC!!MISSIGNER PIGFORD: Mr. Chairman, I want to be
TAPE 9

3
sure that I have heard correctly. Did you ask him, does NRC

4
not review procedures, or does ACRS not review procedures?

5 CHAIPl M KEMENY: I asked, I believe, whether NRC

6
reviews the operating procedures, or actually before Three

7 Mile Island. I believe Mr. Ebersole at one point said that

8 may have changed at Three Mile Island.

9 MR. EBERSOLE: I might try to clarify that. It is

10 my understanding that prior to TMI there was probably some
II review, but in general there was not a detailed review of

12 emergency and abnormal procedures.

13 COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: By NRC.

I4 MR. ESE RSOLE : By NRC, and none on the part of ACES .

IS In this connection, I think I must discern between operating
16 proce ures in the conceptual aspect and the detailed aspect.
17 The NRC and ACRS might practically icok at the conceptual form
18 of operating procedures and emergency and abnormal procedures,
19 whereas in the detailed, such procedures which have innumerable

20 detailed valve numbers and switch numbers, and in general the
2I concept is converted into highly detailed, step-by-step in-

f22 structions, it would be virtually impossible to undertake this
i
v
, 23 sort of investigation.e

1
3 24 COMMISSICNER PIGFORD: So new ACRS is reviewinc. -

a
g c .

. 25 operating procedures. A" -.
.

-
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I MR. EBERSOLE : No, I can't say that. I believe NRC gg)
2 is.

3 COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Ch. And ACRS is no t. Is that

4 correct?

5 MR. EBE RSOLE : As of this moment, I don't believe

6 that we have ongoing solid program in that area. I am rather

7 confident that we will.
8 COMMISSIONER PIGFORD : It is intended to have one?
9 MR. ESERSOLE: I cannot say that. I don't know.

10 Again, it is a matter of the load on the membership, 15 men.
11 COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Does it mean that the ACRS
12 decides, is the sole arbiter of what they review in these generic
13 items?

14 MR. EBERSOLE: Is the sole arbiter?

15 COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Is it up to them to decide

16 if they review operating procedures or not?

17 MR. EBERSOLE: The ACRS, I believe, can elect to

18 review operating proedures if they think in a practical way
19 they can do so.

20 COMMISSIONER PIGEORD: And they can elect not to,

21 apparently?

{22 MR. EBERSOLE : Yes.
5

$ 23 COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: I see. Are there any guidelines
i

dl>I 24 to ACRS as what they have to do and don' t have to do?
e

f 25 MR. EBERSOLE : I don't think such guidelines, descend
_ _m
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I to this degree of specificity.

2 COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: I see. Mr. Ebersole, is this

3 a firs t for an ACRS member perhaps, your testifying regarding
4 your activities as an ACRS member?

5 MR. EBERSOLE: Yes.

6 COMMISSIONER PIGFORD : Has any ACRS member done this

7 before?

8 MR. EBERSOLE: I believe there have. I am not aware

9 of the specific cases.

10 COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Perhaps before some congressio r.al

11 committees?

12 MR. EBERSOLE : I presume.

13 COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: But apparently they are not

14 allowed to testify in licensing proceedings, is that correct?
15 MR. EBERSOLE : They are not allowed to tectify in
16 Licensing proceedings -- is that your question?
17 COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Yes.

18 MR. EBERSOLE : I -- pardon me. I don't think they

19 do. The decisions of the ACRS are, in general, collegial. And

20 I am here as an individual today.
4

21 COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Yes. Which means you are not
>
1 22 sceakinc for the whole committee.e - -

I
s 1

V '

23 MR. ESERSOLE : That is correct.y
r

b 24 COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Sut it does mean you are,.

25 though, speaking for your own activities as a member.
f- . , '

ss %~ . . _

i



a

136
I MR. ESERSOLE: Yes, that is correct.

g
2 (P aus e . )

3 At the Pebble Springs hearing, that was not te s ti-

4 fying; it was just submitting of questions in the routine

5 fashion that we follow.

6 COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Of course. To be sure that

7 I understand, is it correct that there is some policy that

8 ACRS members are not to testify in licensing proceedings?

9 MR. ESERSOLE : I believe that is true.

10 COMMISSIONER PIGTORD: Do you think that is produc-

Il tive to this process!

12 MR. E3ERSOLE : I think it probably is.

913 COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Now, a moment ago, you were

14 asked does the NRC have the responsibility for assuring that
15 questions posed by ACRS are actually answered? Now, I don't

16 have recorded an answer to that question. Could you go over

17 that with me once more?

18 MR. ESERSOLE : They have the responsibility to see

19 that the questions are answered, but the degree of quality of
20 the answer is essentially infinite.

21 COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Is essentially what?

,I 22 MR. ESERSOLE : Infinte. From virtuallv sero c.uality (. .

5
U
y 23 to a very high-quality answer. An answer doesn't define how

24 well the answer is fabricated..
e

25 COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: You mean they are allowed to
n,,.n
s.sw ?ns<

-
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I accept an answer all the way within those limits.

2 MR. EBERSOLE : I know of no restraint against tha t . |

3 COMMISSIONER PIGFORD : That means no answer is

4 acceptable then.

5 MR. EBE RSOLE : No answer is frequently the case.

6 And then, if necessary, and if in the judgment of the members

7 of ACRS, the matter might become a generic question, to which

8 there is no resolution at the T.cment.
9 COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Is the ACRS then consciously

10 accepting what seems to be the understanding,that when the

il ACRS poses questions, NRC is not required to assure that the

12 question is answered? Is that correct?

13 MR. EBERSOLE : No. I would have to say the URC is

14 obligated to provide an answer.

15 COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Which may go from zero to

16 infinity.

17 MR. ESERSOLE: In quality.

18 COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Oh, in quality?

19 MR. EBERSOLE : Yes.

20 COMMISSIONER PIGFORD : I see. But there mus". he an |
I

I
21 answer?

,.,.- , . n
) o+<.. .,.. V i

1 22 MR. ESERSOLE : Yes.
r
5
U

23 COMMISSICUER PIGFORD: Therefore, NRC really didn'tg
*
3 I,
i 24 follow through on the . ques tions to Pebble Springs No. 6?
e

25 MR. EBE2 SOLE : Evidently not to the degree that we' id

_.
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I

have been satisf actory, g
,
'

COMMISIONER PIGFORD: What branch of NRC is responsi-

3 ble for doing this?

#
MR. EBERSOLE : I can't point to the particular branchL

5 I am talking about MRC in the general context of NRC being a
6 participant to the ACES hearings.
7 COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: But isn't there some particular

8 individual, an office, within NRC that is assigned to carry out
9 t' tis interfacing function for the ACRS?.

10 MR. EBERSOLE : It has been my view, and I don't know

II
how accurate it is, that the questions may fall in several

12 directions. A question might be, as a matter of fact, princi-
913 pally addressed to the utility operator. It might be addressed

I4 to the vendor-designer. It might be addressed to the

15 architect-engineer. Or it might be addressed to the NRC

16 staff, and I use the NRC staff loosely, as identifying all of
17 the NRC participants other than the advisory committee itself.
I8 COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: My present question, though,

l9 | is there not a person or an office within NRC which has the
20 responsibility, say,of first forwarding ycur ACRS questions
2I to the different parties? For example, the Pebble Springs

>

[ 22 questions frem ACRS were sent to the applicant by a Mr. Mueller
d
g 23 from NRC. Is that his responsibility?

h I
24 i

=. MR. ESE RSOLE : I want to fall back on =v earlier-

5

3 25 statement. I develop the questions, and I essentially hand
n u:'-u w 2 a, n
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1 them over to the administrative f unctions of ACRS , in essence
2 to Mr. Freilig.

3
COMMISSICNER PIGFORD: To Mr. whom?i

4
MR. E3ERSCLE : Mr. Freilig, who is the director. I

5 then expect him to direct the process as necessary to the
6 proper responsers.

7
COM?iISSIGNER FIGFORD: The present question is, to

8 your knowledge, is there an individual or of fice '.aithin NRC
.

9 that has the responsibility of forwarding these quas ens for

10 ACRS and seeing that they get answered? Do you know?

II MR. ESERSOLE : I can't point to a specific individual

I2 or organi=ation. I don' t snow of that. I depend, as I said

13 before, on ACRS administration to take care of pointing these
t

14 questions in whatever direction they should go.
15 CHAIRMAN KETINY: I may be able to help you. Chief

16 Counsel just informed me that we do have that information,
17 and an appropriate. NRC official to be questioned is ccming up
18 on our witness list later.

19 COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Thank you.

20 CHAI?2WI KE:ENY: Professor Taylor.

2I COMMISSIONER TAYLOR: Mr. Ebersole, I would lika to
,

!>

! 22 try to understand a little better your concerns abou: :he lack |
5

|u
23 iy of a release valve, vapor release valve, on the steam generators.

i
t

i 24 Let me put the question this way: Do you have in mind some
s

4 25 kind of a sequence of events in which the lack of such a capacity
<i- - ,
va-s .
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I
to bleed off condensable gases or vapor would substantially ||)

2
increase the likelihcod or extent of serious core damage?

MR. ESERSOLE: Yes. In the investigation of the

4
SWR-205 design and earlier on, when I was still working for

5
TVA, I looked upon the S&W plant, as a ma tte r f ac t, as a

6 superior design in certain aspects. Although it was more sensi-
7 tive in auxiliary feed water than others, it had a capacity
8 for installing venting valves which would enable the plant to
9

be capable of venting either manually or by other means any
10 non-condesables or, more importantly, or rather, less importanbly
II vapors that might accumulate in the high spots of the circula-
12 tory system.

I3 While I was still there, as I recall in 1974, we

I4 undertcok an investigation to develop the verticle profiles
15 of all plants for a comparative Icok at all of these in the
16 general context of looking at the potential for venting and the
17 potential for accumulation of gases, both condensable as well
18 as non-condensable.

19 It was clear even then that the BNR plant,because of
,

|20 its unique once-through steam generator, with its -- what is |
21 new called the " candy cane design" -- that it would have been f

.

>
ig 22 comparatively a small matter to have put venting valves on the !

5o
23 system to relieve the system of vacors or cases, and thereby |

?
a - -

2 .

{ 24 obtain a solid liquid system for natural convection.
|
!

25 On the other hand, we also knew at that time that it
n.c., , ,

U A* U ..J A. 4
|

I



9

141

I was i=possible to do this to the combustion and Westinghouse
2 designs, because those particular reactors used wet boilers

3 insteed of super-heat boilers that have innumerable vertical

d U- tub e s , and it is mechanically impossible to vent this sort

5 of configuration.

6 COMMISSIONER TAYLOR: Now, is the difficulty there

7 that you simply -- it is impractical to put vent valves on

8 all the U-tubes?

9 .:3 2 3 E T.2 0 1 2 : cerect, 1:sc 1f. 2u: it was cuite

10 practical to put it on the so-called candy cane. And, of

11 course, we didn't do that. I think in time depth enat we might

12 have done this during the evolution of the Bellafonte plant,

13 but of course I left TVA, and I don't really know what would

14 have taken place prior to the operating permit on Bellafonte.

15 As you know, Mr. Michaelson was actively pursuing

16 these matters, and I had a good deal of faith in his tenacity
17 to dig this matter out.

18 COMMISSIONER TAYLOR: How about the main pressure

19 vessel?

20 MR. EBERSOLE : Now, that is a problem, one thac is

21 vent backed, generally after refueling in any case, on any
>

{ 22 reacto r; that is done by operating the main coolant pumps and
i

iv
:23 purging the system several times to clear it of any accumulated9 y

,

i
j

I
i 24 cases at the main pressure vessel and in the pressurizer. ;'
.

ip
:

3 25 COMMISSICNER TAYLOR: Well, in co, nnecticn with the !
- _ - o I
v **.- i , a 1 i s |

I
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I TMI system, do you think it would have made the response to

O
2 the accident a lot easier to have had a vent valve right on

'

3 the top of the pressure vessel thac could have been operated

4 from the control room?

5 MR. EBERSOLE : Yes, or even there as well as at the

6 top of the hairpin bend or the so-called candy cane.

7 COMMISSIONER TAYLOR: Yes. Now, presumably, that

8 might, in some cases, accomplish a separate purpose. In other

9 words, you wouldn' t necessarily have gotten rid of the hydrogen

10 bubble in the pressure vessel.

11 MR. EBERSOLE : It would not, of course, but it would

12 have enabled you to establish .licuid convection because you

13 wculd have a solid licuic system through the heat transfer

14 proces.) ; that is, through the steam generators .

15 COMMISSIONER TAYLOR: Now, could you explain why it

16 is that, as a matter of course, there isn' t a vent valve c n

17 the main pressure vessel to deal with situations just like the

18 one that took place at TMI?

17 MR. ESERSOLE : Well, there is always the potential

20 that it may be inadvertently vented during operations, or that

21 it itself may become another source of a possible leak. So

>
1 22 there are negative aspects to this paticular feature, as there
,

5
v

23 always is to any safety feature.,

24 COMMISSIONER TAYLOR: But aren' t there also lots o f h
e Iw

I

} 25 penetrations of the pressure vessel. for reasons that '

c.., . ,ren'ta
.

vwt 2 l's
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I always necessarily vital to having scme kind of a circulatory
2 system? For example, at TMI-2 itself, there are a number of

3 ' penetrations for neutron flux monitoring, so-called " rabbits"
d that go in and ouu.

5 MR. ESERSOLE: Right.

6 CHAIR!iMi TAYLOR: Ncw, presumably, people have made

7 the assessment that the information that one gets from that
8 is worth whatever additional hazard there is to having a tube

i

9 that gces through the pressure vessel .

10 ' Is the problem worse chan that, thouch, in the sense,

-

11 that if there is something which is designed to be opened under
12 some circumstances, you worry about its opening when you don' t
13 want it to?

14 MR. EBERSOLE : Well, if I were going to worry about
15 that, I would always worry about the set of pipes and valves
16 that ccmmunicate the low pressure system to the high pressure
17 system, because if one accidentally operated that system under
18 high pressure conditions, you would essentially have a full-scale
19 loss of coolant accident into the auxiliary building, which
20 would destroy all the mitigating systems. I

I

21 COMMISSIONER TAYLOR: Have there been discussions
>
,1 22 at the ACRS meetine.s of this -- of anv. of the safe v. issues
5
v
, 23 related to vapor release valves of any kind, whether just ona

1a 24 the high points in the primary system, or anywhere else? '

25 MR. E3ERSOLE : I don't think that had ccme around.
i, , . -

v vi
, , , _y

h
I
i
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I See, it is broken into two problems. It is the condensable

2 vapors which can be overcome by pressure and reduced tempera-
3 ture, and the general thesis of the high pressure in]ection
4

system is that,given a certain size break, it can do that . It

5 can overcome the vapor-binding problem by continued operation
6 at whatever minimum ficw that is established automatically.
7 On the matter of the non-condensable gases, the
8 argument has generally been that there is not enough source
9 for non-condensables, that is, sufficient quantity in cubic

10 feet, to provide a blocking process to the natural convection

Il mechanism.

12 COMMISSIONER TAYLOR: Well, in view of the experience

13 at TMI, do you think that it would be a good idea to put such I
14 a valve, in spite of the dif ficulty that you referred to , on
15 the main pressure vessel or not?

16 MR. ESERSOLE : In my view, it would be a good idea.

17 COMMISSIONER TAYLOR: It would be a good idea. Now,

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 you would favor putting a
21 valve on the main pressure vessel that can then be operated

>
! 22 from the control room?
r
5
y

23 MR. ESERSOLE : Yes. But at the same time, I would2
a

24 also look carefully toward the incremental hazard that such ||ha

3 25 valves offer.
6. . . . s .

..:k'>< > - .v-

|

.
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1 COMMISSIO:iER TAYLOR: I unders ,..-

2 MR. ESERSCLE : And I would also lock at putting a

3 valve en the top of the candy cane.

4 COMMISSIGNER TAYLOR: Nould you see less hazard of

5 inadvertent openings of the valve on the top of thv. car.dy cane

6 than on top of the pressure vessel? In other words, do you

7 feel more comfortable about reco==ending that?

8 MR. ESE RSOLE : I would see no particular difference.

9 It seems to me that such valves should probably be at both

10 loca tions .

Il COMMISSIONER TAYLOR: Is there any reason way you

12 as a member of the ACRS couldn' t bring up this issue at your

13 next meeting, or ask the Director to put it on the agenda for

14 some subsequent meeting?

15 MR. ESERSOLE: Well, there is a little bit of a funda-

16 = ental problem here, in that we are called upon to review what

17 is offered to us for review and to stay clearly away frca desigr.,

18 and I find that process quite difficult.

19 COMMISSIO!7ER TAYLOR: Is that formally established for

20 ACES, or is that just a sort of traditional way that you come

21 to doing things? c_ - .

u %- ,, *Q
>
1 22 MR. ESERSOLE : It is a traditional chilosophy thate '

3
Y

23 you cannot regulate or criticize your own design. And if you9
=

1

1 24 offer a design, then it comes biased, without your capacity
.
s

3 25 to review it, although in a practical sense, and working back
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I with TVA, I found it impossible to separate the safety evalua-
02 tions from design activities.

3 COMMISSICNER TAYLOR: Well, that was actually the

4 next question I wanted to ask you. Do you think that there is

5 a fundamental difficulty with respect to safety? Is there a

6 tendency , in your mind, for the design for safety consciousness
7 from first principles, frcm the very beginning, to be replaced
8 by a tendency to try to fix safety-related design deficiencies

9 after the fact?

10 MR. EBERSOLE : Well, I think it is far more difficult

11 to fix safety-related designs af ter the fact. And inevitably,

12 you will iterate so many times that you can' t afford to any
13 longer, and then you adopt some other procedure, such as the

14 safety guides, the general criteria. In a disconnected and

15 loose way, you influence the design activities, but not to the

16 extent that you actually participate in the development of

17 detail.

18 COMMISSIONER TAYLOR: Well, I am curious.to get your

19 opinion with respect to PWR's specifically, whether the safety-
20 related actions connected with design have tended to be more

21 after the fact o. before the fact? In other words, added

>
Q 22 engineered safeguards, have they been a more important source

!r
5
V

23 or way to respond to safety issues than safety issues raisedy
a

24 in the very beginning d ' the design of the reactors?

25 MR. ESERSCLE: Well, historically, if you go quite

wA ,v c,.xv
.a vJ
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I far back, you will find a consistent belief that -- I think

2 this comes from the university sector -- that reactors could
i

be controlled automatically. And the ultimate response to a !3

4 safety problem was to shut down, and of course, that is quite
5 enough for a university-size reactor. To this extent, many

6 of the standards were developed in the industry, such as

7 IEEE-279, which were based on the thesis thzt the ultimate end

8 produdt was a shutdown. It took no particular cognizance of

9 the enormous amoun s of residual energy that me contained in

10 ccmmercial-sized reactors.

11 However, this sort of philosophy has colored the

12 design and review of reactors for a long time, in the light

13 that if you Icok at all of these, you will find a general

14 pattern to believe that the reactor is largely going to be

15 controlled by autcmatic machinery, certainly in the short term.

16 I recall when we started to develop the GE reactors

17 for TVA, we had to reach up and grab a concept, and it came

18 out of the sky, so to speak, which went something like this :

19 Since we see no particular definition of at what point in time

20 an operator becomes competent, we have to establish a point in
|

21 time. He can' t be competent in one second, or two, or three,
>

[ 22 or four, so what should be a time? And, of course, that time
i
U

23_y should be qualified en the quality of his information and how

h 24 it is displayed, and hcw well he is trained, and what sort of
,

3 25 an individual he is . But to begin with, we ought to set some
n-- - n:uw. u'
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I

sort of a standard on which to work, and we grabbed ten minutes.
2

It has been interesting to note that that sort of

3 time has been more or less accepted as a common standard. That
4

matter is being worked on by an A&S committee who wera develop-
5 ing -- I believe it is called --

6
CHAIRMAN KEMENY: May I just ask for clarification,

7 because it seems an immensely interesting point? Do I under-

8 stand that the ten minutes is how long the system is able to
9

protect itself, to give the operator a chance to --

10 MR. EBERSOLE : That is right; to let him collect his

II wits and respond. Whether that is the right time or not could
12 be developed as a -- and it is being developed, as I said, by
13 A&S group.

|||
14

COMMISSIONER TAYLOR: I can't resist saying that in

15 view of some of the unresolved issues about TMI, it seems to
16 me it is conceivable that time might be more than four months.
17 MR. EBERSOLE : Well, anyway, it is a problem that
18 remains with us, and to quite a large degree there is a general
19 thesis that prevails, that reactors can be automatically pro-
20 tected. And you might note that the studies on even the Lopa(?)
21 stopped short of a great deal of operator participation in

>

$ 22 the subsequent recovery of the plant.
5
v

23
-3 COMMISSIONER TAYLOR: Just one final question. Do

I 24 you have a strong f eeling about whether or not ACRS should in '

25 fact take up operator issues? Would you recommend that or not?
c.. ....

e k s.t i,'i t j b
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I MR. ESERSOLE: Yes, I do. As a matter of fact, I

2 don' t consider a design evaluation complete without the operator

participation in that desien being defined.

4
COMMISSIONER TAYLOR: All right. Thank you very much.

3

6

7

8

9

:

10

11

12

13
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.k 22
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2 24
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'ENWOOD CHAIR'mN KE!"EMY: Cctr.issioner Lewis?

2
: 10 COMMISSIONER LEWIS: Mr. Ebersole, when the utility

3 and the vendor are negotiating the ultimate design of the
4 plant, how much weight is given to the cost factors when
5 deciding what safety implements should be put into the plant?
6 MR. EBERSOLE: How much consideration is given?

7 COMMISSIONER LEWIS: In other words, when they

8 are saying what safety elements shall we put in, weight,
9 against the cost of the, essential cost of the plant?

10 MR. EBERSOLE: It has been my experience that you
11 must put in what the regulatory authorities require.
12 COMMISSIONER LENIS: But no more?

13 MR. EBERSOLE: You need put no more than that, and |h
14 I Ehink I will just stop there.

15 COMMISSIONER LEWIS: Please don't. We would like

16 to hear what you are thinking right new. Is it enough, I

17 guess is what I am trying to scy?

18 MR. E3ERSOLE: Well, after all, there is considerable

19 economic pressure to build a plant. The time scale is

20 critical. The costs are tremendous. It has been my experience,
i

|i

21 certainly in the latter part of =y years with TVA that the
|'

> I
: 22 policy was to provide those features which the NRC requires, |
5
v

23 and that is enough, that there is essentially no particular,
1
2 I

i 24 safety issue of real importance, unless it has come from the '

gg.

} 25 regulatory authorities, a position which I reject. !

I

Ic., ..

~.
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I If I can go back to about 1963, and if you are
2 aware of a so-called "A"'WAS" problem, at that time as a member

of the utility and a using group, we preposed the General 13

4 Electric Ccmpany put a mitigating system in for the
5 possibility of the rods failing to insert on a boiling water

,

i
I6 reactor which is a serious problem because the failure of !

7$I such a red in a boiling water reactor is spectacular.
8 It was not recuired by NRC at that time and what i

i

9 meager pressure we could apply to General Electric was

10 ineffective.

11 We eventually, of course, did not start the

12 Brown's Ferry plant without having such a mitigating system
13 in place, I an happy to say. That is the so-called recyc i

14 pump trip system, but the original proposal of that frcm the I
,

I

l15 vendor, sorry, from the utility operator to the vendor was i

16 rejected and it was unable to get it done for a period of
17 nearly four odd years. That is in place new, I am happy to

1

18 say. That is not a finished mitigating system. It still
t

19 warrants improvements, but nevertheless , it is a battleground i

I
20 on which to pursue improvements. i

i i-
,

i
i21 ' COMMISSICNER LEWIS: What I am trying to get at,
i

;

* !

i 22 and you are getting very close to it is to evaluate the role !t
3 |

V
23 | of the NRC in making that kind of decisien., Do you feel thata i ;

-

(|| * 24 the NRC is more sympathetic with the economic costs of
a 6

3 25 building a plant in drawing up its rules and regulations? f

c -- o ,

u%: J
I

i
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I MR, EBERSOLE: No, I don ' t think I will say that,

2 but I do think the utility if it has , as it should have,

3 an investigative staff to look into these things, is bound
4 to find things that the NRC can never encounter in the safety
5 context, and there should be some mechanism of bringing
6 these things forward to NRC for consideration better than we

7 now have.

8, Unfortunately these things, as we have seen, and I
!

9 think it is a rather striking development of this particular .

10| case, they don' t seem to be able to penetrate what I will

11 loosely call the shell of middle management. They stay

12 subdued.

13 COMMISSIONER LEWIS: I might ask you the same

14 question I asked Mr. Creswell. If we just change the structure,
1

15 is anything going to change in the NRC?

16 MR. EBERSOLE: I think scme improvements could be

17 brought about by changing the structure. On the other hand,

18 I think simply calling people by different names and hanging
I19 new titles on the doors everywhere does nothing.

,

|

20 | Sy that I don't mean that there isn' t some fraction !
i i

21 of a given organization that might more effectively prosecute
>
g 22 the safety issues. What that fraction is, I don't know.
_

5

$ 23 COMMISSICNER LEWIS : Thanks, Mr. Ebersole.
2
I |
i 24 I just want to ask you one other question. You i

e j

) 25
i

said that where ceneric issues are concerned the NRC does not |
|

G*:n*vmeb..s>j9 !

|
>
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t

I ,

bring punitive pressures to bear. Could you explain why you
i

2! believe they do not do so?
i

|
3 MR. EBERSOLE : Well, in my own view, it would be

{
4 unfair to take a particular utility or a particular project
5 and put the total burden of a generic issue on them to solve.
6 It should be a shared problem, and all should share the
7 expense of solving that.

3 COMMISSIOMF,R LEWIS: In other words , the vendor,

9 the utility, and everyone who is involved?
I

10 MR. EBERSOLE: The architect, the whole team should

11 share the cost punitive aspects of solving that. It is, in

12 my view, inappropriate to select TVA or Metropolitan Edison
13 or anybody else on a given project and put the whole burden

- 14 of solving that particular issue on them.

15 CONCSSIONER LEWIS: Is there no system by which

16 that burden could be shared under the present system?
17 MR. E3ERSOLE: I am not aware of one. I think one

|
18 could be develcped.

.

19 COMMISSIONER LEWIS: But because the burden then
20 , would be laid on the utility or the licensee, there is a

i
t

i21 ' reluctance then to do anything at all about the --
!
i

b
1 22 MR. ESERSOLE : On the individual proj ect, yes. l.

5 i

v !

, 23 COMMISSIONER LEWIS: I see.
m ;

I 24 |
I

MR. ESERSOLE: There has been to some degree a sort
?

,

t -

Ia 25 of pressure put on, on a step-by-step process to put that
|

a... - -
.

!O ^ ~;.. w3 c 3
|
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I sort of burden on, but it is done always with reluctance and

ggg
2 a feeling that you are unduly pet.alizing one particular
3 applicant out of many to so]ve that particular generic issue.
4

COMMISSIONER LEWIS- So, in effect, nothing is

5 done?

6 MR. EBERSOLE: More than nothing but hcw much more
7 is rather obtuse.
8 COMMISSIONER LEWIS: Thank you, Mr. Ebersole.

9 CHAIRMAN KE"ENY: Professor Pigford?

10 COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Mr. Ebersole, in answer

11
to Commissioner Lewis' question you brought up an extremely

12 interesting case on how I think TVA handled the question of
813 anticipated transient without scround (?) There I think

14 you said TVA decided on its own initiative that it must have
15 this additional equipment. Is that correct?

16 MR. EBERSOLE: It was decided at the technical
17 investigator's level that this deserved some pressure on the
18 designer to have him put it in. This is merely the pump

I
19 trip which is a comparatively inexpensive alteration to this.
20 COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: So, this was th e '"IA

21 initiative?

>

{ 22 MR. EBERSOLE : Yes.
5
v

I, 23 COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Who paid for the incremental |
a :

1 i
; 24 cost? i

5 |
$ 25

'

MR. EBERSOLE: It was not paid for. TVA did not

G ':s A. 'e
uu.u
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I ultimately provide the corporate pressure to put this in.

|
:

2 It came about thrcugh regulatory pressure to put it in.
i3 COMMISSICNER FIGFORD: Did the plant cost more as |

4 a result of that?

5 MR. EEERSOLE : Yes, it did, of course.

I6 CCMMISSIONER PIGFORD: And TVA paid for that?

7 MR. EBERSOLE: I am sure they did. !

I
i

8 COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Let us proceed frem the |
i

I

9 specific new to the generic. Is this not a continuing
10 generic issue that has not been settled?

11 MR. EBERSOLE: Are you talking about the ATWAS

12 question?

13 COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Anticipated transient
i

14 without --
f

i15 MR. EEERSOLE: It is a generic issue which is not
1
i

16 yet settled.

17 COMMISSICNER PIGFORD: It has not been settled

18 generically for even boiling water reactors?
:

I

f
19 MR. EBERSOLE : That is correct.

i,

20 COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: How long has it been coinc
:

I

21 on? i

,

I>
11 22 MR. EEERSOLE : Well, I first noticed it in 1963. i*

s_
V

23 So that. makes it 11 years.,
-

Qg # 24 COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: All right. Uhy hasn't it !'
s i

} 25 been settled? |
:

, ]
s.s A ' - ,. sJ,
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I MR. EBERSOLE : It is a very controversial matter.

O2 The vendors, the four vendors, persist in the thesis that
V

3 the degree of reliability of their present scrim systems
4 is sufficiently high or the inverse of that, the probability
5 of failure to scrim is so low that it is essentially not a
6 licensing problem or a real safety issue.
7 COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: What is the ACRS view?
8 MR. ESERSOLE : I think the ACRS takes the view that
9 it will have to be developed, that is a mitigating capability

10 will have to be developed.
11 COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: But apparently it is already

12 developed, because TVA has had it --

13 MR. E3ERSOLE: Oh, no, no. That is, as I said,

la earlier, that is a suitable battleground on which now to
15 work out the details. If you understand the ATWAS in

16 a boiling water reactor you might say that its survival time
17 can be measured in seconds if the rods don't insert after
18 a turbine trip. To get the recire pumps on, to get the trip

|
19 installed extends that time out to a matter of cuite a few I

20 minutes , during which the operators, and this again invokes
21 operators, can introduce boration into the system and then

>
1 22 make the ATWAS problem essentially go away.r
3
v

23 COMMISSICNER PIGFORD: Is this the approach that,
a
;

,, s -oi 24 was taken at the TVA initiative? * 1 '^3
i

} 25 MR. EBERSCLE : What was taken at TVA was, yes, the

!'
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1 pump trips were put in, and then beyond that the operators
2 had to participate in the subsequent actions to finish the

i
l

I3 mitigating process. This is horation of the coolant. That ;

i

4 is a manually initiated operation in again sort of a nominal
t

5 10-minute field, but hopefully a lot less than that.

6 CHAIRMAN KEMENY: Mr. Ebersole, we have heard a
:
.

|7 couple of times the depump trip. Could you please explain

8. that?

9 MR. EBERSOLE : Oh, in that particular case the

10 boiling water reactors have large pumps on the order of

11 0000 horsepower which drive jet pumps which increase the

12 mass through quite a good bit which circulates around the

13 core. In the case of a turbine trip the first effect is that

14 the normally voided reactor; it is a phase change reactor:

15 it is a boiling water reactor; it is highly voided, and here

16 is a case where the negative void coefficient works against
i
i

17 you. The voids collapse, and there is a very sharp, positive

18 reactivity spike. This is turned around initially by the j
l
i

19 Doppler coefficient, but then it comes back in some say, I

20 15 odd 20 seconds to cause a pcwer rise after a pcwer collapse
i

l
21 to something like, say, 60, 70 percent of power, and continued !

$ 22 void collapse then will cause the power to escalate rapidly ir '

3

i", 23 | on an exponential that produces very high pressures in a j2 -

!!g 8

; 24 ! matter of seme 40 to 50 seconds. 8;;,,j ;p :
.

s
-

} 25 This process of void collapse in the core can be
i !

|
r

i
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1

mitigated or partly negated by stopping the transport of gg
voids out of the core by the process of stepping the pumps.

3

The first request made of GE was that they stop the
4

pumps by the most expeditious process of tripping the
S

exudation circuits on the NG sets which would abruptly stop
6

the flow process with minimum rotating mass to sustain it.
7

That was essentially the process that was not accepted by |

8
GE in, as I recall, '68.

9

It was subsequently accepted under regulatory
10| pressure.

j

11

CHAIRMAN KEMENY: So, therefore , in effect under
12

this kind of incident the pumps would be automatically turned
13

off, is that what --

14
MR. EBERSOLE: Exactiv.

15
CHAIRMAN KLMENY: Thank you.

16
COMMISSICNER PIGFORD: Of course, Mr. Ebersole,

17
we understand that this process you are describing so far is

18
unique to boiling water reactors, and we are investigating

19
TMI-2, which is a different reactor, but since it has been

'
<

20 ; '

; brought up, let us ase this to trace the working of the
*

21 i

iregulatory decision-making process. :Icw , does it mean
|>

2'' l2 ^

s I that - you said that ACRS does not feel daat there has been !r

v
!

l f a generic solution to this problem of our boiling water !1 I

* 24 !
reactors. Is that correct? ! ||h*

I
' i'

j MR. ESERSOLE: Yes. 8ZCiSO |1
,

!
'

|
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i

Ii COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: They are not hacov then with |

2 the solution taken at T'IA?
i

t3 i MR. EBERSOLE: Just at that level, no, because !
i

4 this leaves open to question the efficiency of the operators,
5 the ef ficiency of the boration process , a number of peripheral
6 issues.

7 Mcw, the question, I think, was brought up by

8jMs. Lewis in a generic context and not in a PDW context.
9 COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Yes, and apparently to your

10 knowledge NRC then has not, in its mind, resolved this
11 situation from a generic point of view?
12 MR. ESERSOLE: My understanding is it is being

13, resolved on a comparatively slow pace. I think it is being

la accelerated on the SWR's.

15 COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: So, generically it applies

16 both to PWR's and SWR's?

17 MR. EBERSOLE: Yes , but the PWR's have a, do their
i

i18 thing on a more majestic time scale. |

19 COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: To your kncwledge, are

20 there any reactors in this country that have experienced'

i i

21 i transient without scrim? ^|

>
1 22 ! MR. EBERSOLE: No.r I |
5

3v I

23 | COMMISSICNER PIGF0F.D: Has this background,
a
I i

i 24 experience or lack of been discussed within th e ACRS?.
;

1,

} 25 MR. ESERSOLE : No, I think this has not been !
i t
-

Gj g
,vo. * . . . . . - .,
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I experienced. On the other hand, there have been partial
O2

failures of this process. As you know, the PWR's depend on
3 circuit breakers in dual configuration, so-called " redundant"
4

configuration which de-energize the rods and allow them to
5

fall into the core. There have been quite a few half failures
6 in which the capability to insert rods was dependent on the
7 sole breaker following the failure of the first breaker.
8

I believe these, in general, have occurred only
9- on tests. I do not remember an incident in which they have

10 occurred in case of an actual demand to scrim.
Il

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Even if you go beyond
12 specifically commercial power reactors, there are no incidents?
13 MR. EBERSOLE : I knew of none where this half

.

14
failure has occurred on an actual demand to scrim.

15
COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: I see. Ncw, let us get at this.

16 Here is what Commissioner Lewis -- is one of the things she
17 was asking. You have given us an example. Here is, at least

18 something that one segment of the indus try, one utility,
19 TVA, decided was important, and they found for their purpose
20 some solution. To what extent is the lack of resolution of
21 this generically due to the difficulty of deciding who will

>

[ 22 pay for it, whether it will be paid for by the utility or
i
U

23y the reactor supplier? Sia ); ,'

24 MR. ESERSOLE : Let me clarify, if I can the particular
!

} 25 TVA case. In that particular case, the addition of these

|
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1, systems was not brought about by TVA corporate pressure.

,
i

2 If that had been done, then TVA would have had to pay, as I I
i.

3 tunderstand it, the incremental cost of that addition.
i

!4 Instead some five years later it was brought about by t

'

5 regulatory pressure and in that instance TVA, if I remember !

!

6 the contract accurately, did not have to pay an incremental l

,

i.7
cost because the nature of their contract was that tney would |

!8 have to pay for incremental safety features broughtnot
|

9 about by the regulatory process,!

10 CO:iMISSIONER PIGFORD : Yes, I see. Now, I am not
,

11 intending to castigate TVA. I would not begin to think of I

12 that, but it sounds like then when you have this situation
i

13 a good strategy is to wait until NRC puts the pressure on
14 and therefore the particular utility does not have to pay

!15 that direct incremental cost. That sounds like the effect i

16 of strategy.

17 MR. EBERSOLE: It does.

18 COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: That is real, isn't it?

19 MR. ESERSOLE: I would agree with you.
I

20 COMMISSICNER PIGFORD: Yes, and doesn't that sort ;
|

i

21 of impede initiative in the industry itself? !

y - ,,o
1 22 MR. ESERSOLE: Yes. ns % u a..,+ :n

-
-

5
U

23 COMMISSICHER PIGFORD: And of course, we can see the ',
a
Q

i 24 problem. We can see why because if only TVA asks for it, '

i

} 25 then maybe General Electric is not going to absorb the cost
i
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1 and apply to all of its future customers or to its grandfather
2 customers to do that. They just give it to TVA.

,

I

3 MR. EBERSOLE: Yes.

4
COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Why should TVA ever want

5 to get into that situation?

6 MR. ESERSOLE : Yes.

7 COMMISSICNER PIGFORD: Do you think this is a

8 ! significant problem in the initiative on reactor safety in
9 developing reactor safety?

10 MR. ESERSOLE: I don' t really know how significant
11 it is. The contracts have always been written such that the
12 utility will or will not pay for incremental safety features

913 brought about by regulatory pressures.

14 COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Isn ' t this quite a common

15 thing in contracts?

16 MR. ESERSOLE: I believe --

17 COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: To have that spelled out?

18 MR. EBERSOLE: I am not aware of this, but I presume ;
i

19 it is. f
t

20 COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Mavbe vou know, in TVA
ii

4 !21 contracts, is that normal? c;. ~ " .
>sr, ~ < - ,

> ,

1 22 MR. ESERSOLE: I really don't know.
.

,

r
3

$23 COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: All right. Is there a way
i

a
}
! 24 out of this dilemma? At least, I hope the dilemma is obvious . !

-
.

.
5 !

} 25 At least I am assuming it is a dilemma, the problem I have !

1

i

l
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I described.

2 MR. ESERSOLE: To me the problem is shall safety

3 features developed by utilities and architect engineers have

4 a --

5 COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Or vendors, also.

6 MR. ESERSOLE: And vendors. Shall they have a

7 better way of emerging for consideration by the regulatory

8 processes?

9 COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Well, of course, there are
,

10 | so many aspects of that. We have been tracing decisions,
i

11|but new here is a financial threshold barrier, and this
I
6

12 present barrier says, " Wait until NRC does it, and then it
|

13 won't cost you so much on an individual basis.'' Are we

14 stuck with that or am I making up semething that is not real?

15 MR. ESERSOLE: No, I think to some degree we are

16 stuck with that. A finding =ade by an individual deep in an

17 organization which implies heavy costs which is not a
.

I

18 regulatory recuirement is not likely to be encouraged by what |

19 I call the shell of middle management.

20 COMMISSICNER PIGFORD: What can NRC do about this?
I

!

21 : Maybe they are being used. Do you think? |

.-
l

'

,, . -

q
$ 22 i MR. ESERSOLE: I don't knew. ' ' " ' #
r i

3 IU t
l

23 | COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: I would not begin to imply i,
a

!
,

I i '

I 24 ! they really are, but what can they do about this problem? '

= i

}" 25 i

MR. E3ERSOLE : I presume they might try to enhance ;

,

h
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I

the free flow of information from these subterranean sources,
92

somewhat better than we new have.
3

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: The flow is geod, but there
4

is still a problem who pays, and that is a big problem, isn't
5 it?

6
MR. ESERSOLE : First establisn the flow.

7
COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Do you have.any idea what

i8 it would have cost TVA on this if they had had to pay for !
9 this =cdification? "

10 MR. EBERSOLE : That particular modification?

II
COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Yes.

12 MR. ESERSOLE: I doubt that it wculd have been
13 significant.

I4
COMMISSICNER PIGFORD: I see, how much? To me --

15 MR. ESERSOLE: The costs of such things are
16 invariably horrendously inflated by the vendors as a
17 mechanism to discourage that sort of alteration.
18 COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Fine. Let us take the price

19 then, not the cost?

20
MR. ESERSOLE : I don't know what the actual cost of

21 putting the pump trip systems in. I think we can deduce from
I>

[ 22 this that it would not have been significantly incremental. l
5
U !, ?3 It depends on how well you do it, by the way.-

;

24 COMMISSICNER PIGFORD: Ten million dollars?.
.

} 25 MR. ESERSOLE : Oh, less than that by far.

!
'

\
-c. .

_ -.
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|1

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: One million? |
II MR. EDERSOLE : I would argue less than that. Now,

|
3 t

I am talking about at the lowest level of design ecmpetence !

4' to introduce pump trip. If one extended the idea to say,
5 double circuit breakers of safety grade it gets more costly.
6 COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: To what extent is ACRS's i

I
7 | actions in resolving this , also , impaired or limited by this I

I
8| problem, : Tis slewness that maybe part of the problen is who

i

9 pays? Does that influence --
i

10 MR. ESERSOLE: I don't kncw of ACRS beccning
!11 particularly concerned about this, although I am sure

12 everyone in his own mind wonders whether or not the particulari
i

13 safety improvement at hand is cost effective. i

|

14 COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Surely ACRS does not ignore
I15 the cost. Otherwise they could just say -- '

16 MR. EBERSOLE : Of course , th ey --,
i

! i

|17 COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: -- here is scmething we !

18 think must be resolved. l
'

I

19 |
MR. E3ERSOLE: There is a consideration given, \

i

20 undoubtedly. It is not perhaps as openly evaluated and
i

21 expressed, but it is always diere.

>
} 22 | COMMISSICNER PIGFORD: Who in the ACRS is the !.
~

5

$ 23 principal individual who specializes in this tocic? !

-
:

_1
9

; 24 MR. ESERSOLE: What topic? O,. ] |
't

5

} 25 COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: The one we are talking about,
I

i

I
f

'
I
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1 I

anticipated transient without scrim. '

2
MR. EBERSOLE: Mr. William Kerr is the Chaiman

3
of the Subccmittee.

#
COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: I see. Who are the other

5 people on his Subcc elttee?

6
21R. EBERSOLE: I don't recall offhand.

7
COMMISSIONER PIGFORD- "' hank you.

8

9

10

11

i

12
|

013

14

15

16

1

17
|

i

la |

:

19 |
.

f

20
I
.

!

21 !

>
5 22
e

!
23 -

2
!a

E
'-,,, - g3

24 d,* L |.nis E.'.1

.

:
:,

| |
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dol 1 CHAIRMAN KEMENY: Mr. McPherson.
4

2-79 2 COMMISSICNER MC PHERSON: Mr. Chairman, I wouldn't
3 11 I

'

! .

3 spoil that colloquy for the world. l

4 CHAIRMAN KEMENY: Then we will conclude by question-!
l

5 ing by Governor Peterson.
|
.

6 COMMISSICNER PETERSCN: Mr. Ebersole, since you
|
i

7 worked at TVA, I presume that you followed fairly closely the

8 accident at Brown's Ferry, the burning of the insulation on
:

9 the cables.

10 MR. EBERSOLE: I did.

11 COMMISSIONER PETERSON: Well, in view of our great

i
12 concern here about emergency core cooling systems, about con- '

13 trolling reactors, a system whereby these thousands of cables i
!

i14 all ccme together in one narrow place, the cables having the !

15 power and the controls for this carefully designed and planned
16 piece of equipment and then as happened at Brown's Ferry where

I
17 the candle igniting the insulation and 2,000 of those cables
18

,

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 I

20 it, I was wondr;. tg what has been done thereafter in other
2I plants in m he avoid a similar problem or to avoid somebody,

.

1 22 | by sabotage getting as that narrow little place where all the
,

5 i

j 23 | controls for the plant are located? b[$.2) !

I 24 |
3 '

MR. EBERSCLE : You aI: talking about what I generally
?

1 25 call focusing the vulnerability to ccmparative small dimensions
,
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2 1 in spaces. I think I will have to say that in general reliance

i'

|h2 has been placed on a reg guide, I believe it is called 175
|
|
i

3' concerning the separability or separations requirements on ;

electrical circuits and then over and beyond that the quite4

5 intensive improvements or modifications that have been made to

6 reduce the potential for fire, largely in the sense of using ;

i

7 fire resistant covers. Flenestic is one of these -- to desen !
!

8 sitize the cable systems to gross fires. I don't think that
,

9 there has been in the sense that I certainly endorse it, a

10 movement toward extremely positive and heavy separation so tha
I

11 aay one place in the plant you could literally burn it clean '

12 and not have a substantially serious consequence. That is an t
|

13 evolving process and we don't have it yet. | k
I

14 TVA, I think, did initiate the concept of the more

i

15 conservative interpretation of GDC 19 concerning the control '

16 room design and the spreading room design, which was to make

17 the plant, pre sumably, independent of the complete loss of the!
|
,

18 control room and the spreading room. Unfortunately, in the i

|
19 pursuit of details of that, in circuit design a few tentacles

i

20 were left out which partially invalidated the thesis that t he
i i

21 plant could have operated with a ccmplete burnout of the sprea -

{22 ing room or the control room or in this particular case a
5
V :

23_y group of cables. However, I think the attempt to create that '

24 design, a dispersed competence to enable shut down, may well ||ha

3 25 have influenced the survival of the Brown's Farry plant. It
r

I
i i

a. . ,n
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DO3 1 did create an extended dispersion of the design and, in fact,

;

I
2 may have provided a margin that was critical to the process

i

34 by which that accident was mitigated. I can't say that posi-

4 tively.

5
CCMMISSIONER PETERSCN: What is the probability of |

|6 a similar event occurring in other plants?
7 MR. EBERSOLE: I can't competently say that, e s pec-
8' |tally in the light of the new steps taken to desensitize cables

|9 against gross fires. Certainly, it has been greatly reduced.
10 :

COMMISSIONER PETERSON: Are those areas very care- .

!11
fully guarded so that somebody couldn't come in and destroy |

I2 that vulnerable point?

I3 |MR. EBERSCLE: On that score, I will have to plead i

I4 ignorance. I don't know, on a general basis how well that is
15 secured against sabotage or for that matter routine mainten- t

!16 ance or whatever. My opinion is, based on what security re-
17 views I have been in, that that

|
is one of the more highly

II8
protected areas of the plant. It is locked and secured.

iI9 ' I
COMMISSIONER PETERSON: Sort of like cutting the '

20 spinal cord, isn't it? I

'l i-

MR. EBERSOLE: It is the spinal cord, v*/.>$
'' '"

> 22
. |

! CHAIRMAN KEMENY: I just have one follow up question
d

23 1J :c. Ebersole. To your knowledge are candles still being used? |I
e 9

}*4 MR. EBERSOLE: I am sorry. I d idn ' t hear .
b 25

CHAIRMAN KEMENY: Are candles still being used or
|
!

I
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4 1 have they been replaced?

2 MR. EBERSOLE: I hope they are only being used for

3 illumination, not for leak tracing.

4 CHAIRMAN KEMENY: Thank you very much, Mr. Ebersole.

5 The witness is excused. The Commission will recess

6 for one hour.

7 (Thereupon, at 1:25 P. M., the hearing was recessed

8 for one hour.)
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1|C01 AFTERNOON sE ssIoN |T.MI
!'S-22-79 2 CHAIRMAN KEMENY: Will the meeting please come to
!age 14
,

3 order and will Chief Counsel call and swear in the next wit-
4 ness.

I

5| MR. GCRINSCN: Harold Collins, please. Paul Collins.
b

!
6 | Excuse me. That will teach me not to have my bcok -- [

l
|7| CHAIRMAN KEMENY: Would you swear him in. I

S Whereupon,
!

9! Paul F. Collins
|

10 was called as a witness and, after being first duly sworn, i

t
i1 was examined and testified as follows: |

|12 CHAIRMAN KEMENY: Mr. Collins, could you correct '

13 our record by stating your correct name?

14 MR. CCLLINS: Paul F. Collins.
I

IS CHAIRMAN KEMENY: And your current position? |
|

16 MR. COLLINS: I am chief of the Operator Licensing
I

17 Branch in the Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulaticn. |
|

18 CHAIRMAN KEMENY: Thank you. Chief Counsel.
iI9 MR. GCRINSCN: Mr. Kane. I

I
20 MR. KANE: Thank you, Mr. Gorinson.

I

21
Mr. Collins, how long have you been employed by

> '

22
the NRC and its predecessor agency, the Atcmic Energy Commis-

d
? 23| sion? ',

-f n.:c ,; - i
, ,

i 24 U6/5. 4e$1 I

MR. CCLLINS: Since 1964. !i
1

1*na, ;
**

MR. KANE: You are chief of the Operator Licensing i

!i

.
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i

'2 1 Branch. Please explain your duties and the duties of that
1

h2 branch.

i

3 MR. CCLLINS: The principal duties of our branch is I

ito administer examinations to individuals who wish to manipu-4

f late the controls of a nuclear reacter or who wish to direct
6 the licensed activities of these individuals. We issue two

!

7 types of licenses; an operator's license and a senicr coera-

8ftor'slicense. In addition to this we are also responsible
,

!

9 for reviewing facility training plans that are submitted as i

10 ; part of the PSAR and reviewing the procedures for the facility
1

11 as part of the FSAR review.

12 MR. KANE: Mr. Collins, is it true that your office

13 does not as a primary function examine the design of equipment;
la for which operators are licensed?

|
15 MR. CCLLINS: That is correct. |

In your deposition we discussed the cold ,I16 MR. KANE:
i
i

17 licensing program for operators to be licensed before a plant |
18 . begins operations. Is it true that other than an initial re-

! ,

!
t

19 | view of this program, NRC does not administer any portion of .'
I

20 ' this training and leaves that responsibility fu.' y to the
i

21 ! utility or its vendor.
.

S, p : , a ' + |,

122 | MR. CCLLINS: Yes. I

i iy

y 23 ! MR. KANE: And for example, 3&W's program has not
1

{24 been formally evaluated by the NRC since 1968. Correct?
i i e4 25 i MR. CCLLINS: This is correct in one sense. We have-

I

I



I U3
co3 1 been down to the B&W facility and have audited the administra ;

i

tion of examinations and we have actually had training sessions2'

i ;

3 | down there for the examiners. So, in this manner, we have hadi
4 some sort of a benchmark on the quality of the training there.

t5 MR. KANE: But in terms of a formal evaluation of
,

6 the substantive content of the course, that has not occurred '

7 since 1968. i
'

i
8 MR. CCLLINS: No, it has not. !

!

l

9 MR. KANE: In connection with this cold licensing i

10 program, as well as the hot licensing, for licenses which are
11 issued after the plant goes critical, if the examination re-
12 sults are acceptable, does the NRC delve any further into the
13 content of the classroom training 2
I4 MR. CCLLINS: No, we do not.

15 MR. KANE: The utilit s also administer requalifi- |
!16

cation programs under which they annually evaluate their oper-j
17 ators in order to have their licenses reviewed by the NRC. Is

I

18 that correct? !

i

;

19 MR. CCLLINS: Yes, this is. '

20 t

MR. KAFE: And all suc.. .cograms must provide for !

21 ! accelerated training if the operat.cr scores less than 70 per-
I

>

} 22 |; cent overall on the written examination.
Is that correcr?

3
23

? MR. CCLLINS: No. Most of the programs do. There
i

j24 are somg programs that are written so that if a man scores
;

j ec ;
less - you said accelerated training 2''

I

| oyo - . . ,

G % L >,nC:
.-_.___ __ - -
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.

i 1 MR. KANE: Yes. I

2 MR. COLLINS: I am sorry. Yes. You are correct. j

l
3 They do require accelerated training. ;

i
e

4 MR. KANS: And that is for less than 70 percent on ;

;

5 the annual written evaluation?

6 MR. COLLINS: That is correct. i

|

However, at roughly half of the utilities |7 MR. KANE: :

8 an operator who does score less than 70 percent on the writteni

9 exam and who must go on accelerated tra ining, can still func-

10 tion as a licensed operator in the meantime if he does well
I
|

11 enough on the oral examination. Correct?
|

12 MR. COLLINS: That is right.

13 MR. KANE: Does the NRC audit the results of those ,

14 , oral examinations?

15 MR. COLLINS: No, we don't.

16 MR. KANE: Does the NRC impose any results as to
,

i

17 the requirements as to the contents of those oral examinations?
!

!

18 MR. COLLINS: No, we do not have any.
.

I9 MR. KANE: As I understand it, if an operator scores:

20 less than 80 percent, but more than 70 percent overall, he is
i

i

21 | required to attend a lecture in his specific area of weakness.;
1> i

| 22 In the meantime he is permitted to function as a licensed oper-
3
V

23
? ator. Is that true?
i |
V 2# G ' = I,''' ' m

-. -

O
; MR. COLLINS: Yes. v^'

,

25 MR. KANE: The NRC periodically audits the contents

i
: i
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COS 1 of these requalification examinations, does it not?

2 MR. CCLLINS: Yes.

3 MR. KANE: And these audits, as I understand it,
I4 consist of looking at three operator examinations and three

5 senior operator examinations every two years. Is that correct.7

|6 MR. CCLLINS: Essentially, yes. We looked at them '

7 more frequently when the program was first instituted in 1974
8 or 1975, but then we went on to a biannual review of the exam-
9 ination.

10 MR. KANE: Approximately every two years?
I1 MR. CCLLINS: Yes.

12 MR..KANE: The written requalidication examinations

13 consist of seven or eight parts, two of which concern safety
14 and emergency equipment and procedures. If an operator did

15 very poorly on those two parts relating to emergency and
16 safety equipment and patocedures and still did well enough on
17 the rest of the parts to -achieve more than 80 percent over

,

18 all, would the NRC still permit him to function as a licensed
19 operator?

20 MR. CCLLINS: Yes. But you are a little misleading
!21

in saying that only two categories involve safety and er.ergen-
>

} 22 cy systems. I think all seven categories or eight categories |
>

3
23 Iy would contain questions of that nature. M,')ffp !I

I

f 24 MR. KANE: But there are two categories that -

20
MR. CCLLINS: Specifically entitled that, yes.



U6
16 1 MR. IGNE: Right. And that permitting him to func-

2 tion as a licensed cperator then would be notwithstanding his

3 poor performance in those two parts relating to safety and
4 emergency equipment and procedures, specifically?

5 MR. CCLLINS: Correct.

6 MR. KANE: Does the NRC impose any specific require-

7 ments for qualifications of instructors in these courses?

3 MR. CCLLINS: No, we do not.

? MR. KANE: As I understand your deposition testimony',,

10 the NRC changed in 1973 from requiring a new license applicant
11 to actually start up the reactor in an NRC examiner's presence,
12 rather than that performing start up on a simulator. Is that

13 right? h
14 MR. COLLINS: This is correct?

15 MR. KANE: How lcng does the NRC actually go and
16 stand and watch the students perform on the simulater as to

17 start-up?

I8 MR. COLLINS: We do not make it - it is not a fre-

19 quent practice with us. We did go to the simulators in accor-

20 dance with most of our audit programs on simulators to assure

21 ourselves that the program was working correctly at the begin t
>

} 22 ning and we don't periodically audit these.
d

23j MR. KANE: In your deposition, Mr. Collins, you did
3

2# estimate that the NRC might actually go and stand and watch
1 *$'

the students maybe once a year. Does that sound about right?

On ::n
V *< t ,, U V r
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co7 1 MR CCLLINS: This would come al:out scmething of |

j

2 that nature, yes. i
I

!3 MR. KANE: All right. Simulator training in the

requalification program is not audited at all by the NRC, is4

5 it?

6 MR. COLLINS: No, it is not.

7 MR. KANE: As of March 28, 1979, Mr . Collins, hcw
3 many examiners did the Operator Licensing Eranch have for
9 the entire country?

10 MR. CCLLINS: We had nine full time examiners and
11 22 part time. examiners.

12 MR. .KANE: Of the 22 part time examiners, is it
13 true that most of them have no prior experience in commercial
14 nuclear reactor operations?

.

I15 MR. COLLINS: Yes. But they all have experience in
16 reactor operations.

17 MR. KANE: But not commercial operations?
I8 MR. CCLLINS: No.

19 MR. KANE: And how many operator's licenses come up
20 for renewal each year?

21 MR. CCLLINS: Apprcximately 1,200.
>

{ 22 MR. KANE: Due to the differences in plants, is it
15

v
23 Iy true that your full time examiners are broken into three groups,
24 one for Westinghouse, one for General Electric and one foro

s

) 25 B&W and Combustion Engineering Reactors?
c,.7,, ,,,

.

Uar\2. D ,
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8 1 MR. CCLLINS: Yes.

2 MR. KANE: Is it true that the NRC requires no

3 psychological evaluation for licensed applicants and no in-
4 vestigation of an applicant's criminal record or employment
5 history?

6 MR. COLLINS: This is corioet

7 MR. KANE: The NRC regulatory guide suggests that

8 licensed applicants be high schcol graduates or equivalent.
9 Is it true that you have never refused a license because of

10 an applicant's lack of formal education?

11 MR. COLLINS: Never refused to give him an examina-

12 tion.

13 MR. IGNE: Can you, in fact, recall any instance

14 where an individual received a license without having a high
15 school education or equivalent?

16 MR. COLLINS: Yes.

17 MR. KANE: Cross licensing, as I understand it, is

18 a program for an individual license at one plant to be licensed

19
at another similar plant if he completes a differences course

20 and a differences examination administered by the utility.
21

. Does the NRC audit this differences course?
I>

[22 MR. CCLLINS: No, we do not.
{

3
23 !

j MR. KANE: Does the NRS receive the results of the
I

{24 differences examination given by the utility? -

'5^ MR. COLLINS: Cn occasion we have, but it is not a

_-

., g
u n - > .... L.s
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DC9 1 mandatcry practice. They are certified that the man has atte.+

|
ded the course and they are certified that he has successfully2

I

i3 passed the examination as part of the application to get the '

4 cross license.

5 MR. KANE: But the NRC dces not regularly receive

6 the results of the examination?

7 MR. COLLINS: No.

8 MR. KANE: Dces the NRC even know what questions
|

9 the individual is asked on these examinations?
,

1C MR. COLLINS: No.

I1 MR. KANE: Does the NRC require any examination of

12 its own in this regard?

13 MR. CCLLINS: No.

14 MR. KANE: Can cross licensing be done even if the

15 balance of the *w plants e abstantially different and are

16 designed by two different architect-engineers?
17 MR. COLLINS: Yes, it can, providing that the

18 nuclear steam supply system is designed by the same vendor
19 and is of the same generation and the plants are, frcm that
20 standpoint , identical. '

l
21 !MR. KANE: The differences in the balance of the

> i

! 22 plant will not preclude cross licensing? 1

!
5
u r

,

_? ' 3 ,| MR. CCLLINS: No, will not, d u s t.d, .,
!

i,

l
g 24 MR. KANE: In fact, the supervisorial personnel at

.a
!25 TMI were duly or cross licensed in this fashion, were they
|
|

l
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10 1 not?

h2 MR. COLLINS: Yes.

3 MR. KANE: Does the NRC have any recuirement that

t significant transients --

5 MR. COLLINS: I would like to back up on that.

6 MR. KANE: Surely.

7 MR. COLLINS: When you talk about the dual licenses
[

3 the policy you just talked about applies to the initial people'|,
9 the cold people, if you would, going on to the seccnd unit.

10 Once both units.are operational and a man makes an application

11 for a license, he is examined for the total plant by NRC. It

12 is not a case of his being examined only on the first one and
13 then seme =enths later, him coming up and saying now, I want
la the cross license or the dual license for unit No. 2. He

15 makes application for both at the same time and he is examined

16 on the units.

17 MR. KANE: Is the applicant permitted to apply for

13 just one unit?

19 MR. CCLLINS: Only on rare occasions. If the policy

20 of the utility is to cross license people, then once both

21 plants are operational, they will put in an application for
>

! 22 both units.
5

,

v 1

23? MR. KANE: I see,
i
-

$ 2# MR. CCLLINS: If it is not their policy, then, of {s e -

25
course, they will just ask for one unit.

k. . A. . , , a:...O
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Coll 1 MR. KANE: Cn the other hand an individual who was

2 previously licensed, for example, at TMI Unit 1 could then
,

i

3 apply for a cross license to TMI Unit 2 when it became opera-
4 tional. Is that right? '

5 MR. COLLINS: The Metropolitan Edison people did not;
6 cross license- their operators. They made a conscientious

7 choice not to do this so that they hcd separate units as far
i
i

3 as the operators were concerned for Unit 1 ahd Unit 2. Super-

9 visory personnel, they did cross license.
10 MR. KANE: All right. Does the NRC have any require-
11 ment that significant transients at nuclear reactors be incor-
12 porated into classroom or simulator training?
13 MR. COLLINS: There is no regulation for it, no.

14 MR. KANE: We discussed in your deposition an evalua-
15 tion performed by Mr. Boger of your office of the Davis-Besse
16 transient of September 24, 1977 for possible incorporation in
17 future examinations. We know that this transient involved the
18

operator's interruption of the high pressure injection system. j
I9

To your knowledge, has the subject of operator interruption
20

of high pressure injection ever been covered in NRC examinations?
21 !

MR. CCLLINS: I couldn 't say positively each and
>

!. 22 every examination. I am sure that the question has been raised
U

$

J '3 in the oral contents. I would have to go through the complete |I
" 24 i*
. set of written examinations to see if it was ever covered *.here.

'

25
MR. KANE: Mr . Collins, I did ask you something alon

,

n . . r. ; ; ~
v m >.a. v .h
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il2 1 the same lines in your deposition and at that time you re-

2 plied that "when we explcre the need for safety systems to be

3 actuated, we do nct explore with the man when would you ters-

4 inate it." Is that true?

5 MR. CCLLINS: Yes. I did make that statement to

6 you and I am not trying to be contrary or make any different

7 statement to you.

8 MR. KANE: All right. Is it also true that satura-

9 tion conditions in the reactor coolant system has not been

10 covered in training because that condition was just not con-

11 sidered that possible?

12 MR CCLLINS: I believe so, yes.

13 MR. KANE: Is it true that questions on tha relationr-

14 ship between pressurirer level and core coolant level have

15 not been included in NRC examinations because it was assumed

16 that if you have a water level in the pressuri=er, you have
17 solid water below that in the reactor coolant system?
13 MR. CCLLINS: That is true.

19 MR. KANE: Specifically focusing on the Three Mile

20 Island operators, prior to March 28, 1979, was there any sig-
21 nificant di.ssatisfaction by the NRC with their examination

>
I, 22 results?

,

i
y

23
j MR. CCLLINS: No, there was not. 82(1.,.33 f
1 '

24 | MR. KANE: In fact, tb a performance of Metropolitan

d 20 Edison operators on NRC examinations was considerably above f
!

I
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C013 1 average. Was it not?

2 MR. COLLINS: It was very good.

3 MR. KANE: All right. Mr . Collin s , we have pre-

viously deposed Canald Scovall to your superior concerning4

5 the retraining of the B&W operators immediately after the

6 TMI-2 accident. He explained that the retraining consisted

7 of one week at B&W's simulator, followed by an examination

8 administered by the utility and an oral examination by the
9 NRC by the selected number of such operators. Don't you

10 think in light of the TMI-2 accident that the NRC should ex-
1I amine each of these B&W operators instead of continuing to
12 rely on spot checking?

g 13 MR. CCLLINS: My initial recommendation was to do

14 that very thing; however, in the manner in which these events
15 are handled, I&E has the prime responsibility to assure that
16 the training - that the answer s to their bulletins are com-
17 plied with and they normally on incidents -- not as severe
18 as TMI -- would conduct a spot check that training programs
19 had been completed, would interview several of the operators
20 to assure that the training had taken. It was decided to go

21 along the same path except that the audit of the training
>

22 program, CLa, became involved in that.

j 23 | MR. KANE: Why was it decided to go along the same
I t

f. 2# I path? Ic,

j 25
G ' " ' ' ' '''sMR. CCLLINS: I can't say. * ~'~Q-

!
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14 1 MR. KANE: Did you make your recommendations on this

2 to your supericr, Mr. Scovall?

I3 MR. COLLINS: No. Mr. Scovall was not in the line i

4 of command at this particular time.

3 MR. KANE: Who did you speak to about your recommen-

6 dation?

7 MR. COLLINS: I am trying to think. I think it was

3 Mr. Ross.

9 MR. KANE: Mr. Ross?

10 MR. COLLINS: Dennis Ross. I believe I went up

11 through that chain.

12 MR. KANE: Did Mr. Ross concur in your recommendation

13 that all of the operators that had been retrained on the S&W g
- 14- simulator after TMI-2 he examined by the NRC?

15 MR. CCLLINS: He carried it to a higher level, yes.

16 And I don't think he carried it reluctantly, but he did take

17 it to a higher level. But the decision came back down, no.

18 We will factor you in, but we will not give all NRC examinaticn' .
19 MR. KANE: Who made the final decision on that?
20 MR. CCLLINS: I am really not sure.

21 MR. KANE: Oo you kncv how high the recommendation
>

! 22 went?
c. y , af ay vA# -

v
, 23 MR. CCLLINS: I am sure it went up to Mr . Denton 's3
I
i 24 office and across to I&E, because this is their main function.i
j 9.23 MR. KANE: Was Mr. Stello involved in that decision
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1 as well?

2 MR. CCLLINS: I have no idea.

2 MR. KANE: But you do believe it went as far as

4 Mr. Centon?

5 MR. CCLLINS: I think it went up to that office,

6 Ye8-

7 MR. KANE: I have no further questions, Mr.

3 Chairman .
!

9 CHAIRMAN KEMENY: Thank you, Mr. Kane.

10 Mr. Collins, would it be fair to describe your
11 role as try'ing to assure on behalf of the NRC that operators
12 are well qualified to carry cut their duties?

13 MR. CCLLINS: Yes.

14 CHAIRMAN KEMENY: Therefore, in effect, there is an

15 educational process involved with operators, which you are --

you certainly are not administering, but are quality control l16

17 ling. Would that be fair?
13 MR. COLLINS: With the exception that we do conduct i

19 100 percent audit of the program by conducting 100 percent
20 examination of the students, with the exception of these groups

i
21 for the initial cross licensing. Every operator and every

'

i

f22 senior operator does get an NRC examination before he gets
i
U !

23g his license. 01's,Q[y
I
{ 24 CHAIRMAN KEMENY: Yes. Do you feel --y know what

20 } your current practices are and you are operating under orders,|
!

!



136

11 6 1 but they are all post-Three Mile Island. I am asking in that

2 respect. Do you feel that you can adequately carry out your

3 function without monitoring, for example, the quality of the

instructors or the instructional crograms?4

5 MR. COLLINS: I think it puts an awful lot of re-

liance on the NRC examination to say that we are going to6

7 pick up every single thing or every single item in that parri-*I
8 cular examination or set of examinations. So, from that view->

l
9 point, yes, there should have been more auditing of the indiv-+I

|
10 idual programs and the quality of the instruction .
1I CHAIRMAN KEMENY: Do you have any way of assuring
12 at all that those people who are giving the instruction are
13 qualified - I mean, that they are the kind of people that you g_

I4 would want to see instructing.
15 MR. CCLLINS: Many of them are senior operators, so

|16 -

17
CHAIRMAN KEMENY: Yes, but I believe there is -

I8 MR. COLLINS: Technical competence, we don 't have
l9 any questions about their technical ecmpetence.
20

CHAIRMAN KEMENY: No, but there isn't a requirement .

2I for instructors to be senior operators?
>

$22 MR. COLLINS: No.
j This is among the reccmmendationsj
j '*3 though. " V' '~ 'O I'

r.,.

I
= 24*

CHAIRMAN KEMENY: How much variety is there on the '

2I written examinations? Do you choose from a relatively small
;

1
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Col 7 1 list of questions or do you make up each examination frem

2 scratch?

3 MR. CCLLINS: We have a bank of questions that we

4 can use, but we try to make each examination facility oriented
5 so it does take study of the facility procedures and study of

the facility technical specifications and its design to make6

7 up the examinations.

8 CHAIRMAN KEMENY: The reason I asked that question

9| is that I have no idea whether the studsn s ycu :2 d 7 2.t. - . . g
.

10 with -- in this case, potential operators -- are as ingenious
11 as the students we have. But whenever questions are selected

12 from a bag of questions to use your phrase, it usually takes
13 the student body approximately one year to have a ecmplete
14 list of every question that is ever going to be asked. I am

15 wondering it you are faced with a similar kind of problem.
16 MR. COLLINS: I think the utilities have their
17 fraternity files also, yes.

O p , -rv <.u r.r q <
18 n.

CHAIRMAN KI n : Thank you. I didn't want to use

I9 that phrase. That is what I was wondering about because I am
20 not questioning the quality of your examinations. That is not

21 the point. But is there a chance that after awhile if utili-
22 ties have their fraternity files that, in effect, they will he t

5
v

23
J training the operators, not really with major emphasis on hcw
I
{24 well they should operate the plant, but to make very sure that ;se SC

** they can pass those exams.

____

.
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11 8 1 MR. COLLINS: Yes, I think there can be a tendency

2 in that direction. Of course, when you give a man an oral h
3 examination, which takes scme four to six hours to ccmplete
4 for each man, you can sense if a man is giving you a canned

5 answer to your oral and then you can start probing a little

6 bit deeper and see if he has, indeed, given you a canned

7 answer or if he does understand the subject. So, we do have

8 this back-up on the written examination.

9 C H A I R M A N K E.'dS. N Y : That is, of course, a very good
.

10 safaty system. Tall =e, :. 3 it cc.=on for an operator to pass
I

1I the written exam and fail the oral exam?
12 MR. COLLINS: Yes, it is. Some 37 percent of the

13 people who fail the exam now fail the oral portion of the
:

14 Only about 10 or 12 percent fail the written pcrtion.exam.
,

15 The balance fail both, written and oral.

16 CEAIRMAN KZMENY: Yes.

17
Let me turn to another topic that Mr. Kane asked

18 you about. You said that you do not look into certain back-

19 ground questions on the applicants for operators. Is this

20 because you are prevented by certain privacy laws? !

l

2I :

MR. COLLINS: No, we have just never had it in the '

* !

h22 application. We do ask for a man's experience and education I

3 !

v i

22
j on his application. We do have a medical fcrs where we get '

I

$2# a =edical history on the individual. As part of that medical
i

* 25 form we request us that he inform us of any convictions that
.

g m sy
undt > .m u : >
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D019 1 resulted in a fine of $25 or more and many of them do for

2 traffic violations and so forth. But we make no in depth

3 search of the individual. But we do have scme background in
,

4 formation 2cm him.

5 CHAIRMAN KF.MENY: Yes, but, for example, to use

6 your own example of the criminal record, if scmeone had many

7 major convictions and then chooses to lie on your form, you
a would have no way of knowing.

9 MR. CCLLINS: We would not, no. However, I would

10 like to point out that the people we see are not necenites .

,!
11 to the utilities. A good share of the people that we see

12 have been working for the utilities for several years and I
13 am sure their work habits and any criminal record of any im-
14 port would probably be known to them, particularly during the
15 years that they had worked for the utility. The job ve are

16 talking about on a licensed position is the top job at the
17 plant. So, the man has to go up the seniority before he can
IB make application.

19

20

21
|
i

22
i

V
, 23
a a ,: _t nu w ., .

ba

a

1 21 i

i
I

|
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I
CHAI?lGli KE ENY: If my nercry is correct, thinkinc

~ ei2
back on the '"hree Mile Island operators we had as witnesses, I

|

3|, a cuite large fracticn of them seemed c have ccee frem the
!
'

i

4 United Statas Navy Nuclear Program. i

|
|

5 iMR. COLLINS: '"his is correct. Metropolitan '

,

6 Ediscn was very heavy with Navy, ex-Navy persennel.
L

7 1CHAIRMA:I KE E PI: In such a case, would the Navy
8 persennel file of the individual be available either to you '

9 or to Metrcpolitan Edison?

10 MR. COLLINS: We have never recuested any. So, I
-

i

lI ' really could not say whether their file would be available
!

12 to us.

13 CHAIRMAN KE E:rI: As a matter of fact, would it be h
14 legally possible for the US :Tavy to release that? Io you i

15 happen to knew that?

16 MR. COLLIUS: I could not c0==ent on that.
I

17 CHAIRMAN KE ENY: 3ecause if the answer to that is |

I

,
,

18 that either it is nct gotten or that 't cannet be gotten |

,

i

19 which may be the case, the trouble is cut of respect for the ;
k

.

20 Navy program one =av. cut Ivery heavy emphasis en sc=ecne havine..
,

21
,

served in the US Navy withcut having the fcggiest idea '

'>
1 22 whether that individual per#cr ed we!' i- "e Navy programr
3 ,

a
23 ' or miserably.|,

I 24 |
1

0 .m 2 -" ' # ' ^ ~"a ,4 |i MR. COLLINS: Correct. '

e |
w

} 25 CHAIRMAN KE:EMY: I have just One final cuestion.

!
',
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191 I

l
i1 I a= trying te search thrcughout NRC as to where man and

2 machine cc=es tec.e*ba- ''cu are verv. heavily involved i- -be
I

.

;

I3 hu=an part of the syste=? '

4 MR. COLLIUS: Yes.
|

5' CHAI?JWI KZ EMY: Oo vou have rec.ular interchances -.
-

6 with these who deal with cauipment and talk over problems? !

7 MR. COLLIMS: No, we are relatively isolated frc= |
8 the pecple that review the design and --

i

9| CHAI?2'AN KF.JE:!Y : You are relatively isolated' !
'

,

|10 liR. COLLIMS: Yes.

I1 CHAI?J".AN KZMEMY: Co ycu feel that that is

12 desirable?

13 MR. COLLIMS: Mo, it is net. No, it is too
i

la parochial.

15 CHAI?ltAM KZMEMY: '" hank you.

16 Professor Lewis?

17 COM!i!SSIONER LZ*d!S : I a= interested in the !

!

18 exa=ination process or nore concretely in the way in which |

|

19 you develop your cwn examinations, the kinds of questions.
I

20 Chai=an Ke=eny mentioned earlier he was net talking about I
i

1

!

21 ' the quality of exams. ~ - wculd like te know hcw do you*-
,

I>
1 22 determine the adequacy of the kinds of q'ues-dens that you?

$ 23 , ask in the e::aminations?
,. ' _ . ' . . , *5

vV

: i-

i I i

i 24 | MR. COLLIUS: Well, we have certain guidelines, '
'

e.

} 25 well, guideline, we have a regulation that specifies 10 CFR, i
}

:

i
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I Part 55 that specifies, in cart, specifies the content of the i
|2 examination, and it indicates the subjects which we in NRC
!

| i

3 | feel an operator or a senior operator should knew. |

' In order !
|4 to develop the questions we use the final safety analysis

5 report to eternine hcw the plant is designed. We use the
I
i

6 toperating procedures to determine hcw the facility wants the
7 =an to operate the plant. We use the technical specifications i

, i
I

<

8 to see that he coerates the clant within the federal law, |
|

l9
and we use the Radiation Protection and Control Manual which 1

10 details hcw he should conduct himself when working with
I

11 jobs involving radiation.

12 Based on these basic documents, we pull out the
13 questiens. Ecw does an instrument wo rk? Ecw does the h

14 olant respond during a given transient? What hac.o. ens if a.

,

15 pipe breaks? What are the safety signals that are going
16 to be generated, and what equipment comes into play?

!17 COMMISSIONER CCS: I understand that there are the
,

18 general guidelines and the subj ects that mus t be covered.
i

19 I am much more interested in hcw you, in fact, develop I

:

I20 the specific way you are going to get at that bit of '

i
ii

21 i information. There are a number of dif fere.:t alternatives
!

i
I>

: 22 | usually that one can find out.
i jr -

3 fU
l, 23 i MR. COLLINS: The examinatiens are essay type i's

I
!I 24 examinations. There =av be one or two cuestions in thereI.

s

} 25 .

that might be multiple choice or considered multiple choice.
1

I

n v f:
O aj \l.+. .J Y ?
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.

I
'

I
s| We do not use true and fa7_se questions. The man nust j|

'l*
I; respond to each of Our questions in a paragrapn, one-half

|
,i

* I paragraph or in sc=e cases a page of writtng := fully explain
i

. I4I tne question.
l

i< i*

CCM:CSSICHER LEWIS : Let us talk specifically about '

6
=ultiple choice iters. Ecw are these developed?

7*
| MR. COILINS: They are very rare. They are
i '
f

!8I extremely rare.
i

i

9
CC:01'SSIC'I? LETIS : Uho would be resconsible for !-

,

10 | developing such questions?
II

MR. COLLINS: The persen who was given the

12 assignment as the chief examiner at the facility generates
I3

the written examination. This e:tamination is subject to

I# review, and then it. is t rted up and ac.creved and given to~ . . . .

I3 the applicants.

16 COMMISSICNER Lrd!S: I asked because, of course,

II

| it is a huga industry in this country that centers on tests

I8' and evalcation, and I wender if you ever nake any assesse.ent
I9 of the adequacy of the test items th emselves ?

,02 MR. COLLINS: We have talked to an institute, th e
! I

I',I,
Princeton Institute.

_ *

!-

Ii f, .f
g 1

.

Im./ 4 .- < .v

. 22 ! COMMISSICNER LEWIS: Educational Testing Service?
*

3 !
V

? 23 | MR. COLLINS: Yes, Educational Testing Service. Ia ,
s

24 I
i
3 They came dcwn, and the manner in which they wrote their:- ,

25 | examinations, th ev. indicated they could not help us cut tco
,

.

I I
>s
I'

-
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I
much on the way our examinatiens were structured.

2
CCMMISSICMER LEUIS: Could you be a little more !

I3 precise?
'

4 l
MR. COLLIUS: We are lcoking at a way for program I

5 learning type questions. We were icoking at a way for |
6 incorporating more multiple choice questions so that the

7 grading of them would be -- the composition of them could he
I

3
=cre formalized and the grading could be easier and to speed i

j
9

up the process rather than just working with the essay
10 questions, and unfortunately the only areas where they could
11 help us out were in the plant specific areas rather than in
12 the generic and general kncvledge we expected the operators

i

I13 and senior cperators to have.
| |||
I14 So, we did not pursue it any further than that. I

15 !CC!CCSSIONER LEUIS: Ecw do you determine how I

'16 adequate your items are, your test procedures are? What
i17 do you use as your basis for deterning program adequacy? I

|18 MR. COLLIMS: I think it is a matter of the i

I

19 experience that is within the branch, the operating experience ii
,

i.20 that is within the branch to say, "Yes, this man kncws a
!21 sufficient amount to be a licensed operator. "
i

> I
; 22 i
r i COMMISSICUER LEWIS: I will move for a =cment in a i

e
u t

, 23 way specifically frcm the itecs themselves to the larcer
s, -

a

I 24 question of one way one =ight say you could assess the '
.

5 ' o
ask

} 25 | adequacy of a training program is hcw operators perform whe.7 1pF
,

|

!t -

c .)< , -

.
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I i in terms of emergencies, et cetera.

Ii
i

, i

i* MR. COLLIMS: Correct.
r

13: COMMISSIC!TER LEWIS: Do you icek a: what gces on !
1

4
. and ask then, "Ecw adequate is our program, given, for
!

5' example, TMI-2, given, for example, the Davis Sessie
6 incident?-

7 MR. COLLIUS : I am sor f, do we ask .cho?
,

t

8| CC?"MISSICUER LEWIS: Do you ask you'.selves anything

9 about the adequacy of a program from that angle?
>

10 MR. COLL MS: '?es , we evaluate ourselves. We look

II at the events and see where the examinaticn content can be
12 improved and how the techniques can be improved.

13 One thing that we are recommending is that as a,

I

I4 result of Three Mile Island is that we give si=ulator

15 examinations, that obviously the walk-through and talk-through
16 portion of our examination is not detailed enough, that it is

I

17 essential that we see individuals operate the simulators
I
i18 as part of their e:: amination process. '

19 CHA!?2Gli KE ETl: Professor Pigford?

20 CCMMISSICNER ?!GFCRD: Mr. Collins, when vou
,

! i

t 1'21 prepare your examinations of the operators , I am going over i
>

}22 scmething new, again, wi th you, is a portion of that
5
V {23 ;l examination to determine hew well they are knowledgeable,
i .

.

7 1 i

i 24 | about the procedures ? !

,

. -

1

3 25 |
s '

'

| MR. COLLIMS: The operating procedures , yes , sir.
|
:
'

l

'%W . . . , <
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1

There is a section in the examination entitled Nor=al and !

2
Emergency Operating Precedures.

3 I
l

CCMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Yes, and you crepare the '
-

4
questions on that?

5
MR. COLLIUS: Yes, we do.

6
CO.vli!SSIONER PIGFORD: And do ycu, also, observe

7
them in the centrol rcom as to hcw they would carry out j

I

3 !

those procedures? I
.'

9
MR. COLLIUS: As part of the oral examination, '

10
yes, we will pose questions to them that several enunciators

11

are received; what dces it nean to you; and what actions
12

do you take, and watch them take their, they don't actually
I3

take the actions, of course, but watch them talk their way
14

through these emergency procedures.
I

15
i

CC"P.ISSICNER PIGFORD: Yes, the loss of reactor
16

coolant is one of the procedures you carry them through?
;

I7
MR. COLLIMS: Yes, sir.

I3
COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Does it nean then that you

I9 | Icok over those precedures yourself in formulating your
*O'

cv. examinatien questions?
,

2I MR. COLLINS: Yes, we have the facility send the'
> ,

!

3, 22 procedures to us, so that we can prepare the examinatien. !
5
~ l

J
''3

| COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Do you actually review all I

} i ;
24 iof the emergency procedures for TMI-2 Onen?

} 25 | !MR. COLLIUS: I won't say we review them. We ese

!,

t
-

va.e - , /. v { .
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,

lI them, and I won' t say we use every single one of the
|t

2I t

e=ercencv. .crocedures, but we go through them so that we can ij
,

l3 he sure of the answers and read thrcugh them and study them '

.

4 to be sure that the answers that the applicant gives are
5 the correct answers.
6 CCMMISSICNER PIGFORD: And you, also, do that for

7 TMI-l as well?
i

8 MR. COLLIMS: Yes.

9| COMMISSIONER PIGFORO: Co you keep a file of

10 these precedures in your office?
11 MR. COLLIUS: No, normally when a facility requests
12 an examination they mail us the precedures. After we give

13 the exa=inations and grade them we will return the precedures
14 to them. We would find it a v. cst difficult job. We have a
15 tough time getting space for people, let alone precedures
16 f cm 70 plants. We just could net keep up with them and the
17 revisions to them.

18 COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Incidentally, you are perhaps
i

19 leaving the erroneous i=pressicn that nothing happens unless
i

10 they request examinatien. You require them to have the

21 examination, don't you? !

I
l |>

1 22 ! MR. COLLIMS: Oh, absolutely, but they normally !

,
-

r
3 !u i

23 | call us up three er four months in advance and tell us, +

. they.

1 !

a 24 will have a class ready for us, and at that time we make
;
i

e
w

} 2f the arrangements and get them to send the precedures. i

!
!.

Ti' s,

u % > ; ., u _ q
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1

CO.*CtISSIO!IER PIGFCRD: Do your examiners themselves

2 then walk thrcugh these precedures on paper to see if they
|3

can follcw them? '

|
4

MR. COLLIiS: Yes, we have done that, yes.

5
COtei!SSICNER PIGFORD: Have you noticed any

6 differences between the precedures for T 1I-l and TMI-2 with

i7 regard to emergency ecolant? !

3 'dR . COLLDIS: !!c . I cannot honestly answer that !

I

9 i

questien. I.

I;

10 | CC:04ISSIOt!ER ?!GFORD: Oh, vou are not yourselfi

II kncwledgeable about it?

I2 MR. COLLEIS : No , t.ot to that --

13 COf04ISSIONER PIGFORD: Yes.

I# MR. COLLn!S: The details of the procedi:res, no.

1 *5 CO."MISSIONER PIGFORD: Ecw far down in the staff
|

16 would it be, hcw many people belcw ycu would be kncwledgeable '
I7 about that?

l

18 ,vR. COLLEIS: I don' t think vou could walk inte !.
.

I

19 any person and ask that cuestion and expect the nan to knew

20 the details of the emergency procedures for OtI-l versus

21 the O!!-2 emergency precedures.
|

>
!3 22 CI!O!!SSIONER PIGFORD: All right. Let us get at it i

3
V

23 this way then. There is seneone in your crgani::ation whoP
a
I ,

I 24 has worked un. questions on, s av. , the precedures for TMI-2,
w

t '
4 25 richt?- .- m. ,,

s ;, . .
;

i

!
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I

I| MR. COLLINS: Yes.
1

I
2 CCMMISSICNER pIGFORD: And he has examined the !!

i ,

a f

4 operators on that? Okay, hew far dcwn in ycur organizationi

i

4 would that man be?

5 MR. COLLIMS: He wculd report directly to ne.

6 COMMISSICNER PIGFORD: Repcrt to you?

3 MR. COLLIUS: Yes.

3, COMMISSIONER pIGFORD: Has that nan reporged .

I

:c you any problems in himself folicwing t m. procedures of i
r

i

10 TMI-2 with regard to loss of ecclant?
.

11 MR. COLLIMS: Me, they have not reported any
12 problem. Have they on occasien gone through a procedure and
13 fcund inadequacies in it, certainly, and brought it to, not
14 necessarily =y attention but certainly to the attention of
15 the f a c ility.

16 I have gone through procedures in preparing
17 exams and found inadequacies in them and brought it to the
18 attention of facility management.

i

19 COMMISSIONER FIGFORD: Would that man, also, be the
i
i

I20 I one who did this for TMI Unit 17 !

i
i

21 i MR. COLLIMS: Not necessarily. t
'

i
b

22 | CC"MISSICNER PIGFORD: Not necessarily. :s there

i

! t

r t
3 i

v

2 23 | any censcious effort to compare notes on these two facilities'a
I ;

i 24 Sv. the man makinc. u n. the examination c.uestiens?,

* \, .

} 23 ! MR. COLLIMS: No, sir.
.

O w l , ,j1f s

,



?

, -- ,

| _vu
1

!

l! COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: I see, and ycu say your
_i
'

9

man has indicated no problem in folleving the procedures-
i
i

3 on TMI-2 with regard to less of reactor ecolant?
i4

MR. COLLINS: No, sir.

5
COMMISSIONER FIGFORD: Has this question come up '

6 to you before in any way?
I

7 I MR. COLLINS: No. The adequacy of the TMI |f

I '

3 procecures?

9
COMMISSIONER ?!GFORD: Yes.

10 MR. COLLINS: No, it has not.

Il
COMMISSIONER FIGFORD: Have you heard of it

12 having ccme up in any of the many, many investigations that
13 are underway new?

,

14 MR. COLLIUS: No, it has not been brought to my
15 attention, no.

|

t

16 |

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD : Have you heard of even this !

17 Ccmmission inquiring about the procedures relative to the
13 tailpipe temperature? |

19 MR. COLLIMS: No.
l

20 , COMMISSICNER ?!GFORD: Neuld that be one of the :

.

i

l

21 ' things that the operator is examined on?
|
i

> i

[ 22 MR. COLLIMS: On a leaking or a weeping or an cpeni
V
9 23 ! FORV, yes, sir.
a t I

1
I

!a 24 COMMISS!CNER FI" FORD : Yes. It would te reascnablee.
a

} 25 i to assume then that your =an who prepares i

1
the examinatien, if |

i
i ,

I I
'

|

G*?|\*' 4
arr % l~ ss ' *
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t :

I { he follcwed the procedure and found that there was perhaps
;

i

28| no entry point en it, namely, no clear cuidance as Oc when i

i i

3 | you enter the precedures , he would say, " lo , I cannot j
t

,i
4 Iexamine the man en this. The precedures themselves have a j

5 problem." Is that right?
,

6 MR. COLLINS: I don't know tf we would go that far. !
l

7 We certainly would explore with the facility management when
i

i
i

3j we get there hcw do you get into this procedure.
i

9 COMMISSICER ?!GFORD: But I don' t knew hcw you

10 | can examine a man en folicwing a procedure when the point
i

11 of entering it is not clear. What signal causes him to enter

12 it? This is not specific to T:tI-2, but isn' t that reasonable? '

13 If the precedure does not say, ''Here is the sy ptem that causes
i
I14 us to Icek this up"and say, "That is de precedure I must |

|

15 folicw," if that signal is not writte.- Jewn and understeed,
q

i

16 isn't there a problem with that procedure? |

17 MR. COLLINS: Yes, certainly there is.

18 COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Yes.

t

19 MR. COLL 21S: Certainly. I would say all of your |
|

!20 emergency procedures should have a sycetem section that !
' 1

21 ' leads it off.:
:

>
,1 22 COMMISSICNER PIGFCRD: And has there been any
i I
.g -

, 23 | recensideration since TMI within your group of hcw to examine
a ,

2 i n ,r- ,J 24 the operators at ""!! On these procedures? v ~ a J.
. .

5 I

! 25 | Mn. COL:. ins: On scw to exa=ine a u ce --
-

I

!
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i,

II| COMMISSICNER PIGFORO: Nhat?
a

,'
- MR. COLLIUS: Where we have reviewed cur entire

.

!

3 procedure, our entire process and have made sc=e 16 recc==enda
i

4 .

ar as improvements to our pregram go and part c:.
1taons as :.

5 that would be hcw do you examine operators en precedures,
i
i6 we feel that the best way to do it is to use simulators.
|
|7 COMMISSICNER PIG 70RD: Yes, but you are still, also,
,

3 going te leck over the precedures of the facility and still
9 test the man on that, aren' t you?

10 MR. COLLIUS: Yes.

11 I

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Sc=e of these things you |

12 cannot find on a =echanical si=ulator, I think, isn't that
13 right? kh,

|14 MR. COLLINS: Anything the operator is responsible I

|
'

15 for from the centrol roc = should be en the si=ulater, 'any

16 actions that he --

17 COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Suppose the precedure says,
18 "If the tailpipe temperature is about 230 degrees Fahrenheit,

,

!

19 iyou must take this precedure cut of the shelf and icok at
it." |-

20 You cannot si=ulate that, can you? That is written down en a !
i

I21 piece of paper that the cperater =ust understand? s

-

> !

22 MR. COLLINS: Ycu can simulate the tailpipe
* ,

!
r
*

1
V

7 23 ;| te=perature and see that he gces and gets the precedure.
.

i,
8 I

i 24 COMMISSIINER PIGFORD: Yes. In this recensideration,..
5 i

3 25 | since TMI-2, has there been any specific icek at the TMI-2 i

i

i !
, ,

i

o.-~
v 6st-( . '*
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I, procedures and whether ycur examinatiens really have been
!

,t i

', covering these procedures? '
i

|
i !3!
l MR. COLLINS: Ne have not =ade any individual or I

4 OL3 investigation relative to TMI-2 or TMI-1. We have not i

5 heen in on any of the investigatiens taking place. We have
6 been directed to take a Icck at our overall operations in
7 light of TMI-2, but not to specifically becc=e involved in anve

!8 ! TMI-2 investigation. I
I i

9I CC:I:ISS:I' :E ?:CCO20: Soneene else is locking at
i

10 this?

Il MR. COLLINS: I would assume it was part of the

12 !&E inspection that has just been completed with the new
I3 reg 600 report.

.

14 COMMISSIONER PIG 70RD: I will tell ycu what I am

15 getting at. We already have before us an abundant record en
16 what seems to be the problem of the tailpipe temperature
17 p ccedures, and that has been out in the open now for about,

,
,

18 ch, since sometime in June, and I mus t say , I don ' t understand ii

i

19 how I could examine an operator on the less of coolant
20 procedures, but since you, yourself, aren' t familiar with them,:I

l

21 i I guess I will have to pose =y questien to other pecple, :

|
,

* ' I

1 22 ! because it depends upon what is that procedure and what dces -

)
r i

3 I
y

, 23 it say, and would I know hcw to then see if sc=eone can walka
I t

i 24 i through it, because navbe the crocedure has a fault in it
!

! !
.

!4 25 ' Now, let me pose this to you, because I a= only

c. ,, .

%.p J4 7 .' g e sp
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I |

suggesting it, not claiming it. If dere is a fault in the i

2 precedure, an incensister.cy, a lack of entry or exit point,
3

lack of symptoms of this is the signal we must act on. is it

# reasonable to expect that your nan would pick it up?
5 MR. COLLIUS: Yes, I think it is , yes .

t

6 |
CC CiISSICIER ?!GFOPD: Yes. Ncw, is there scme other

7 part of the ongoing NRC investigation of '"4I-2 dat we can

3 expect will be locking at this issue?

9 MR. COLLIUS: I knew that I just recently read

10 reccmmendations from the ACRS, and in these recommendations

II there was a paragraph that addressed review of procedures.

12 COM24ISSIONER ?!GFOP.D: Yes. Ncu, probably that

13 review of procedures they are talking about is a review g
I4 aimed directly at precedures, isn't it? -

15 21R. COLLINS: Yes.

16 CC!CTISSIO!ER PIGFORD: Where in the NRC is that

17 supposed to be done?

18 MR. COLLIUS: Presently .y branch assures in the

19 i review of the FSAR's that the f acility has cor=itted to
,

,

l20 , prepare precedures in accordance vid a reculatorv guide
r .

21 | 1.33. Che review of the procedures, de details c~ " a '

i
> i '

! 22 | precedures rests with !&E. Chey are responsible for seeing? t
3 iy

23 | th at , indeed, d e cccmi r.ents have been .et and that they7
,

i i

i 24 de have precedures that address the subj ects in the reg '

. v
w

} 25 | cuide 1.33.
!

'

n.. +n
| ~ .,. a :.,
,
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I .

CC?CCSSIONER ?!GFORD : Yes. Sc, th e f o r=.nl '

I

, | respcnsibility for review of adequacy of precedures lies in '

\~

i3 mA .r. ,.
i

4 MR. COLLINS: Yes.

5
CO!OCSSICNER PIGFOPS: Sut your pecple would !

6 encounter it because anyway ycur pecple have te lcck over the
I7 precedures to then develop the kind of examination to give to i

l
i,8 the operaters. Sc, you =ust be kncwledgeable abcut those !

9 procedures as well?
I

IC MR. COLLINS: Yes.

1I
COMMISSICNER ?IGFORD: Ycu =ust =ake sc=e determina-

12 tion that yes. these are precedures that you think could be
13

9* carried cut by a human being following the instructions?
,

I4 MR. COLLIMS: Correct.

15

16

17

18

19

20
1

!

21 {
g 4

,1 22 | '

3| .1 . . f ~ m i
;
-

, .

e 1

2 *

,

3 i

I.

25
,i

,
i

i



_

er- ~g

lIy_;;n CC:::1!SSICNER PIGFCRD: Ckay, I guess that is all ! !

h2/79 will ask. Thank you.
,-

o
3 CF.AIF2tA'I KE 12:IY : ".ay I just follow up very briefly

4 up on that? |ir. Collins, in v:.ew of what Professer ?igford

5 brought out, suppose you fir.d one of these procedures , that in
6 the judgment of your colleage is inadequate or cannot be
7 followed,I understood you to say that you then take that up
8 with the utility. Is that correct?

9! MR. COLLI:IS : Yes.

10 ' CHAIR"XI KE CNY: ~!here else in URC do you pass that
!

11 on?

12 MR. COLLINS: 57e pass it onto I:IE also.

I3 CHAIPJ1AN KIIIENY: So you would report to INE there g
14 that there is a procedure that is inadequate.
15 MR. COLLIIIS : I can't say it would be done each and

16 every time. Chere is no fornal procedure for reporting this
17 to INE, but I know we have called them up, and have indicated

18 to them that our review of the procedures indicated a lot of

19 holes in the procedures , a lot of missteps, and perhaps they
i

20 would want to take a closer icek at them when they get out to !
l
:

21 the facility. '

>

} 22 CHAI?J1AN KE:CIY: ?.at happens to such a co== lain: '

3
u i

, 23 usually? Cces INE follow up on that? ;

1
'

g 24 MR. COLLINS: It is 2sually acted on, yes indeed. I

h25 CHAI?JtAN KI?CIY: And how is in eventually resolved?i
.

b8 0 [ gy 4,f
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1|
MR. COLLINS: Ne receive new procedures that contain

2
On, e proper in:cr=ation.

. .

3 ICHAIRMAN K?.ME:IY: I see. And that is within INE's |,

4
pcwer to do?

5 '

MR. COLLIIIS : Yes.

8
CHAIRMAN KEMEMY: "'haik you. Concissioner McPherson.

7
CO!O1ISSICNER FC PHERSCN: Mr. Collins, was the super-

8 visor of training from Metropelitan Edison a qualified senier
9 operator?

10
MR. C O L L I '.iS : I .cculd have to check my records on

II
that. Mr. Kane asked ne t!at, and I think we were talking

I2
about two different subjects. I think he was talking about a

I3 professional license. I am not positive. And I was thinking

Id licensing. And I would really have to go back to my records
1*

and find out if he was.

16
COMMISSICNER MC PHERSON: Is it a requirement of

I7 the NRC that a supervisor of training hold a senior operator
18 license?

I9 MR. COLLINS: No, it is not.

I20 '
COIS!ISSICNER MC PHERSON: We had testi .onv last !

- ,

,

21 i

month from Sabcock and Wilcox personnel that there was a high |,

b ;

I,

_! ,2' concern at B&W about the system ceine. solid, and therefore thera'
i

5 i
.

v f,. i

? 'd might be an indication given to persons trained on the 3&N Ii
I 24 '; system that I

they should avoid that at all costs, including the I. -

a ,

} 25 i

cost of turning off turning off the high pressure injection

n- , .,
Ukd 4*/,.,

,
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I sys tem.

O2 Would that concern for the system going solid have
3 been reflected in the examination given to an operator or a
4 potential operator of a B&W system?

5 MR. COLLIUS: In the training of the operator?

6 COMMISSICNER MC PEERSON: Yes.

7 MR. COLLIUS: I think there is, and I think there has

8 been an over-emphasis en going solid. But the procedures that

9 a man should follow do not indicate in any way don't go sclid.
10 They usually address the parameters and say maintain the
11 pressurizer level between X and Y, anc also maintain reactor

12 pressure at a certain value. They don't say turn off safety

4
13 injection if oniv one parameter reaches a particular level.

|
-

14 COMMISSIONER MC PEERSON: And your examination would

15 not do that?

16 MR. COLLINS: No.

17 COMMISSICNER MC PFERSON: Mr. Collins, I have the

18 impression frem that series of noes that you gave to the
19 counsel's cuestions that there is a considerable, one migh:
20 say, absence of oversight on the part of the NRC with respect
21 to training.

,

b I

! 22 MR. COLLINS : Caly when -- if we are not satis fied
i

i

r
3

-

U !

23 with the results en the examinations, then we do delve into i
p
e
I i

i! 24 the training program. We have, on many occas ons,cecause a
e
= t

} 25 group of applicants we will .oct un. and , sav.,50 .cercent of them |
,

|

!

I

IV _.
*y Ast ,,'.,*_%.
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I fail the examination, call the utility in and show them the '

2 examination results, query them as o why things have gone

3 wrong, looked at their training program, and demanded improve-
4 ments in it.

5 Sut as lonc as we have gone to a facility, and the

6 results of the examination are satisf actory, then we do no

7 go back into the details of the training programs.

8 CCMMISSIC:!ER MC ?HERSC:i: In your own opinion, not

9 reflecting that of the Cor=:tission, but in your c*m epinica,
10 ought the NRC's oversight of the training programs ,of :he

,

i

11 requalification examinations, supervisor training, general

12 quality of instruction, ought that to be augmented?

13 MR. COLLI:IS : I think we should do :nore auditing,
14 and that is part of :tRR's recommendation to the cor=issioners

15 on the improvements in the operator licensing program.

16 COMCSSICNER MC PHERSC:l: Have vou had budcetarv..

17 problems in securing that in the past?

18 MR. COLLI:iS : Resources?

19 CCMMISSIO:iER MC PHERSON: Yes.

20 MR. COLLIIS: Yes, we -- I guess every branch does,
e
i

21 You put in for your nanpower and your rescurces, and so dces i
t

> I
; 22 everybody else, and decisions have to be nade as to who gets
r i

: !u
, 23 what. '

|m
= i
a |

i 24 COM:CSSIONER ".C PHERSCN: 'ie ll , the question I am j
.

|
a

} 2f asking is , has the training part of NRC -- I

a. , , , ,,
e .e * * ; . . a,,
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1 MR. CCLLIUS: We have not had the resources to do
2 much =cre than conduct the final examination at the cenclusion '
3 of these training programs. We have not had the manpcwer to

4 go in and even give the interim examinations, send pecple to
5 watch people at the simulator with any frequency, sit. in en

6 classes to see how the classes are being conducted. We just

7 have not had the resources to do it.

8 COMMISSIONER MC PEERSCN: Eas the Cc= mission given

9 you any grounds for hope that that might be changed in the

10 future?

11 MR. COLLINS: Yes. I have had eight examiners,

12 nine examiners -- excuse =e -- prior to TMI . I am now up to

13 12, and I will be up to 17 during fiscal '31. |||
14 COM:1ISSIONER MC PEERSON: Oces that include an

15 increased mandate to use those examiners to do the things you

16 are talking about?

17 MR. COLLI:IS : It is predicated on the cc=missioners

18 adopting our recommendaticns for simulator examinations and

19 more frequent auditing of training pr grams, and administraticn

20 of some of the requalification examinations.

21 COMMISSICliER MC PEZ?'iO:i: When will the Cc= mission !
>
g 22 decide that?
r
5
v
, 23 MR. CCLLI:IS : I believe that will be scheduled to j
e i

I *

I 24 give them a briefing some time in September. I

{ h
I
} 25 C0l'MISSICMER MC ?EERSCN: Thank you. y.,. ,, , 4 !

J a .: w : |s

i I
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I CHAIRITI KEMEIY: Professor Pigford.

2
COICCSS!C iER ?!GFORD: Mr. Collins , one of your

i

3 )

procedures says the pressurizer level must not exceed sc=e '

4 nurler. Let's just take 134 inches as a nurier, pericd. Would
5 you say, then, dat in preparing the examination of the opera- i
6 tors, you wculd want to ensure dat the operators knew that
7 they must not exceed that?

3 MR. COLLEIS : If tha: was de way that -- de example
9 you gave -- if that is all it said, it would be unacceptable.

10 COMMISSIO:ER ?!GFORD: Yes. For them to do otherwise.
Il MR. COLLEIS: !o, the procedure would be unaccepta-
12 ble. If ycu are talking of the pressurizer and actions to be
138 taken, all that was discussed was level.

14 COICCSSIOliER PIGFORD: . But if your examiner didn't

15 note the procedure to be unacceptable, then we would expect
16 him to recuire the cperator to be examinad, that he actually
17 followed dat. Is that right?

IS MR. COLLEIS: That would be correct.
19 CO Ci!Si20!!ER ?!GFORD: If you found a precedure that

20 said in a loss of ccolant accident,af ter a cer.ain time the
21 main reacecr ecelant pu.=s nust be tripped -- must be tripped i

--

>
! 22 turned off -- den in cre=.arinc. v. cur c.uestions, v.ou would, .

3
v
2 23 expect de operators to do dat. Is -hat co rrect?e
I !
I 24 MR. COLL ::S: Yes. !

i
,

*4 25 \ CO CCSSIO!!ER PIGFORD : Okav. O? o. .* v ~ n : ;_ ,

_ _ _ _ _ _ |
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I
CHAIRMAN KEMEMY: Cc=missioner Trunk.

O2
COMMISSIONER TRCIK: Mr. Collins, when an cperator

3
fails his requalification exam, he goes back to the plant. Has

4
anybcdy failed his requalification exams at Three MI?

=
*

MR. COLLINS: Not at Three Mile, no, but a review of
6 the requal. programs indicate that individuals have failed
7

exams; I think seme 25 cperators over the las: three years,
8

and 23 senior operators have failed the requal, exam, have
9

gone into the accelerator prequal. programs, been reexamined,
10 and then put back on shif t.

II
COE!ISSICNER TRCIK: You would know :f somebody

12 did fail, thcugh?

13 MR. COLLIUS: Not necessarily, because the program
I4 would call for doing this, and as long as they complied wich
15 the program there would be no need to notify T.e.
16

COMMISSIONER TRCNK: Okay, so when he gces back to
17 the plant, he goes back to his job, are there any restrictions
18 put on him, or is it just a normal day for him?
I9 MR. COLLIUS: If he has been reexamined and success-
20

fully passed the reexamination, then he > dust assumes his dutiest,.
I2I

COMMISSICUER TRCIR: And if he fails?
>

} 22 XR. COLLIUS: If he failed the reexamination?3
v
7 22 COMMISSICNER TRCNK : Yes. |2

.I5 24 MR. COLLIUS: Ee would be .crohibited f cm .cerformine..
,

a
4 25 license duties. Are we talking of the same ching? First he

n. s >

G s * \ E, ..J J
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II takes his annual requalificaticn exam. If he fails this, he '

2 gces into an accelerated training program and he canno performt

3 - -

shirt worx- until he passes a reexamination. -- - -

:,c w , 1: ne :al_,s.

# that reexaminatien, he certainly cannet go back to work.
<

COMMISSIONER TRCNK: Okay. Are they tested -- do you.
*

6 give them a psychological test?

7 MR. COLLIUS: No, we don't. Nc , we don':. The

3 medical form filled cut by the physician has several questicas
9 on there that could lead the physician to make additicnal

10 inquiries as to the psychological makeup of the individual. Ne

II have a regulatory guide for filling out the medical forms and

12 the items to be locked for, and it doesn' t actually call for
13 a psychological examination, but it does leave the cption up
Id to the examining physician to get some more exper advice in

15 any area he wants, including psychological advice.
16 COMMISSIONER TRUNK: Thank you.

17 CHAIR."AN KEMENY: Mr. Collins, did I hear you say

13 correctly, in answer to Co==issioner McPherson's question,
19 that if you are unsatisfied with the results of examinations

20 at the given utility, that you would demand i=provement in the
~l21 training program at that utility ? h. ' Q " j

> !

! 22 MR. COLLINS: That is correct. We have written i

!

5
a

23 letters to utilities . As part of an applicatien, the f acili:v-p
,

I i

! 24 j =anagement =ust sign a certification that the man has been
9 I.I

. 25 through a training progrs= and that in their opinion he is a

|

.
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I safe and cc=petent operator. This is a requirement for us i

I @2 to even consider examining de man. |
m

3 I.dhen we get a group c: applicants in who perform !

4
verf poorlyr we then question the means being e=pleved bv.

.

5 facility management to sign this certification, and censequently,
6 we write them a letter, and at times they have told dem that
7 we would not accept any more certifications frc= them until
8 we saw the imp cvements in their training programs.
9 CHAIM!AN KZME:1Y: Have you issued such a demand for

10 improvement in training programs at Three Mile Island 2?
II MR. COLLI:IS : No.

12 CHAIRMAN KZ:ENY: That gives a very nar:0w interpre-
*

tation to the word " examination." It seems to me they tcok j $
14 a very major examination, de group of them testified under
15 cath before this Cc= mission that they were totally unprepared
16 for the accident which they had to operate. Neuld that no t

17 he grounds for you to be concerned abcut the quality of the
18 training program?

19 MR. COLLIUS: Yes, but we have not been concerned

20 with reexamining the operators at T:C-2, because we don't see j
i

21 Iiwhere :hev are c.oinc. := ==. erate fo r severa '. years ..

|
;

!>
;1 22 CHAIR:!AU FJ.'CIY: That is what I suspected vcu wouldr

5
g .

23 | answer, but that presumably T.eans dat your en: ire process I
p
a
I

II 24 works on the cycle of when sc=ebody ge:s examined. And the

9'

2f fact that the operators demselves testified, even in public
i
i

!

^Ur.
b)laiL', ') s -
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1 |
under oath, that they were no: prepared for wha: they had to '

2
be faced, appears to be irrelevant to ycur charge because it is

3
not connected to a written or oral e::am na: on :.n your sense

4
of the word.

5
MR. COLLEIS : 3ut this has been addressed at all the

6
other operating plants to date. The Co=nission sent out teams

7
of niE inspectors and OL3 v.=bers to every operating ?NR in

8
the country shortly after the Three Mile Island accident, and

9
these teams of people talked to each and every licensed indi-

10
vidual at each and every one of these operating plants to ex-

11
plain to them what had happened at Three Mile Island, how they

I2 could determine that it would happen at their plant, and to

I3. alert the entire licensed community to be aware of what actions
I#

to take in this particular instance.

15 C AI??XI KE:C;Y: But, Mr. Collins, that is notd

16
responsive to my question, because that speaks to what is being

I7 told the operators. I am concerned about the training program i
|I8

which.is your responsibility. Uhy have you not concluded after!
I9

such public testincny that there was something lacking in that
"O' training progra=? I

,

21
4

4R. C %" '' '. . ". . S .- 9. ".y .".= v e ..o . '.
~

. '

i>

h 22 C*AI?P.AI KE:C;Y: Yes. You are in charge of this
3
u !

23
_? division.
I !

I 24 IMR. COLL 2:S: There was a hole in the traininc=
,

I
-

t

5 25 1

program. I wi'1 net deny that.
|1,. ,

v A . . , ; ,. , -
,

. i
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I CHAIR El KE EliY : Then why have you not demanded an

O2 improvement in 9.at training program?

3 MR. COGIIIS : In the Three !!ile Island 2 training

4 program?

5 CHAIEMAN KE:IENY: In the training program of Met-Ed,

6 let's say.

7 MR. COGINS: We have , and we are going to reexamine ,

9 all of the people on Three :lile Island 1 as part of the pro-
9 cedure for them to start up unit 1.

10 CHAIR EI KE:EliY: I see. So you are going to try to

11 tie'that to the -- but again, you are going to do it in ter=s

12 of examinations and not in terms of looking at the training

@13 program.

14 MR. COLLI:iS : All right, I see what you are saying

15 now. Yes.

16 CHAIRMAN KZMENY: Conmissioner Trunk.

17 CCIOiISSIONER TRC:iK: May I just ask this? If an

18 operator passes his oral and flunks his written, he can take

19 the accelerated course, but still continue working as an

20 operator.
i
6

21 MR. COGINS: This is the requal'fication program
.

!. 22 you are talking about now?
i n y n ,,w ;

$ 23 COlei!SSICNER TRUNK: Yes. " ' '''- d ) jn
!

/ 24 !!R. COGINS : Okay. No. There are provisions that if .
N

25 he performs unsatisfactorily on the oral examination,he is
.

!
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1

also prohibited frc= performing license duties. There is a
|

6 |' heavy emphasis on the written examinations, I must admit. ,

3
CHAIRMA I KI:E ;Y : :tay I help? I believe what you

4
are af ter is the point that counsel brought out, that they

5
are many-part exams, and as I believe Mr. Collins testified,

6 an individual could have totally unsatisfactory grades on one
7 cr two parts of that, and continue as an cperator, as icng as
8 the everall grade average was high enough. Is that not correct,

9 Mr. Collins?

10 MR. COLLINS: Yes. An individual can have a lcw
II grade in a carticular categorv. ,- as long as he has an overall.

12 passing' grade, then he can continue to operate. There are two
I3 portions to the examination. One is an oral exam, one is a
I4 written examination.
15 COMMISSICNZR TRU IK: I thought if he had 70 percent

16 or less en his written, he would flunk it. I mean hcw many
17 parts are there to an exam? I mean there are just two --

18 written and cral.

19 MR. COLLIiS: Except that the written examination is

20 divided up into seven categories, and we take the overall
21 grade of those seven categories, and if i is 70 percent or

>

} 22 better then the man passes the written examination. He need
u

23
J not -- to date , he need not get 70 percent or better in each |
I |

3- 24 t

ene of those sections of the examination. b h0.P. .',' *
,

:e
w

i

1 25 ICw.,,n.e S .~ v~a c.R m. ..r ...a :
e .<.d :.:- ,e gets less than 70 en

|

,

n

|
,

|
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1

his written, he can still -- and he passes his oral -- what

2
I am trying to say is, if he passes his oral and gets less than

3
70, he can still go back to operating.

4
MR. COLLEIS: iot if -- we are talking the initial

5 !!RC examination. He must pass the written and the oral in order
6 to get a license. ;iow, once he is licensed, he is subject to

7 a facility-administered examination, and on this,if he gets

8 less than 70 , then he has to go to an accelerated requal.
9 program. If he is unsatisfactory -- and : can't speak for each '

10 and every program -- the details of each and every program --
II but =any of them, if he is unsatisfactory on the oral evalua-
12 tion, he also is prohibited from performing duties until he
I3 damenstrates his ccepetency again.
14 MR. KANE: Excuse =e. Mr. Chairman, may I seek a

15 clarification cn this, because I think Cc=missioner Trunk is

16 =oving towards scmething that was covered in =y examination
17 of you, Mr. Collins. Io I understand it correctly that the

18 requalificatien examination is composed of both written and

19 oral parts; that if an operator scores less than 70 percent on
20 .w.e v.4..en a . w :-- a.- e ---.s,4.. w.e a :a m ...e.. . o . w. e , , *- ; , ,' ..] ,ue --e.-

21 adequately enough en the oral examina: ion, a ac c re xima telv.-- ;
> !

} 22 50 percent of the utility requalification programs, that |
5 '
u

23? individual is permitted to centinue to operats as a licensed
.

W
W

{ 24 cperator during his accelerated training?
a 0 7. m. :o
1 2f 4,/'[f . ;U ,

12 . Cn---.e. . .u.a . a s nc. ec. Iu---. . - -.
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CHAIR !AN KE IENY : Thank vcu fer straic.hteninc. us out, !, .

*
Mr. Kane. Professor Pigferd.

*

I

3 i

CC:!: CSS!CNER 2!G7CFD: ?!r. Collins, I am delighted i

4 to find that you and I are both in academic work, cecause of
5 vour operating the training program and this sort of thingP* '

6 and evaluating it.

7 Cne of the things we worry abcut is evaluating the
3

effectiveness of our training, and in universities we are I
|
,

9
urged to go out occasicnall-f :nf s2e ::- all cr i 91c71s _.

I

10 whom we examined and gave grades to and so fort.:. ::c w , ara

Il you doing that in the case of Three lile Island?

I2 MR. COLLEIS: We are doing it across the board. We

13 do take a Icek at the LER s that are generated, particularly
14 from the standpoint of those that are attributable to persennel
;c

error, particularly licensed operator error, and we have been
.

16 keeping sc=e statistics on it to see if the everall program,
17 particularly the requalification = roc. ram, is effective There ,.. . .

I3 was a certain percentage of personnel errors commi :ed pric: te

19 the requalification programs. Ecw =any are being ce==itted j
i

20 inow -- I don ' t think we have seen any significant drepoff in !
,

,!
21 the LER's to date over, say, -- well, it ::as been abou a ;

i

>
l2 22 four-vear ceried now. ie

5u :

7
m

i
$ <> . , ,. ; o

I
m.d %s r o f .r w ? ?I 24 I

. .

1 i4 25
I'
i

,
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1 COMMISSIONEn PIGFORD: Are you looking specifica ly

2 to see how well the operators at Three Mile Island did, frc=

3 your point of view, frem the criteria that were used in your

4 examina icns?

5 MR. COLLINS: No, not exactly, no.

6 COMMISSIONE2 ?!GFORD: Is semecne else in NRC iccking

7 at that?

8 MR. COLLINS: No, I don't believe so.

9 CHAIRWI .CIPl: Pr fesser Pigford, I hope you have
'

10 been suggesting that universities should be judged by the
11 quality of performance of the alumni after they leave the

12 ivy-covered wall.

13 (Laughter.)

14 COMMISSIC!TER ?!GFORD : Well, sir, I am non sucgesting

15 it, but it has been suggested te me, and so I had te pass it

16 on to Mr. Collins, and I think it was suggested by a president

17 of a famous university, as a matter of fact, not necessarily
18 the one in the Northeast, though.

19 CEAI?2GN KEMEITY: There have been a few cases where

20 I would have favored a requalification examination, Professor

21 Pigford. That was what I was mentioning.

>
f 22 I see no further rec.uests for cuestions. The witness_, -

5
v
, 23 is excused. o . .y , ,. , 4f U 9 J \ e ! =r # = .i'

i
.

I 24 (Witness excused. ) 1

i
-
;

i

.i 25 CHAI?2dXT : CITY: Would Chief Counsel please call '

|
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1 and swear in the text witness, please.
9

2 MR. GDR'NSON: Ecger ".attsen.
!

3 Whereupon,

s ,CG R o,. . e.n.e. v,,4y,m... ..

5 was called as a witness and, after having first been duly
6 sworn by Chief Counsel Gorinsen, was examined and testified

7 as felicws:

8 21R. KZ''": NY : Would .vou _clease state _vcur full name

9 and your current position, please.

10 MR. MA*TSCN: Rcger Joseph ".attson, DirecOr, Divi-

11 sien of Systens Safety in the Office of Nuclear Reactor

. . , n.e w, ., a~..enn.3. . w

13 MR. KE'iENY: Chief Counsel?
!

I14 21R. GORINSCN: Mr. Kane? -

15 MR. KANE: Thank you, Mr. Gorinson.

16 Mr. Mattson, how lone. have .vou been emo.leved with
.

,

l '/ the NRC and its predecesser agency, the Atcmic Energy Conmis-

18 sion?

c.
Je, .o C,';]19 MR. MATTSCN: Since June of 1967. ;

,

i
t

120 MP. . KANE: ?cu are Direc cr of the Division of
|
.

21 Systems Safety. C.in you describe your duties and che cuties f
.

!
4

) 2] c .4 .[v u.w A .4 v .4 . 4 m w S. I
a

w a . - 6.

e t
'

3 iV
22 ' .vo. . .mym. m g L.{ m %.g. es A Iw .4 ., 4 4 n. .g . a. g.g n...a .4 .k .i ,3. 33., g7 ..a. .a.. y . j.

s
E :

.#
- 24 aa e "j .- a. v i a w. ~# I. luc.'.aa cw.a" 7.'=.=.~. d ''. - ~~ ~- e s .,,g ". s .=. ~. ~..'. a. --.~.a~..~."-- |. --, -~ z
s ,

s

J 25 tien and esera ins license applica:ica stage. we also have
|

j
i
I
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I responsibility f: a n'-"er of unresolved generic issues,

2 research coordination, standards ccordination, some of those ggg

3 c ' ".e " ~..".' ..m,s .

4 MR. KANE: Dces your division lend analytic suppor

5 to the Divisen of Cperating Reactors?

6 MR. MA'TSON: 'les , it does.

7 M2. KANE: Is it accurate to say that ycur division

3 has the major concentration of technical expertise within the
t

9 NRC?
i

10 MR. MATTSCN: Concentration, yes, in the sense tha:

11 we have no pro 4ect managers in DSS, so that all of the people,s

12 professional people, are of a technical background.

13 MR. KANZ: What person in your division or in the

la larger office of Nuclear Reactor Rec.ulation is resc.ensible for |

In overall intec. ration of systems engineerinc.?

16 MR. MATTSCN: We do net integrate the overall

li as=.ects of systems enc >ineerine. in ene person. We do that.

18 through cur review procedures called the Standard Review Plan,

;9 which brings together the major systems elements which are

o0 intecrated element bv element at the branch level, such as the-. .

27 2eacter Systems Branch, the Plants ?cwer Systems Branch,

$22 Atxiliary Systems 3 ranch, and so forth,
r
3 t

, 23 i MR. KAN2: So for ove-='' 3--acration, the focus .I
v

-

.
'

i

3. 4 is with the standard revie'x plan itself. !. ,

2 t
y 3 !~ q~ s

, < , .n.o. . .u m m_ m., v 9. v. a. ., ,<vg ,4 A , ,. , . ,.a. -..e s .* G |
i

.
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3 a nuclear reactor?

4 MR. FATTSON: I'or new designs, that is true.

5 MR. KANE: Is it true that plants receiving construc

6 ~ _snn e..._: a- p_ _anr ~-, ee-.s-ue_, _ .o -oa, gaa . c u.aye - - ..e , .t
,- r - e - .-. --.

7 with this plan?

8 c R. .u.n. . Sc.I . w.a _, a- __- _ e .
u ,- m

.

9 MR. KANE: And what that true regardless of the

10 extent of actual construction on those plants as of September,
11 '_9s o.

12 MR. MATTSON: Yes. ! believe the date was chosen
13 on the basis of formal action on the plants rather than on the
14 basis of a stage of construction.

15 .v_R . KANE: All right. Is it true that T C 2 was

16 one of the plants which was exempted from the Standard Review

17 Plan on that basis?
~ s

41-* ,,

p ,..c..-

18 MR. MATTSON: Yes, sir.

19 MR. KANE: The Standard Review Plar requires the

20 sealing off or isolation of the containment building on at
*1 _' e a s ~ ao _ _=_ a _- a..~. a _' n a _' a ,' '' -4 '_ _ -'- '--es _. ..o~.'.

>

-1
22 MR. MATTSCN: I'm sorrf, I didn't quite follow the

3 ,.

a
I

23,c.uestion. Can vou re: eat
5

. . it? !?
i

i i

li 24 MR. KA:iE: The Standard Review Plan calls for sola- :
i

2" ! |
"

*
'dJ _ _ o .a. o# " " e ~ ~ .". ~. _' _4 - ~.e . . . " u _' _' _' _' .7 3 ' ^ " e *_ _ _' v~ c, e _ =_ d_ ". eo . '.N. o |

. _. - -- - .. _
.

|

|
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1 different signals, doesn't it, diverse actuation?

2 MR. MATTSCN: Yes, it does.

3 MR. KANE: The containment isolation at TMI 2, en

a the other hand, is triggered on only one signal, high pressure

5 in the containment building, is that right?

6 MR. MATTSON: Yes, that's true.

7 MR. KANE: Ecw long did it take for the TMI 2 con-

a tain=en: Oc isolate during the accident on March 23, 1979?

9 MR. MATTSON: Well, it teck sc=e time. I don't

10 recall the exact number.

11 MR. KANE: Nas it several hours?

12 MR. MAT * SON: Yes, it was .

13 MR. KANE: If anyone within the NRC had concentrated (gg
14 on the matter before March 28, 1979, wculdn't TMI 2 prcbably

15 have been required to backfit, to change its design to include

16 this requirement for diverse containment isolation?

17 MR. MATTSON: It may have depended upon the indivi-

18 dual who did the concentrating, but in the main, I would say

19 Yes-

20 MR. KANE: All right. Isn't cost the bottom line in

o1 makine. the decision en whether to rec.uire backfittinc.? ..

.

{ 22 MR. MATTSCN: Well, cost weighed agains the incre- I

- |,

3 ,

23 mental gain in safety, yes.
|s

I
J 24 M2* KANE: All fi7ht- |

: 9= -j 25 What office within the NRC Iceks at che procle= cf
j
,

!

l
I

$ ,,; /.v, 8 '
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I hcw the operator relates to the equipment, the man-machine
2 interface, if you vill? |

I
3 3R. MA Scn: well, I will describe scme of those

4 interfaces. I do net do so to argue that what was done in the
.

5|past was adequate because I don't feel it was, but there has
6 been seme man-machine interface concern in the past, or review

7 in the licensing process.

8 For example, in the review of the design of safety
9 systems, it is common, or has been cc==on practice, to look a:

10 the ti=e required for the system to operate on its cwn -- that
11 is, auncmatically -- before reliance can be placed upcn the
12 human being to take over the control of the safety equipment.
13 I think Mr. Ebersole explained this =crning the genesis at
14 TVA of the ten minute rule. There was a similar genesis of a

15 ten minute rule in the Atomic Energy Cc= mission regulatory

16 staff. At times it has been raised to a 20 minute rule, depend -

17 ing on the cc=plexity of the manipulations required of the

18 operator.

19 So there was that kind of interface.

20 M2. KANE: Let me see if I can focus my question a

21 little =cre. Is there any specific office within the NRC which|
|>
-1 22 is assigned the task of examining, en an ongoing basis, the !r '

3u i
23 man-machine interface in the licensing of plants?9

2

24 MR. MATTSON: No. I
.

25 MR. KANE: This Cermission has already heard a great

.n ,
sme



s-e

I deal of testi=cny concerning the Michelson report. I reviewed

2 with you in your depositicn varicus pcrtions of the Septe=ber, 4h
3 1977, version of that report, which refers to possible operator

4 error based ur.en a misleadinc. cressuricer level reading.
.

5 In reviewing that report, wculdn't your division

6 have realiced that Mr. Michelson was talking about possible

7 operator error which should be instructed against?

3 MR. MATTSON: think we would have.

9 MR. KA'II: And hasn't it new been determined that

10 these operator instructions did nce exist before the TMI 2

11 accident?

12 MR. MATTSCN: I think it has been established that

13 there wasn't sufficient training or sufficient instruction in
O

14 the form of procedures for that behavior of the machine.

15 MR. KANE: Yes, procedures is what I was fccusing

16 cn.

17 MR. MATTSCN: I think it has also been established

18 that there were, in a variety of places, concerns with that

19 inadec.uaev.

20 MR. KANE: All right. If the proper operator prc-
,

21 cedures had been distributed and felicwed by the operatcrs,

>
; 22 wculd the TMI 2 accident have happened?
r
5

|u
23 | M2. MATTSCN: I guess ecday : an a little less7

a +

I I
I 24 ena=cred of written precedures than : ence was. I would add j
. , ,

!g'
a o ..". a - , "..' . e - a i .. 4 . . ~, ". ' d " e a .". -- .a. w i - k. -k.ese - cadu-as, I

. -- . -
d--""

: -- - .- -

,

wv, ~
6,5 % \ ||w q k ',,,



,,,
..s

I then it is quite likely that the accident would nce have hap-
2 pened.

3 MR. KANE: And hasn't it now been estahlished that
a this Septemher, 1977, version of the Michelsen report did
5 reach the hands of one me=her of your division, '4r . Sandy

6 Israel?

7 .un . . A . co". . . .'. a - _i s __- m e .w
- ..

8 MR. KANE: In fact, we new knew that Mr. Israel,

9 after receiving that version of the Michelson repcrt, prepared
10 a memcrandum, which has new been called the Ncvack memorandum.

11 That memorandum was circulated within the 2eactor Systems

12 Branch of your division, was .t not?

I3 .sG . .u.s... SON. . .w. , . 4 s ..-,., o ..

14 MR. KANE: And that memorandum raised a generic

15 safety problem as to operator error and pressuri er levels for

16 axisting nuclear pcwer plants, doesn't it?

17 MR. MATTSCN: I don' t recall that the memcrandum

18 made a particular point about existing nuclear pcwer plants.

19 In fact, the memorandum encouraged the inquiry for new license

20 applicants as to whether the technical point raised in the

21 memorandum was indeed applicahle to these designs. |
f

Ib '
I 22 If there is a fault in the memorandum, it is the '

r Is
:

", 23 .# a _i .' "-_- a _ o _- a_ a _' _d .~ e "... e c, e n e _* 4 -_ s .d ~, ~.. .' .' _' c a . . c a +# .."e'="-_'.#..-_
- '

- - - - .

s
R
K

i 24 cperating plants.
|c. ,, ,

e ~~ i.a
I4 25 MR. KANE: For existing nuclear pcwer plants, the
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I cnes that are operating ncw.

2 MR. MATTSON: Yes.

3 MR. KANE: All right. And yet no werd was put cut

4 to the Division of Operating Reactors, the NRC cffice which

5 handles existing nuclear power plants, was it?

6 MR. MATTSCN: The memorandum was not formally dis-

7 trihuted, and it is my' understanding tcday that it was not

8 informally distributed, either, to the Division of Operating

9 Reactors.

10 MR. KANE: In fact, that report, the Novack memoran-

11 dum, was only utiliced in connection with one construction

12 permit application for cne plant, the Sun Desert plant, which

13 was ultimately cancelled, correct?

14 MR. MATTSON: That is my understanding.

15 MR. KANE: This memorandum addresses possible opera-

16 tor error based upon an aberrant pressuricer level reading.

17 Before TMI 2, who in the NRC reviewed operating procedures for

18 problems posed by e,uipment design?

19 MR. MATTSON: No cne, formally. I think I cc=mented

20 in my deposition that the kind of review that Mr. Collins has
!

21 just described to you might cccasionally happen upon such a
>
1 22 difficultv, or the use of the procedures during the start-up, -

i .

v
23 of a facilit.r and the review of that use bv the Office of-,2 . ,

I 1
iJ 24 :nst.ection and Enforcement sieht hannen unen such a difficultv.1

e i,
-

3 25 Sut there is no fcrmal requirement within the system

i

_ . I

u w . ; .w . .
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I to perdorm such a review. There shculd be.

n

f
* MR. KANZ: And before March 23, 1979, was suc' a

3 revie" even conducted by the industry itself?

4 MR. MATTSON: I think the evidence I have seen is

5 that there were gradations of goodness in such reviews. In

6 some utilities, I have been told that there was a feedback of

7 their procedures back to the designer of the rachine. In other
1
i

8 utilities, I am told that that practice was not cc==cn or
i
.

9 thoroughly applied.

,

10 I think, even in the cases where it was done, it i

!
11 was not done with the thercughness and adequacy that it should

12 have been done.

13 MR. KA:TE : All right. Mr. Mattson, this Ccamission

14 has alreadv. heard frem Mr. Ibersole as to a question, questien

15 number 6, which he drafted on the basis of the Michelsen repcrt

16 and propounded en behalf of the AC2S as part of the Febble

17 Springs licensing process.

18 The second . cart of that questien regarding opera cr

19 interpretation of aberrant pressuricer level was never ade-
!

20 quately answered. The question, of course, arises as to who
:
i,

21 was rescensible to ensure that an adec.uate rescense was T.ade. '
.

-

|, .

,! 22 As I understand .vcur de.ccsitica testimenv., the NRC ,

,

3 |23 did not folicw up for a respense because :ne questaen vent9 i

'Ii

d 24 beyond the NRC's regulatcry requirements as stated in the I
e

:

25 Standard Review Plan and because the ACRS did not ask the NRC
.. ~ ,. .,.

Ld % ~4 e ," gQj
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1 'o seak * - *- -.b.e." - a s =t.c =.s e . *b.a. -- -ac-7- -
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-- . -a .. . -------

2 vc .v a mmSv.. . w.a . 4 - esse.n. 4 2- 7..awm- . s ce..or. , 4 .w. .- - . .
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3 add to that, there was a timing element in the response of
4 those questions. It was near the conclusion of the staff
5 review of Pebble Springs and very shortly before the full ACRS
6 meeting on that application that we were provided with a copy
7 of Mr. Ibersole's questions.

3 We made a decision at that point to transmit the

9 c.uestions directly to the acc. licant. Mainiv because of the
.

i
. .

I

10 l, .cressure of ti=e '*r other assie.n=ents for the cecc. le who veuld.

11 have been invol ad in the staff, we did not seek to generate
12 cur own answers. Rather, we assured that the proper staff

13 me=hers were at the full ACRS meeting where the applicant's

14 response to the questions would have been discussed by the

15 cc==i ttee .

16 It would have been my assumption that if the answers

17 given were unsatisfactory and they raised significant questions
18 in the staff's minds, ve would have fclicwed up on them. I

19 did not personally attend, so I have to judge that since they
20 were not followed up en for cc=pleteness -- and I agree with
ej .u . " ---e sai " -b Ie '-.a- -.e =..swa- o ~n " e s - 4 - ~. 4 i ' -' a-- -
a -. -- - -. - s -..- mse-- a -'-I-

b
I 22 would have been =v assumption that it was not a significantr
3
v

23 caission or it voulc,. nave seen :0,a,cwed up on.. _

,
2

24 MR. EANE: And as far as you understand it, then,

) 25 in your division assumed primary responsibility to
!

no one
!
e

Th' ' e O. 4
% % \*\r .' v % _ ,



.n .,
I ensure that an adequate response was obtained.

2 m.. .gg.e. g vy. . .qe _, _, , .a. .o ,
. - .w ,. es c..s _a . 4 ., _4 .v.. - ".a .w- . - e -

3|N.c"-'d # a ' .' " " s .i .. b.e c t.'.. 2 e c .# * a _- . .d " _4 ," a _d .". " .i . . b.e .3.C.'~C
I

- '- . - -
. f .

A review of a particular plant. But near the end of that review,

5 - -

c-~...es ~ _4..e ., v. ., , u u.e AC,. Sace.. 2.~. ,,+ r ~..u 4 .. , .u.e s _, :. . . e _. ,- -- .- . . m. . _ _

6 has a tendency to stand back and wait and see what the ACRS

7 letter to the Cc= mission contains, after its review, and it is

8 quite usual for the ACRS to recen=end the approval of the
9 . . . a . . ;- ._ a ,c.,.s._ C.4..on erm.,-.._4.w a .~.w,e. c.e c,ua_' _d # 4-es,<

f w .v ... .
-. - . - . -

I

t o , .a ,,sua, .a _w , _ .n_ .

,. ,-
. . se _,_ .s .w...a w ,,,

...e ,.___a__4 a_ - .a _4 _, ,_ o a. . ,i .~ .. _a
3 o - ._

11 here is a list of things tnit we think deserve further atten-

12 tion and the staff should follow up on them, and we do or

13 don't-- that is the ACRS does or does not -- want the staff
14 to report back en the final resolution.

15 It is usual for them to leave in to our discretion
16 on hcw to solve the problem once they have articulated it.

17 MR. KANE: But in the specific case of the Pebble

13 Sprines licensing process and in the specific case of questica
19 number 6, comin~3 late in the process as it did, your divisien

20 did not asst =e any respcnsibility to felicw up and ensure that

21 a full and proper response was r.ade to that questien, is that
!> '

a 9e .4,W.7
g 64 ..;... j

t

3
v
, 23 .MP, . ."m' . * S v* '.T .- ".5a .'a- ._-" e . ,'' w ,': .' o . . .-

,c. ,,m.
- -

s i

1
,

1i 24 MR. KANI: And se as far as ve can tell at this- i
e
P ;

Ij 2* c .d .. . , .he .aseo .s a. -" ..ha. a_.4."-'a. ,-"-es-4 n >"us- ac-. -.# I: . -- : - .

i
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I dropped into the cracks, is that correct, semwhere between the

O2 ACRS and the NRC?

3 MR. MATTSON: Yes, that particular question, but

4 realice that it was related to sc=e other things that were

5 going on, including the Novack memcrandum, which you have

6 already described, and the Michelson report and the Davis-

7 Besse transient review and these sorts c" "ki gs, so whether

8 in the minds of the people who listened to the Pebble Springs
9 presentation to the ACo.S it was still an cpen matter or not,

10 I cannot testify. There is no docu=eazary evidence that it

11 was.

12 MR. KA'iE : Mr. Mattson, who is Thcmas Novack?

13 M2. MATTSON: He is the Chief of the Reactor Systems h
14 3 ranch in my division.

15 MR. KANE: All right.

16 : would like to show you a document which we have

17 just recently received f cm Mr. Nevack. It is a =emorandum

18 dated November 15, 1977, from the Division of Project Manage-

19 ment to all Division of Systems Safety 3 ranch chiefs. It

20 encloses the Pebble Springs questions, including questien |
I

i

21 number 6, which appears en page 2 cf the enclosure.

>

-1
22 The last .cac.e I would like rou to lock an. It is. ,

1 ,

a I
, 23 entitled " Assign =ents for AC3S Questiens," and : inc; cates
a l

I l

i 24 pri=e respons'54'' y -- and I knew the xeroxinc cn the wc-A i

1 25 O=
~

responsihili:y- is rather peer, but it is the werd I
i
i

c. , , - - ~
O Y \ ?l .e ki ?
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I " responsibility" -- for question number 6 lies with RS3. Is

!2 RS3 Reacter Systems Branch? i
i

\
3 ,!%1R. vA.m. q md . v.s, 4- ,e. v . -- -. o.

i

4 MR. KANE: And as you said, that is within your
i

5 division. As far as vou know, why didn't Reactor Ststems |-
.

6 3 ranch follow up on question number 6?

7 MR. MA-" SON: Well, I believe the process that was
i

I3 folicwed was roughly the one I have describec. That is, the '

9 . e c . . s e.,. . , . 4 . . . s _ _. . .,. 2 s e . . . _. 4 - . , - x _. , . . .o_ c _4 ..e 4 - - _ = a .. . . u. 2. _.. .. . -- .- -_ - - . . _ - - - _ _ .
,

10 1 as a,a. we e .ase.. a- ..".a. - - = s e .. . .' . _' ^ - - - . .' . e. ' ' ' '
- --_ .,c'.S

': :- - -- .
:
i

11 meetin~ hv. the a:c_licant of his responses to the questions,w _

12 It must have been that in the judgment of the Reactor Systems
13 3 ranch person, the ACRS was satisfied with the answer and

14 chose not to cursue it. I haven't se.oken to that .eerso n , and.

I
15 I am not even sure I knew who it was, unless you have another

16 document to shcw =e.

17 MR. KANE: I do not, Bir. Mattson, and this documen:

18 has only recen-iy come to our attention. It does clearly

19 .e,e-- e.-d a v. .es o..s bi'i.v_ - c_ - e s -- - .. n' .~ e . o'
~- i # - " 4^ " . ' " - . . ,d--- - -- ;

20 with Reacter Systems 3 ranch, does it not?

21 Le. .
. .,...eCu. v. . s ., a. -

.

h>
); 22 MR. KANE: We also had scme cesti=cny frc= Mr.
|r

3
V i

23 Zbersole concerning ACRS questions in the licensing of Diabic
'

p
2
I

iI 24 Canyon. Has Diablo Canycn received its operating license? '
-
y ,

1 25 m..
,

.v, . . Su J . e.< o .s .

ww m. _-t
v s b t- u .
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I MR. KANE: Is there any schedule as 00 when it may

92 receive its license?

3 MR. MATTSCN: The board is in recess, as I underr and
|

4 it, with the record remaining cpen to receive an opinion frcm
5 the staff as to what =cre should be required of Diablo Canyon
6 before its operating license hearing is closed.

.

7 MR. KANE: Has chere been any focus in that regard

8 upon the types of questions which were discussed in Mr. Eber-

9 sole's testimony here this morning?

10 MR. MATTSON: Yes. The interference with natural

11 circulation ecoling by either condensable or non-condensable

12 gases is within the scope of the Bulletins and Orders Task

13 Force in our cffice, who is pursuing . hat issue with the

~ i14 Westinghouse and Cembustion Engineering plants, having alreadyI

15 completed it with the 3&W plants.

16 It is cur expectation that the recuirements flowing

17 from the Bulletins and Orders Task Force work for all of the
18 new cperating reactors on which they are concentrating will

19 also be implemented on all of the new operating licenses, and
i

i'' #''' i- I20 so 4- v.--- --- w--.4.4n ~".a. sc c.e ~# a '--" w.c..'. :- 4o- * cu---
. . .

.

t.

21 | recc==ending the granting of a license for Diablo Canycn.
> it 22 Is
3

Ia ;

239
,a
nI ~

4 24 c.- ,. n ;.

A s s,:m ; C

1 25
l

i



235
001 1 MR. KANE: Another subject --

'"M I
-22-79 2 MR. MAM SCN: I might add that I was not aware

e 18 ,

3 until this morning of the 1975 concern. I didn ' t realize it

4 dated back that far.

5 MR. KANE: Another subject about which this commis-

6 sion has heard a great deal is a transient that occurred at

7 the Davis-Besse plant in Ohio in September, 1977. You had a
I
!8 meeting in your office concerning this transient in Cctcher,

9 1977, did you not?

10 MR. MAMSON: I don't recall that it was in my

11 office, but I did have such a meeting, yes.
12 MR. KANE: Within your division?

I3 MR. MAM SON: Yes.

I14 MR. KANE: Several members of your division were j

15 present?

|16 MR. MAM SCN: Yes.

17 MR. KANE: And at that time you discussed a report
18 on the transient prepared by Mr. Ma=adas of ycur office. Is

19 that not true?

20 MR MAM SCN: I believe I said that in my deposition'.

21 ; I have had a chance since the depositien to talk to Mr . Macadas.
> i !

ig 22 i Although the report is dated before that meeting occurred, he |
5 |
v -

9 22 does not recall that he actually spoke from the report at the
I i

{24 meeting . He spoke to the substgnce contained in that hand-,

25 written memcrandum, but he does not recall handing it out.
,

r; . m. . , s .w ..m ,e.
|

I
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2 1 MR. KANE: Well, that report makes explicit refer-

2 ence to the Davis-Besse operater turning off the high pressure

3 pumps during that transient, does it not?

4 MR. MATTSCN: Yes, it does.

5 MR. KANE: And you regarded this transient as signim

6 ficant, didn't you?

7 MR. MATTSCN: Yas, we did.

8 MR. KANE: And, yet, if I understand your prior

9 deposition testimony, this meeting in October, 1977, focused

10 on hardware, not operator error because of a mindset, which

11 I believe was your word, which focused on design and not

12 operator interaction with design. Is that true?

13 MR. MATTSCN: That is my recollection. Since then,

14 at the same time I talked to Mr. Maradas about his recollec-
15 tion of the meeting since my depositien, he made me aware of

16 a document that he supplit.d to you in his deposition, which

17 I had not previously seen. It is a late October, 1977, =emo-

18 randum from Dr . Ross, his assistant director, to Mr. Se yforth ,
19 I believe, in the Office of Inspection and Inforcement, which

20 in essence sn mrires what Dr. Ross thought were the four

21 principal items of concern on the part of my staff that were
>

[ 22 going to be followed up on by the office of Inspection and

.|3 !
233 Enforce =ent as a result of an agreement reached in the meeting

i I
i 24 | to which you referred. I believe that the role o f the operater h*

3 2f |

was included in those four items. 313f'C 10 |
i
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CO3 1 MR. KANE: That would then tend to indicate that the
2 role of the operator was discussed at the meeting.

3 MR. MATTSON: Yes. And it may be that my recollec-

tion was poor at the time of the deposition. I recalled
4

5 several of the~ other things receiving quite a lot of attention.

6 Perhaps, it was my mindset.

7 MR. KAITE: In any event, you decided that this

8 matter should be left with the SRCs Inspection and Inforcement,

9 Office, with Mr. Ma:adas of your office to be dailable for
10 consultation. Is that right?

11 MR. MATTSON: That is =ight.

12 MR. KANE: And having made that decision, you then
13 left the matter to Inspection and Inforcement and you made
14 no further effort to follow up. Is that correct?

15 MR. MATTSCN: Other than the memorandum which I
16 just described which - maybe it is a little bureaucratese
17 on there, but when a memorandum of that sort flows to I&E,
18 it is customary to name the folica up person in the form of
19 a contact, NNRR; the contact is named in that memorandum as
20

Mr. Ma=adas, so there was a formal acknowledgment of the meet ii
21 ing and the assignment staying in I&E. To my kncwledge there

) 22 never was any response to that memorandum.
5
Y

23? MR. KANE: Right. You have no recollection of ever !-

I |
I 24 Ireceiving any report back from Inspection and Enforcement ons . . , ' .

'v , .~

25 this, do you?

I
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14 1 MR. MATTSON: That is right.

2 MR. KANE: The Novak Memorandum and the Davis-Besse

3 September 24, 1977 transient, both involved situations where

pressuriser level goes high while primary coolant pressure4

5 goes down. This commission has already heard testimony as to

6 hcw this situation posed a problem in Be nau, Switzerland in

7 1974 for a coincident logic actuation of the ECOS. As of

8 March 28, 1979 that coincident logic was a common feature of

9 Westinghouse plants in this country. Was it not?

10 MR. MATTSCN: Yes, it was,

11 MR. KANE: And coincident logic works such that

12 ECCS actuates automatically only if both level and pressure

h13 go down. Correct?

14 MR MATTSON: That is true.

15 MR. KANE: So that, in the Davis-Besse situation,
16 where the level stays high and only pressure goes down, the
17 ECCS would not automatically actuate on coincident logic, even
18 though you might very much want it to automatically actuate.
19 Correct?

20 MR. MATTSCN: That is true.

21 |MR. KANE: Yet, again, if I understand your deposi-
>

i1 22 tion tastimony, coincident logic was not discussed at your '
s
0

23y =eeting on Davis-Besse in Cctocer of 1977 and was not even I

l2' recognized as the problem until the fir st few weeks or months g
} 25 after the TMI-2 accident. Is that correct? Os.- Cl'

:

I
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DOS 1 MR. MAT!SCN: That is true . I didn 't make the

2 connection in my own mind. If you look at the Novak Memoran-|

|3 dum which Mr. Israel wrote, he talks about a monometer effect .

in the B&W machine and is rather uncertain, in the memo, as4

5 to whether it might apply to the other PWR designs. It may

6 he that as far as the staff's thinking had gone at that point
7 was the peculiar attribute of monometer design and not seeing
8 a mechanism for pre ssuri=er level hangep. In the Westinghouse

9 or Combustion Engineering Design they did not grasp the more

10 general significance of that operating experience.
II MR. K NE: If you had known of the Be:nau transient,

12 which occurred on August 20, 1974 at the time you held this
13 meeting on Davis-Besse in Cetober, 1977, do you think you
14 would have made the connection 7

15 MR. MATTSON: Yes and I think my staff would have

16 too.

17 MR. KANE: Mr. Mattson, this commission has heard

I8 a great deal about the PCRV, the valve that stuck open during
I9 the TMI-2 accident. Prior to TMI-2 the PCRV was not regarded
20 as a safety related device, was it?

2I XR. MATTSCN: That is right.
>

1 22 MR. KANE: If PCRVs had been regarded as safetyi !u !
23

J related, more attention would have been given by the NRC to
h

j
2#

'

t generic safety problems with those valves. Is that correct?i

} 2*8 !
i

MR. MATTSCN: Yes, it is likely that that would navet
I

r

I

. - , ,
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5 1 happened.

O
2 MR. KANE: And if I understand your deposition

3 testimony, the reason that the PCRV was not considered safety
4 related was because it had a block valve behind it. And the

reason the block valve was not considered safety related wasa

6 because of the PCRV in series with it?

7 MR. MATTSON: Essentially, that is the logic.

8 MR. KANE: Mr. Mattson, your office obviously plays

9 a key role in the licensing of nuclear gewer p'. ants. 5 L- '

t

10 true that an applicant for an NRC plant license is not required
11 to submit any history of failures on equipment, even safety
12 related equipment?

13 MR. MATTSCN: There are no such formal requirements,

14 It is fair to say that the reliability of various elements of

I3 safety systems are occasionally discussed in the course of

16 operating license rsviews. There is no formal requirement

17 for them to su=marize the operational reliability of like
;

18 designs, which I think is the point you are getting at.
I9 MR. KANE: Is it true that the objection to that

20 proposal to require applicants to do that is the cost to the '

,

,

21 industry, even though the NRC has significantly fewer
>

h 22 resources to develop that information itself.
t

d I

| MR. MATTSCN: Well, I am not certain that I ever !
! !7

} 24
i

heard that idea proposed quite that way, prior to your taking | |||I 2~8
|

* my deposition, so I can't say that people oppose it, having
;
,

e , ,
es %'\r g
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ID07 1 not heard it myself before. C ertainly, there has been an j
i

|2 interest on the part of the licensing staff over the years
i
i

3 since the Reactor Safety Study was issued to find ways to
i4 take advantage of the powers of that kind of analysis and
|

5 reliability information on specific safety ccmponents would

6 be one way to do that. We hadn't come at it the way you des- |
!7 cribed and certainly the assembling of such information is
j
i

8 costly, time consuming.

9 MR. KANE: I am surprised at your answer, Mr.

10 Mattson, that you say that you had not heard that proposal
11 prior to your deposition. You did give the response in your
12 deposition that I should ask the Commission, referring to the
13 Nuclear Regulatory Ccmmission, I take it. They have had a

|

14 proposal in front of them'for some years. Has there been a
15 proposal in front of the NRC to require applicants to do this?!i

16 MR. MATTSCN: There has been a proposal to require
17 of all nuclear power plant operators the reporting of relia-

,

18 ibility data routinely. This is a -- the acronym escapes me. ;

19
It is NPRDS or some set of letters like that which has met ,

t
20 i

with wide opposition because of the burden it would tmpose. i

l
2I iThere have also been some technical objections to that methed i

,>
!} 22 of approach. It gives you prrbably more data than you need !

3
23 '

? and there are ludicrous extremes to which you could extend it '

3
i

f24 right down to the individual screws and nails and what have
25

you in the construction of a plant.
~, -.

Y'*.* s ; e, x )
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forsafetyrelatedequipk18 1 MR. KANE: What about just

2 ment?

3 MR. MATTSCN: There has been difficulty agreeing

4 that that is the approach to take for scme years.

5 MR. KANE: All right. And if I understood your

6 deposition testimony, the objection was burden on the industry

7 and the bottom line on burden is cost and you did also state

S in your deposition that the NRC has significantly fewer re-
9 sources in this regard than the industry does. Is that correct?

10 MR. MATTSCN: Those things are all correct, yes.

II MR. KANE: In connection with that resources problem,

12 is it true that prior to TMI-2, the accident on March 28,
13 1979, no one in the NRC was responsible for tracking opera- g
14 tional history to see if the assumptions used in writing regu-
15 lations were valid based on experience.

16 MR. MATTSCN: That is too sweeping a statement.

17 Certainly, there was a recognition as a matter of policy in
18 my division,in the Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation gener-
19 ally of a need for the individual technical experts and their
20 managers to be cogni= ant of the course of operating experience.
21 Now, the way that that is reported to the agency is through

I>

j 22 some 3,000 licensee avent reports in the course of a year.
3

23
J It is physically very hard to expect an individual staff mem- |
5

|
7 24 ;ber, in addition to all the other things he is assigned, to*

i i e4 25
keep up with all 3,000 and sort out the ones that are of !

i

-.ac



243

C09 1 intere st to him. So, there was another organization at NRC, '

2 the MPA organization, reporting to the executive director, whoi

3 did certain statistical or trending analysis of licensee

4 event reports. This is quite different than routine review

5 by individual license reviewers which would be more of an

6 engineering nature. This would be - the other statistical

7 analysis, more of a bookkeeping function.

8 MR. KANE: So, that we can be clear for the record,

9 Mr. Mattson, I did ask you this question in your deposition.

10 Ead anyone in the NRC, prior to TMI-2 been responsible for

tracking reactor operation experience in that or similar areas |11
.

12 referring to safety systems, to see if the assumptions used

13 in writing the regulations were valid based on operating
14 experience . You answered, not to my knowledge. What did you

15 mean by that answer.

16 MR. MATTSON: Since TMI-2, there has been a formal

17 recognition of the need for an institutional entity to have
18 such responsibilities. That group has been ordained by the
19 Commission. It is being formed now, starting with a selection

20 of an office director and I was comparing the pre-TMI-2 situa-
21 tion to the post-TMI-2 situation. After I read my deposition

5
g 22 over the course of the last few days, I thought I should state
d I23-y some of the things that were done, lest it leave the impression
I
{2d that nothing was done, which was not the case.

_I
d 23 MR. KANE: But there is a clear recognition now that!

!

|
. , .

,,17m. ,. .
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10 1 what was being done prior to the accident was not sufficient

2 in this regard. Is that right?

3 MR. MATTSCN: Not sufficient either at NRC or i.n ,
'

the industry generally nor at the individual plants.4

5 MR. KANE: All right. The absence for current . blue-

6 prints for TMI-2 was noted during the accident and I believe

7 the NRC's task force on lessons learned has recommended that

a these be available. Wasn't the reason that :his was not im-

9 posed prior to TMI-2 simply the fact that the NRC had not

10 thought very hard about this matter?

11 MR. MATTSON: Neither the NRC nor others. There is

12 a regulatory guide and its number escapes me, but it is one

13 on quality assurance and it deals with retention of records, g
la It was generated in the mid-seventies, as I recall, and it

15 does speak to a certain extent to the records required to be

16 kept at the site, I expect more for examining less than TMI-2

17 of events or equipment failures, but for the purpose of being
18 able to ascertain the as-built condition of the machine.
19 MR. KANE: Mr. Mattson, during your deposition you
20 stated the following about the NRC regulation of plant licen-
21 sing. "The system of regulation depends upon the judgment of i

.

i
*

![ 22 the licensee. There is no human way possible to do it any ;

b |237 differently with the people and resources assigned to licensing."
l !3 24 What did vou mean by that? Oed..C:[3 I

fa 25 MR. MATTSCN: Well, we do an audit review and it

:
I
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I
Coll 1 extends frem the generatien of the regulations criteria |

2 through the review of the individual designs for confermance
i

3 with those criteria to the inspection of operating facilities '
4 and facilities under construction. That is, we exercise

5 judgement on what are the important elements of the machine

6 fcr safety. In setting the criteria for those elements, we

7 again exercise a judgment on an individual license application

8 as to which are the changes of importance in this design re-
9 lative to earlier designs for detailed checking of their con-

10 formance with the criteria. And finally, another judgment

11 is exercised by the Office of Inspecticn and Enforcement in

12 deciding which ones to follow up on in the field. I think

13 if you examine the numbers of people frem a gross perspective,i
14 a wide perspective, you can get a fael for the kind of audit

15 review that is done. If I could have some liberty with num-

16 bers, I think I could show you the effect. There are roughly

17 600 people today in the Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation.
18 Let me guess, I don't know the specific number, but if you
19 subtract the secretaries and the administrative supcort peoplet

|

I20 and the budget people maybe you have 400 to 450 technical
!

21 peo ple . We have 150 roughly reactors in the United States.
> I

} 22 Standardization has never a whole big success in this country f
s
v >

23
f so all of those 150 designs have some differences. That means
3

{ 2# there are roughly three people in NNRR for each design. Each!
I

5
1

25
design costs in tcday's dollars on the order of a billion. It!

e

'

DL~~;: to
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12 ; is a ccmplex, large machine, we icek at part of it, not all

2 Of it- h
3 MR. KANE: So, where does the judgment of the

4 licensee ccme into play?

5 MR. MATTSON: Well, the system of regulation, the

6 audit system, depends on a conscientious and thorough conform-

7 ance with safety precepts and safety regulations at all levels

8 of procurement, design, installation, operation. So that when

9 our audit review of what we judge to be the important thing

10 shows that the Commission's regulations are met, we can have

11 some confidence that in the main, the part of the iceburg

12 below the tip has been done correctly.

13 MR. KANE: That is your confidence in the judgment

O
14 of the licensee.

13 MR. MATTSCN: That is the confidence that the systems

16 of regulations places in the licensee.

17

18

19

20

21

$ 22
,

23 1 ,p
1
I
i 24 '

, . , _. , n,; ;; w , t. .1
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GR.m. .raCOD 1 '. MR. UNE: You did mentien plant standardicaticn.
|

,

i
.n e. 19 2 | Is it true th-c there are no two nuclear .clants in this. ,

,

3 country which are alike? I
t
,

!4 MR. MATTSON: As scen as I say chat scmebcdy will ,'
!

t5 rer.ind me of sc=e that are. There are sc=e plants where a (
i

i

6 very considerable effort has been made to make them identical. I
!

!7 These are very recent plants. Three that stand in my mind !

3 are the Palo Verde units one, t fc and three.

9 ".R. KANE: But they are the exception to the rule. |
.

10 Is that right?

II MR. .V.A""" SON : Yes, = cst certainly.

12 MR. KANE: Does this lack of standardi::ation pose
13 significant problems for evaluating the designs of these
14 plants for inspection and enforcement of regulations and
15 for devising solutions to generic safety orcblems?

. .

16 MR. MA'"TSCN : Nell, for the first two, it is
i

17 certainly a resource implication. It does not mean that you

18 cannot de a gccc safety job just because the design is '

19 drfferent if you have got the rescurces to devote to the

20 design differences.
.
!

!

21 i :n ter.s of generic safety problem resciution, '
,

t

b I

: 22 I. it L

,
,

definitely is a problem. You cccc to a generic solution,
,

i !
T !

3 23 and if ycu ignore the nuance of design you will pretty seen '

s ,

I !

|i 24 | find out that the generic solutien does not werk en scre
-
a i

.l 25 ! plants.

<; .

"g.,*. i
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i
lI; MR. KANE: Is the reason this lack of standardi:ation

2 has occurred been the disappointing response of the utilities
! i

3 |, and a reluctance by the MRC to requare stancard designs? .

. |
I

4' IMR. MA""SCU: Well, recognizing that standardi:stion |
1

5 |is a relatively new concept. five, six, seven years old |
|

,

6 | merhaps and that formalization of the orecedures and rec.uire-
I .

!
.

,

I :

7 I ments fcr standardization are =cre recent than that, given !

i

,

f i<
i

8 | these caveats, I would say that standardizatien has not been t

|
9 a success because of the two reasons that you naced. : '

I

10 believe I gave the= to you in my deposition.
I1 MR. KANE: Mr. Mattsen, we knew that you played a I

12 ' role in hydrogen calculations during the TMI-2 accident and,

13 I am certain sc=e of the Cc==issioners will want to question !

|14 you on those calculations. I have only one question. I

15 The hydrocen calculations nerformed durine the.
i

| t

16 accident used infor=atien frc= =any different sources. Yet,

17 as I understand it, the necessary data was already in the i

I
| '.

18 i possession of the NRC. Is it true that this data was not I
i
i

19 used si= ply because this was a crisis situation and
i

!

20 | apparently no one thougnt of hhat data being available? !

i21 MR. MA"""SCN : believe we discussed this in =v
. -

'>
f 22i depositien, and I don't recall asking you what the data wasr !

5
V
? 22 ; that vou thought was availab le. Could you do that for me?.

_=

1 '

g 24 | MR. KANE: I think actually you made reference
t

-

25 , OC data that has been cc= piled in Connection With boiling

i
i

w

p* *T# % #N.' [%
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~~'
,
,

t ivater reac:crs. i

i

2
MR. MATTSCN: Yes, what I said was that it is cuite

I

,i likely under different circumstances with a longer time :c*

|

|4
I, think about it ceccle might have ccme to a better conclusion !-

i

i=

cn the prcpensity of that situatien Oc generate cxygen, that~
'

I6 certainly there were people within the staff who were familiar !;

.

|

7 with cperational tcchnology and bciling water reacters where
i

,

t3 hydrogen everpressure is used te suppress radiclysis during
! '

9, some cperations. I knew ddat knowledge is there today. :: I

|
10 did not seem to cete to the fore in the precessing of the I

I
i

i

II | questien under the crisis situation of Three Mile Island, and it

i
t

12 so, in =y judgment, I say that it must have been the crisis.
139 I cannot imagine what else it wculd have been.
I4 MR. KANE: The Cecmission has , also, heard a c.ced

l15
deal abcut the NRC's role in oc. erator traininc. fr m

.

'

j
16 , Mr. Collins. I understand from your depositien that you !

i

I

1
l17 i favor rer:" ~ing the position of safety engineer, that is a
,

I

18 licensed reactor operator with a bachelor's degree in
t

i

i
19 engineering at all nuclear plants. Is that true? |
20 MR. MATTSCM: The Lessons Learned Task ? cree which !

:
!|

21 ; I direct has issued a report, new reg 0573 which has recently,

t

> |
,

1 22 ! been endersed by the ACRS and acted ut.en bv. Mr. Centen
,

, . >

5 1v

7 23 ' within the last few days which recnires the us e of shif t
,

v
2

i 24 technical adviserc, having a bachelcr's degree er eculvalen:i.

9 3 i

} 25 i and training in nuclear pcwer p' =-- -=spense and tne desie.n
t

i

)
i

s' * ' . *%.* Q
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I

I! layout and cperation of the specific plant at which the persen i

2 ' would be e=plcyed by January 1, 1930. |
|
j

i3' : celieve in =y depcsition we were talking alcut '

I
,

4 vhere is this trend going over the icng ter=, and I don't
I

t

i

i

| l

5j recall if : used the specific words er not, but think : see
*

,

I i

|6 over the icng ter= a syste= cf cceration which is =cre like !

,

-

s
!

7 ! the naval reactor syste= which decends upon engineering
,

i . .

3 ,' officers of the watch for the ce==and and centrcl function .

I

i

9 ' in the control reen.
i

t'
10 I think that that will take sc=e time, perhaps on !

11 the scale of years te ecmpletely implement and with it will
i
I

12 ccme increases in the capability of centrol rec =s for both I

i
,
,

13 i display and diagnostics of reactor respense. Hence, in the |

i

14 future, with both of these things happening, it may be
| '

15 i cessible to think of the shift technical adviser as a l
'-

t
!16 ishcrt-ter= require =ent.

i !
,

17 'I MR. KAME: You stated, I a= sorrv.?'

,

13 MR. MATTSOM: Oces that answer your question? !
i

>
i

19 i "o KANE: Yes, it dces. You stated in your l

(
i ,

20 ' depositicn that this safety engineer or shift t +nical i

I

i

21 adviser would be the one, fer example, at TMI who .culd have
> '

1 2' ' -= eived the Davis sessie report and have reviewed it,r i'
3
a
p 23 understced its import and changed the spera cr ::aininga
u i
a

i 24 ' accc dingly.
*

!
. .~s

} 25 Mr. Mattson, you hcid a bachelor's degree, a = aster's
i

!
,

w "'%* .A
~

s/%* oia %. ) u
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___

1i
dec.ree and a doctorate in mechanical enc.ineering, do ycu net?',.

,

,!
*

i im .u.. . .e CM -. '.' e s , a ' . ,

.
,

I
'

3' MR. KAME: Yet your office which is the main '

,!. i
'
,

locatien of technical :IRC expertise and you, eerscnally,
|'. .

5
reviewed the Davis Bessie transient, as : understand it, i

i
i

6
without understanding its imper for cperator training.

*| |
'| Nhat =akes you think that a utility safety engineer with a I

i ,

,
I '

3 | bachelor's degree in engineering cculd do any better than ycu
i

I

9! and the NRC's Division of Systems Safety' I
i

10 |

33, g ,:"2 S 0 3 : I don' t think that is a fair I
,

II :

assessment. I believe .vou will find that Mr. Masedess' '

I

i
12 trip report, Mr. Ross' letter to Mr. Syfert and subsecuently I

I3 Mr. Israel's MC'7AC nemorandur all spche to the inpertance
i

I#
of operator training. !

! !
j *c j ,

iYou must realize that DSS has no responsibility i

|16 today, nor has it ever had in the past for operator training. I
i

l17 I think there is an indication there to me that the people ,

1

18 who suan.esediv. had this mind set that only thought abcut Ie

19 systems design were realizing the i=por ance of the human
i

a0 }being in safe cperation of nuclear pcwer plants..

!

,
') i"nfortur.at ely , the concern was not fc110wed ap en.

! ',

j 22|Itwasgiventoothersornotwidelycirculated, and it was
i i
V

? 24.|' lost.- '

I i

I 24 ! MR. KANE: All right. Mr. Mattsen,who is Cenuced |9 i .4 25 Ross?
.

f

i o ~-

%.s A s . **
.

*
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3 i
I ..o., ,

:MR. MAT *SCN:. Today he is the Ceputy Director
i

2
!in the Division of Project Management, currently the Director
i
t

of the Lessens Learned Task Force. A year or so ago and for
|4

sc=e v. ears crior to that time he was the Assistant Oirector 1-

|'c
~

1

for Reactor Safety in the Divisien of , Systems Sa:ety. 1

6 I
iMR. KAME: Do you feel he has a gced deal of !

I7 s

technical expertise? |
i

3|i
li
i

MR. MA*TSCN: Yes. |
t

9 .i
MR. KA E : In his deposition which has been taken

10
by this Cc==ission, Mr. Ross was asked abcut the impact of

11

35W steam generated design en the ability of the operator
l ''

to timely respond to an accident.

Mr. Ross responded as follcws: "There is a direc: ||h,

14
correlation between the time to do nothing and when you

i

1 *8 |
should be doing sc=ething or to undo sc=ething you should have i

'16 dene. The Westinghouse syste= is = ore forgiving. You can
17

have a syste= of ncn-feasance or =alfeasance and recover.
<

la |1So, the B&W would he less forgiving. "
19

Is Mr. Ross correct in that statement? |
i'O i'
'

i MR. MA*" SON: Yes, I dink I agree with that:

21 ! !

istatement.
!

22 |:
,

:
#
,

t MR. KA:E: And shculdn't the goal of the NRC be to: i

v , . '

y '" ! license reacter designs which are =cre forgiving rather than
I i

: 9'4i*
i less forgiving in this sense?

i iI i25 '*
MR. MATTSCN: That could be a goal. I a= not sure!

'

i

n: rs -s-- .
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I

.' . 3* '

;

I| that it has been in all situations, probably because the i
'

I

i

e

legislative mandate for the !!EC is adequate assurance,'

net
i

.

3 * ceti=u= assurance of cublic health and saf e:v. i

| Certain1v
1

.

,

4' Ijudgments have been exercised by a number of people ever a j
l

5
number of vears since the first 3&W =achine was crocesed at

a

i
.

. -
,

t.6 the construction permit stage which go to the effect ; hat the '

17 unforgiving nature of that machine relative to sc=e others '

I I3. was stil; adequate. i
|

61

; i

7| I am sure that the things which Dr. Rcss describes !

i

l

10 are,with hindsight frc= Three Mile Island certainly a fresh |
,

11 perspective on the inherent nature of the S&W =achine, and
>

12 hew
.

ithat will finally manifest itself in specific design I

|13 requirements for the B&W =achine still re=ains to he seen.
14 I hhink we are continuing te see sc=e feed water I

I

15 itransients in 3&W =achines which cause larc.e swings in the >

,

,

16 pressuriser level that are of concern to us, and we are f
!17 censinuing to icok at it quite hard. I

I.
1S M R . K.L'IE : I have no furtherquestiens,:tr. Chairman.{,

I ,

19 i CHA*PliA27 KZ:C Y: Thank you, Mr. Kane.
i'

i

I

20 | Governor Petersen?
.

'I l C N C SS o't. .o. ""_*_.7.C. C".. - * an t-.. v, c u , .V.e . C.k. a i ... =. . .
T. e . . . . . .

i e

!>
1 22 ' Dr. Mattson, I wculd like te get ycur help in,

r i

3 i

y

23 i resolving sc=e questions : hat bother =e relative Oc protecting,
a .

W .

t '

5 24 ' the pecple in the area around the plant.
-
.

e 6 we e & * .w
i

.

f ( s *

%.s - % ' * e' 4 su



I .u. .,

I release of radiatica does occur or is likelv to cccur, it
:-

; 92 is desired Oc :ove people fairly prc=ptly, and to interpret '

'
t i

3| the data := =ake that cec sien obviousiv calls for sc=e -

!

\
-

|4 exrertise in the operation and centrol of the plant. I~

l

5| Since you =anage one of the principal grcups c:
1

i

|6 technical people involved in this important field, I thcught i

,

,I
7: you could help in a =ajor way here. I

I i
.

3i ! understand that you were present on that Fridav.
.

i

'

r

I9 =crning, March 23, at Sethesda in the =eeting with Harold !

l10
Denton and Victor Stello and othe es where the decision was i

,

11
=ade to recc==end the evacuation of the area around the

,

i
12 plant.

|
13 Is that true?

l14 MR. MATTSCU: No. Firs t, it was Friday, March 30.
'

i
!

15 ICOMMISSICNER PETERSON: Friday, March 30, I meant '

|
16 to say, yes.

|
.

17 MR. MA""" SON : And the particular meeting to which
1 !

IB I think you refer was a meeting in the Incident Response !

19 Center which involJed the pecple ycu described, and at the
i

20 | ti=e , early in the morning on March 30, that they held their
i

21 | =eeting and reached their decision on recc==ending evacuation
> t

.

| 22 j I was cut of the Incident Respense Center in an adjoinine !

r
3 |

-

v

23ioffice working on the hyd:cgen problem but did not participate9
a ,

I >

i 24 in that particular meeting. There may be sc=e confusion. i
4N '

I

2f ' because later that mornine by an hour er :wo follcwine4
i

1
,

-*s -

'.ss '
. .



i .e n. .

. t

II their recc=endaticn I made a similar recc=endation which !

.

i

2, has been widely publicized because it was on the transcripts ,
1

3' a recc=endatien for evacuation.
!

4| f
{ CO!O4ISSICNER PEC RSCN: Did ycu cc=unicate that

5 to Chai=an Hendrf that morning?
l !

;

6| MR. MAT'"SCN : I did. It was directly tc Chairman i

! i

l7 Hendrf that I =ade the recet=endation.
3I cc cirss:CNER PE'"ERSCN: Oc you knew the basis oni

i
;

'

9 which Chai=an Hendrf =ade his reccmmendation to Gcvenor '

10 Thornburgh af ter Governor Thornburgh had received the !
l
,

1I recc==endation of dis meeting of Denton, Stello, et cetera I

i
i

12 to evacuate, the basis for Chairnan Hendrf's recor=endation
13 not to evacuate?

i

14 '4R . MATTSCN: I have not asked the Cetm.csion or
i

|

15 Chai=an Hendry for the basis for their recccmendation to the 1

i

16 governcr. I have read One transcripts , and I recall a
I i

17 f confusion in the IRC because of de lack of goed inic=ation
.

I

| i
i

l
>

la frc= the site. '

I
,

l19 I de knew that within roughly an hcur and perhaps ;

f

20 less of my making the recc=endatien to evacuate one cf the )

21 principal bases fer =y recc=endatien was rencved. One of
I.w

| 22 I the bases for my recc=endation was the ac_ _carentiv_ mistaken '
_,
a .
Y

23 | infer =ation that the licensee had run cut of waste gasy
a
Ii 24|scragecapacit/ and was about to erhark on a depressuri:ation
a ! o
} 25 of the primarf ecolant system. We learned shortly

I
i
i

I

,-,.~ ,%%- ;r3- 4 sQ ,(4 4 s ,,. hs 4 +
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1 thereafter that that was not the case. Although the stcrage i

2i capacity was short, they had found a way to keep the reacter O'

,

i

3 at high pressure, despite the small s crage capacity for sc=e !!

l
4 fairly lengthy peried of time while other alternatives were
5 considered.

,

6 tIn face of that I saw no need for a precipitous
j
i7 =cve to depressurice the reactor, and I would have agreed !

|

3| sc=e several hcurs later that there was no need to evacuate.
t
'

9
COMMISSIONER PETERSCN: Now, in the real case you

10 : don' t have that luxury of waiting several hours to =ake thet

11 recc==endation.

12 MR. .").TTSON : That is true.

13 CC!C4ISSICNER PE*EPSCN: On the basis of the h
1.t assumptiens you made and facts at hand, would you make the
15 recer=endation to evacuate today?-

16 MR. MAT *SCN: I would.

l17 COIU4ISSIONER PETERSON: Yes , I would think that
,

I

i13 would be a icgical conclusion.

19 On several occasions during our hearing --
i

20 | CHAIP2Oli KE'4EliY: Could I just ask a quick felicw-upi
p

i

i
i <

21' on yours? Ycu made that recce=endatien, vcu said, directiv!
.

.
i

t) k1 22 to Chair =an Hendrf. Is that correct?-

3 i

u
, y. c.. ..a' ". _ S C M .- * " a * .i s *__-"_a .

"
, ...

=

I I

i 2.t ' CHAIP2921 KE:ENY:
I

What was his response to you?: " e} 25 MR. MATTSCN: It is en the transcript. I have not ,

.

I
,

|

g. .% , .q
sj n Ito ,i% *
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1 -el

,
,

I Iread it in sc=e weeks.
e I

i.
I

n!'

CHAIRMAN KZ2iE:TI:
|

To the best of your recollection?
3'

MR. MX"TSCN : The ccnversaticn really did not have
f

4 i

to do with evacuation. I was asked to give a status report I
'

<. !

* i to the Chairman. I did not understand at the time, but there i!

6 ,

.rere others in the rec = listening on a speaker phone,
!

.

7 3

evidentiv., a status report en the work we had been deine. -

,

1

8 i

in tn.e course c:. On, e prev:..o us :ew hours en exa:r.n:.ng
|

.
. |

9! alternatives to deal with the presence of a large arcunt of
10

hydrogen in the primary ecolant system, and I had given him
II

a rather lengthy briefing of the difficulty of receving that
.

12 hydrogen during a depressurization process.
I3

! At the conclusien of that : told him had learned
I4 cf this waste gas tank storage capacity problem and t:.at in

|

15 i

=y judg=ent if they were abcut te make a precipitous =cve
16 to depressur :e the reactor, we had better make a rece==enda-

1
1 tien to =cve people to gain that extra hour and One-half of time./ 1

13 cgA Pl'AN :CCr? : Did Chairman Hendrf respond in any ,'
19 way according to your recollection? l

,I
,

20 6

MR. MATTSCN: My recollecticn was he ackncwledgedi

II | that he knew that there were judg=ents of that sert beine.,

> -

22 ' expressed by people and that they had d em under censideration,1
ir

5 i
y

23 ; they, the Ccnmission had these points of view under,
a
7 !

I 24 { censideration.
3 ,

) 25 CHA!RMAN :CCTI: Ccverner Da~a sen?i c, s 4
I w. a s!

,
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:MANU I
COMMISSICNZR ?ETIRSCU : Thank you,:L. Chai =an. g

77 a. 2 . . k d. .a..k , .' L . c..". a _i _ ...a.. , .i . ~...d.".. " " ' "'_ e. .. e _ c. '. . , ".e u .". , _4 _" c'-
. .. . e,. _0,

3 staf f could dig into this thing to find out what was the basis
4 for Chairman Hendry makinc. an e.cc.esite decisien than that he
5 get frc= all of his key people that very =crning when they
6 reco== ended evacuati.ng --

7 CHAI3 GU KIMEUY: Recuest so noted, Gcverno r. Staff

3 has heard the instructicns.
9 --

u . - . _: _: _ _ . . _ .- . .. . _ .r _e e . - . s _3 _ , c.. ,. ,. ,.,e a .3 e c ..,.s .4cns_ v.4 _ . .

10 during cur hearings, Dr. :?a::ison , it has been pointed cut
11 that an event had not been planned for, because it was asst =ed
12 that certain provisions made in the plant wculd preclude the

913 event frc= happenine.. For example, sc=e cc==ents were made

14 about the procedures for coping with the major hydrogen buildup
15 in the centainment building were not taken very sericusly,
16 because it was anticipated that the reactor systems would keep
17 the tamperature from building to the point where the circonium
18 water reaction would becc=e significant.

19 Today, at all operating plants , as I understand it,
20 and we saw it at TMI Plant 1, they are storing =any tens of
21 us ed, highly radioactive fuel rods in water :cols directly

I'
> 22 iI adjacent to the reactor containment building, and they don ' ,!-

5
v '

y 23 | appear to a casual visitor, like Petersen here, that they are {'
f | !

=[ 24 ' very well protected or isclared frc= the reactor. ! |||s i

5 25 Now, is this because the designers are ccnvinced the
t

i

n. . . . ,
.,
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I containment area will contain any problem that cccurs derein?

2 .u . ., w~ '. s_~..eC'T.- '.' a s . "'.....k ".e w'e ~ =_e v_= c ,. ..~. .ur. ' v ' -.
.

3 tien between a fuel pool and a reacter is a problem that is
4 not a significant safety creblem. You should understand that. .

5 cnce the fuel is removed from the.reacter and put in the pcci,
6 after not very =any days its decay energy is significantly
7 diminished, and its cropensity to heat up and undergo metal--

|

3 water reaction is significantly diminished compared cc a
9 , 2,. . . . .

_ . - , , . '" "
_ - . . . .. ...._ . . -,.,-- .... .= =ac.c .. e'- -''~.<'..c. a..-. . . . - .

10 ac 4 4-..a...-

11 There is attention paid to the safe design of those
12 fuel pocls, seismic capability, and what have you, to assure
13 that they will not lose water and lead to a ne:al-water reaction
14 kind of problem. But the specific cencern that you raise,

15 that is, scmehew ce==unicating f ailures in the containmen to ,

i

16 * k.a ' ' ' '- e .-ce ou-a.4de '".e - ..-s'..i...e.. , s a ..ac..a..4 n '".a*. 4s
- 4 "..

- a

17 extremely remote, in =y judg=ent.

18 COM.MISSICNER PE':.ZRSCN : Well, I was thinking speci-

19 fically -- I want to ask this question: Why would you secre

'O a' "".ds s.".'" ' .".*. ou-a'de ". e ~ .~. ~.'.' . ..e .. . " " d ' d ' ..: .".e <.a us e '
'

4 - 3 - - -- , ,

i

s; |' w-.e-,. .ae e - e- a w., sa.e , ".a acu*" w_-=ac.". ".=.....';...e....
I,

- .
. i. . ,.. . - .

!
>

1 22 ' building, wouldn ' t chat be kind of a dangerous thing cc e.xposer I
i5 iv !-".a. ..".c'ea was..a ". a - a .^ ..".e ..c' .e.a.. _- a a c _ _ c . . .. . . . .. e '. I'

' ', - "- . . -a
1

1
!I 24 MR. :RTTSCN: 'de ll , the fuel pccis would generally9 i.

; i

} 2f be on a much higher elevation in the reac:cr than where che I

-

r
!

|

ga . . c s ,. 9
LAbA%4 94 mj
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a

x-.0
1 =citent core wculd end up in the event of a core meltdown. It

O2 would be down icw in the containment, below the reac:cr vessel.
3 Ac. ain , I think the pcssibility, the degree of
4 co=municatica between the spent fuel peul and a moltant core
5 inside the centainment would be very remo te . There are

4 anale.gous concerns that .vou mic.h: c. ro iec t. If, for example,.

7 a core were to melt down and the centainment were to be violated,
8 either a melt through the bottom or an explosion which cracked
9 ~ u. e g e s..e o . .e ca .~.a<. ..e.,. , .,- .a a ; . . . , .- ; ;.

. . - -
..-, -=.; a-a. ,.a.- ... ... . . - - - .

10 he very restricted.

11 There is a need to. =aintain fuel pools . They won't

12 sit there indefinitely and continue to replenish their water.
13 Ec.ui men needs maintenance. We do not design nuclear . cowere

14 plants under the current Cc= mission regulations for core
15 meltdown cccidents. They are considered to be of such re=cte

16 possibility that no specific design features are incorporated
17 for that event. Hence, there is no recuirement that the fuel

18 ccolr for example, have indefinite or remote maintenance.

19 capabilities.

20 CCbcCSSIONER PE"E 3Cli: That is where my concern

21 } came in, that it was assumed that that couldn't happen; there-
>

22 fore no need to plan on it; therefore, you can put the waste
=

r,
.

3y
, 23 right next dec: to it. But in regard to the --

{,

i
|24 MR. MATTSC:T : There are safety advantages and, of

} 25 course, ecenc=ic advantages to placing it right next door. You'
.

. .- ,
G8 ? a gy
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4

(741g
.

I take advantage of the considerable substance of the centainment
f
i

n {*

and seismic design of ancilla: f equipment by placing i: |=at

3 c3o se e, v. .

4
CC:C4ISSIONER PETERSCN: I can see the ecenceic |

5 1

advantages, but net the safety advantages. !

6 In regard tc the detenation or burning of the hydrc-
7 gen in the centainment building that led tc that 23-pound
8

per square inch pressure buildup er spike,what sind of damage
9

can .vcu env. sacn =:.c.c: han. .cen :..n that vessel as a result or_
. . .

10 such an e:cplcsic: .to equipment that could jeopardize the
II subsequent operation of the facility?

.

12 MR. MATTSON: Well, certainly i: is a ec=bustion

I3 event,and high temperatures, locally high temperatures, were
~ I4 probably realized, so there may be burning of some cc=penents

I5 that was a pressure spike, crebablv. of a local nature am.

16 advised, which would send a pressure wave thrcugh the cor.tain-
17 ment which wculd tend te lif t c. rates and perhaes bend equip-
18 ment.

19 If that were a cencern, it wculd have been a concern
k20 ea _tv_ -eu.e .e ac..4a-e n *- . . . . ay .av. w. e.n .e c ... _a_, .. i.

. w w. .. . . -
.

21 ' to sc=e of the equipment failures that cecurred in the ccurse
I

-{22 of Thursday , I'riday , a:.d Saturday. I wouldn't e:<pect it would
3

V i

23 | be a source of equipment failure at this peint. I

;y
m .

I
I 24 CO C4ISSICNER PETERSCN : Tha.k you, Dr. .'"a c ts e n .e iP

1
4 23 I

..A -.,.. n_.c..v. .u. --;.c.. I'
,, ,..i.m. . . .

*
C s ;
m.s s<
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. 5 .,,

1 COMMISSIONE2 TArOR: Dr. Mattson, I would like to g
2 explore two areas with you. The firs: has to do with the
3 question that is en many people's minds these days , and that
4 is, how close did the accident at Three Mile Island come to
5 releasing a let of radioactive material of f-site and causing
6 not only clear need for evacuatien, but sc=e real damage to
7 the public health and safety?

8 Now, in connection with that, I would like to ask

9 first whether there have been, or new going on, studies in
4

10 ,! :iEC of what would have happened if conditions starting frc= a
11 situation similar to what happened at TM had been sc=ewhat

12 different? For example have there been any studies of what

913 would have happened if the operator had failed to turn the

14 high pressure injection system back on again during that hour,
15 that pericd between ahcut two hcurs and three hours after the

16 accident started?

17 Another kind of question cccid be the extent to which.,
18 with a repeat of exactly what happened so far as the cperator
19 actions were concerned, the likelihecd that things might have
20 heen somewhat different in terms of internal physical, chenicall

1

21 develegnent of the events that migh: then have enused ' ict '

$ 22 more fuel danage cr qualitatively differen fuel fa= age. Are ie
3u .

!

23 I :here any study res alts of this sort, and if so,what are they, i,
'e

;

* 24 and if not, are there studies that are new going en within .., f ||h5

3 25 iRC of this what-would-have-happened-if kind? -

i

,

9 ,.. ,
. . . .u
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3 I have act been i. formed of their progress.
4 CCM'1ISSIGNER T.Yl CR: Who is respcnsible for

3 coordinatine them? |d

i
l
|

6 MR. MATTSC3: The Cc= mission.

7 C^.."".'SS.C'.I.'.. ". .','' C .o. .- ". e C ...*. '.a a~ 4 c.. = ' '.eav, s ,I**.-...a,. . - -

I

3 =eans :ac things -- NRC as a whole, er the five cc=missioners. ii

9 And I guess I don't knew what you mean.
i

10 1 ."..o. . ..s...c'.".- "'.e c*/e =''. v c di..a~.4 n c3 ' .e a' y e.a.c v,
" ' -

u . .. -- -

11 respense to Three Mile Island rests with the cc==issioners

12 in a sense, n =.v nu.nd, ese. ec . al,v .cecause c: On.e s ec:.a,
. .

. .

. .

13 .i ..c."- r . *'.=-a- a.e a .u. e-"
_# a . . ~ ' . . a a_ . .4 . . c, e "- "' "-' -i ^ .a- c' "e-.. . e - 3 - -.

la accident not beinc. .cerformed in the line arc.ani:ations like the
,

15 Cffice of Nuclear Reacecr Regulation, but being cecrdinated
16 by the NRC Seecial Inquiry.

17 It is =f "nderstanding, and my scurce of information i
i

l
18 cn this subject is a member of this Cc==ission staff, that i

j
i

19 there are pecple in NRC dcing event analyses, and locking at sc=ei

,

|20 c# ~ ".e " .e.".a . ' ' " q',.le s ~._4ons. - -.-..k ".av. a ~ = va ;- .i .~..ec - _ = .. . !-"'-

|

- -
- ,

4

21 i questions 20 ask.
i :
4 .

> l !

! 22 CC "!ISSICNER tar.CR: Are you aware of any results !r
'l i

V
i

p 23 of these studies so far? '
a
I

i
2 .!R . ..,a . m. S u~u. ac, am .,.c.-- - .we ..

. - .. .
-

. . . . < . . .w. . . w,.. ,- ,...- _a -.
; i

.I 2f very sericus questien that ought c he locked at in several
<; -, ,

% .'s < s |j , 3
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1

ways. Tcu can think of different responses by the reactor
ggg

2
operators that wculd have led to different consequences. Ic

,

3 example, if the high pressure injection system had no: been
s

turned back on when it was turned back on, and the reacecr
<*

was in the midst of its probably = cst damaging phase of the
6 tiansient, sc=e three or fcur hours into the transient, that
7 would have been one consequence.
8 You can think of another event. If it had been turned

9 back en then, but the reac:cr ecolant pumps had not been turned
10 on at 16 hours, but say 32 hcurs er sc=a time longer, what would
II have been the consequences?

12
You can also think of -- I think we discussed the

13 last time I testified -- permuta icns and cc=binations of the
I# condition of the reactor. What if it had been an equilibrium

15
core instead of a three-month-cid core? I think we have written

16 you a =emo tha: said that wouldn't have made much difference,
17 but there are other "what if" questions. What if it had a

18 different grid structure, ins e sd of the grid structure ins tead
19 of the grid s tructure that it had? These kinds of things need
20 to be explored in depth to gain an understanding of the risk ( l

Ix

21 ipicture af ter Three :iile Island.

* 221 i

COMMIs5IC:ER tar;0R: Are you er sc=eene in your 1-.
i

c i .

i, 23 cffice following these s udies to learn what their results willi,

a
i

24 be and, in particular, wha implications those results might |||: 1

23 have en the licensing process itself ? That is, in areas that |
:
!
t

g., . y ,. .j-

Q &,s h |1 .5L.}
_
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I are directly within your effi=e's responsibility?~ j

.-
,

,

2 .m. . .n . ~. - v.I " e _2_ _= . - . ,
1<: ~

-..d ~".a "a- a s.".o .- ..- r.. ' .a.c_ i
,..

.

I

l3 or a caveat, I guess, en the work of the task force which !

4 head. -'he Lessons Learned Grcup fully recognizes d at |a cc=-
|

!5 .plete engineering understanding of the accident is not ye:
,

6 available., We keep up, to the extent than those studies are
7 comple ted. .~or example, the EPRI study that was recentiv '

-

3 publish-;d, was cuickly read and censidered by y task force.-

9 Recognizing that our longevi y is no: much beyond :he ::=ing |
t

10 .o r. ". , ".e. e w _d'' _-=...s._i.. - ' <- - ...,e_s__=_-.="_, - '= - __e _i . . _ =_ . c . . a
'- A

. _ - . . . . .

i
i

1I sure, when the full engineering evaluatien of the accident and
12 the risk evaluatien of the acciden are cc=plete sc=e time

13 later.

14 CCICIISSICNER TAYLOR: Well, it is now roughly four

I .c ...c _ w..-.s a_.__.- w.e acc.4;. . ..u. ,, e _4 - a _3-. c_ _4 .. _: . .a . 4. cn. . . . . . a m. .

16 available. Much of it was incorporated into your report on
17 the lessons learned, at least the .creliminarv. vers:.on of it.
18 Yet, I a= very surprised to find that still there are no I

19 results,that a= aware of, that give any idea in a bounded
,
,

!

20 wav. , in an ac.c.roximate wav., in a verv. .creliminarv. w a v. even, i

t

i

21 of what might have happened :f, fcr example, tha HPI sys:en ,

i>
. . ,

. . i! 22 nac ceen a,er.t c :. . :or anotner n.al:. .nour. t:
e
5 ;

,u
,, i

e..w.e easc.. . =~ w~~..ca ..ed _=~o" _..a*- _a .".a -.".e e
, . . " - " "-. -- - -*

|I
. . . . .

<J 24 are ve:f si.pr,e-cu..ncec nnes c:. ca_,cu_,aticns tha: ceop e ". ave ,

h I { ,

.i 25 dene, sc=e o f them -- ! say " simple-mi=ded" in -he sense :ha:
.

I
C' ''(- r% , l

v ~s , , i . 5w'bt
-

:
,

e
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I they are not large cc=puter =cdels and se on -- things-that
O2 can be done with pencil and a piece of paper and a small

3 1

hand calculator -- do give results that suggest that the time |
' in that particular example is not very long. I don't even

3 want to suggest what that . time might have been, but there are
6 indications from what I have seen and sc=e of the work I have
7 done myself that the chances are that that time is not measured
8 in hours but in =inutes; that is, to lead to a situation where

9 one would have a core meltdown in the sense that the core
i

10 =aterial would melt and flow dcwnward and begin to make cen:act:i

11 with the pressure vessel.

12 ;;ow, I have no idea why it has taken so long for

13 | jecple to try to get sc=e sense of what that result is. I do

14 understand that it is extremely cc= plicated. Io you think

15 that is -- let me cut this as a cuestien. Is vour understandin|c
16 of it that the process of really trying to get sc=e idea of
17 what might have happened if various things had been differen:
18 is really so ec= plex that one just can ' t expect to get any
19 answers that are worth discussing for a number of nonths?

20 MR. Mr "ISC;I: I suspect that there is a sensitivity

21 to publishing back-of-the-envelope hand calculations cf the
i

> 1

|

-1
22 tv.r.e you describe. Frc= what I knew of the calculations that i

3 ,

Q
I

p 23
-

are going on, cecc.le are makinc. a ve rv. concerted effort to use |, .

I
! 24 the best codes , benchmarked the best way they knew how, so tha !,

.
i ,

3 25 when the results becc=e available, there is gced assurance thatt!

r

!

| !

l

<. > . . ,

U N \ |} .,, ; )
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I
thev. are the right results. And tha: may be the reascn that !.

,

2 it is taking some time.

3 I am not personally involved, so I can't tell you.
4 I agree with you, there is a need to have those results as
5

seen as we can,but there is also, I think, the need not to

6 have 100 different back-of-the-envelope calculations with
7 100 different answers for people like you and others to sort
3 through,because sc=e of them won': he gcod calculations if
9 they are done that way.

10

11

12

13 '

e

14

14
n

16

17

18

19

20

21

>
1 22
: ,

5 i

V
I

7
s |
1

*

!||| f '| !
1 2f

n. . , ,
-

%HO r |:e . ~ . ,
i
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1 COMMISSICNZR TAYLOR: Perhaps you are not the proper

2 person te ask this r.uestica, since rcu are not directiv
. -

3 involved in these calculations - g I imagine no: -- but let =e

4 pose the question anyway just tc =ake sure no have en the

5 record a question that has~been ccming up about a possible

6 variation, and that is -- my question is whether there is any

7 consideration being given to the follcwing kind of scenario:

8 that is, cooling is turned off for a lenger ti=e, either during
i

|9 that peried between about 2 hours and 3 hours af ter the acci- |

10 dent or the later period when, apparently, there was seme core

11 uncovery, too -- that is , sc=ewhere around 10 hours after the

12 accident started.

13 The question is this: Suppose that the core had

14 gotten very het, a large fraction of it had gotten very hot,

15 and at the same ti=e, its structural integrity had suddenly

16 given way, and that, basically, the entire core had been sud-

17 denly fallen into a reservoir of water still in the bottom of

18 the pressure vessel. The question is, is it credible that

19 there could then be such a rapid release of steam as to rupture

20 the pressure vessel?

21 It see=s to me that that is an important question

>
1 22 to come to deal, to try to deal with. ,I also understand that
5u
, 23 it is very difficult to =ake such an estimate of whether or
a
1

! 24 not, under that presupposed conditicn of most of the core being
*

f
I

J 25 uncovered very hot, and then suddenly losing the structural

.

em .

. A fg
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1 intecrity, but it seems to =e tha questions like that are

2 goin7 to have to be answered at sc=e :ime in order to say sc=ea.

f

a

i3 thing abcut bcw close the acciden: got :: sc=e:hing really |

4 v e r v. bad.

5 :o you agree with that?

6 |12. MATTSON: Of course ! do, yes.

7 C ^v.* i* S S . C'.''''. ". .'s '.' v^ 2. . .- "c., ..".e s e ..A. 2 _ =_ a u a . . .-4 .. -

8 to explore has to do with sabotage, and I wanted to say at the
9 k e c .i . "..i .. c. c " ' ". i s ' _4..a. e _' ," e s - 4 .. i ..- ""a*- = .o* "-_v..i.c, c- ... . .3

10 et into the public record any significantiv. =cre valuablev

11 information than may alreadv be .oublic to reco. le who =ight,. . in

12 the future, have sc=e intentions of trying an act of sabotage. I
13 But I would like to ask whether you have any concern,
14 yourself, about the fact that there has been a release of a
15 great deal of deta . led information about the TM 2 plant and

16 other plants similar to it, about the course of the accident,
17 and abcut what kinds of things people worried about that could

18 lead to a core celtdown, a real China syndrc=e, in much more

19 detail than, as far as I know, has been -- =uch, much =cre
120 detail than, as far as I knew, has been released publicly beforb.

21 : knew : a= concerned abou: this because of the
>
t 22 coupe,ing ,ce: ween the re. ease c:. tn.a: in:cr=ation and a: _eas. . . ,

r
5 i

$ 23 One statement we have gotten fr = cne of the witnesses before i

s
I
,e s " " ' u- -~.~..~..a.=. -..'.u''.

'
_4 , .d . -ewe, ^.e a' ..S. e - re...= a- = . .- - - . I

' -
.- a - -.

.
s !

j 25 Three Mile Island -- to the effect tha: the answer Oc the
n ~ , , ,
U A e ( > i ,,,. 4

,

|
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I cuestion, could an operator in the centrol recm cause a core

,

=eltdcwn frca the control rocm, his answer was yes.4

l3 That answer, coupled with what we knew about what

4 happened there, coupled with the detailed release of a lo: cf
5 in:orman on, . :. . nd werra.seme, anc - guess my question is

. . .
.

.

6 whether you or other people that you are aware of in NRC have

7 been concerned abcut the increase in the detailed knowledge

3 that is available to the public abcut how an acciden might

9 actually be caused on purpose.

10 ML. %TTSON: There is to me, e. ersonallv. , a curious

1 ,. recurrence of an acquaintanceship in tn, e course c:. tn. .is event.

12 Carl Michelsen and I first met each other in a sabotage study
13 conducted by Sandia Corporation back in 1975-76 time frame, h
14 when the two cf us :cok very strong positions about the need

15 to do sc=ething about the availability of detailed information

16 of potential value to a saboteur.

17 This was reccgnized, I believe, bv. the Atcmic Enere.v.

18 Cc= mission seme years ago, that under the Freedom of Infor=a-

19 tion Act, where all of the detailed information reviewed by the

20 licensing staff was available in public document recms and of

21 pocennial use to a saboteur, that that was not necessarily
>

' " "1'1 22 ... ...e u - c .i.. = es-, - d . e .n ' ".e 4 ..c e a s .' .a. c. ..c e .- . w ' -.'. ..". e,-. - - - .

r
3 !u
, 23 : potential for sabetage.
s
1
: 9. 4 S ub s ee. -e- *-* ..k.a - , ". a = ".a a- "e a.. n"-- e .= .i ~ c '-4-

>, . - ,

, |

3 25 .
t

'

activity bv the NRC cn reactor sabotac.e O. rceection. Wha :. .

!
s ~
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1 .u.a..a 4 4.-..a 4 s u. e - e ,t ,- , c e...e n , ma ,..c-,
a

.. . a. 4 ... e , e...e . . . , - a . ..- -.. , - - - a ,- . -

2 of ICCFR, cart 7355. New, 7355 goes a long way Ocward protect-

3 .i ..c. .a.uc ea r- cwe c'=...- a c, a i ..s ..".a. - . . . = . . . - - . . = - ac o- c# u-
'

i
, .

4^- '
_ ~

4 s<>e- ,. .u.a. ;s ..s.a. e sc.,. i n ~u.e s.-aa. .i.u.o . .c t. , a- a .. 0 .ef -- . a - 3 ..

$ 3D.o .=.~.d -' .kad "o, ~ ~.e 4-e*.=- ad d-'' d--=w- c:s =-d- '-r a.k. a
- - -- -- sw----a- --, -. --

6 use c ., O.nem to conduct an act c:. sacocage..

7355 also recognices the potential role of the-
/

d- i
3 -- s de i a au -' aa- ecwe e'a '-- ai-"a- i- ~ ' ----~-----a- =c--- - - - - - - - - -

p ' . . ; _ _- a. - :- -

n_ _. ._a ,sa a ; ,ue . ru, - .u. g.. g,.. .en-a-ag ..u.a .v.-
- . -. -----

-- -:-- ue :- v- =d- - , ' "----
10 4 ' -4d -- -~-d s~ :e 'a '5 = va= =- s ~~*--e a =-----" = r-- : - -

11 put in place access provisions in nuclear power plants where
'he <'a"a' T avou a d des'9 a = ev3 eved -- - -- s a--- ecia-12 #-- -"4 -~=-d-- -

- - - --

13 that you have described. Vital areas-- that is, places of

ys b. i g" vul-e =bi'd'f -- a e id 4"d-e.n~--- ad
-- --d a-weria' ac-ass - -a---

-- - -

13 visions are provided for those areas, lock and key syscens,

16 card systems, voice systems, what have you.

1/ There are also plants which use buddy systems. You

" .

la *= no*- " ave c"e 4-di vidua' cc i-- = *- ec434- a e= "-"'es* ""a l
-

- - " - - r --- -

j
-

19 is acccom.anied ,v. semeccdv. else c:. seme ac.creved .cesition ina .
. . .

.

,0 '..' .e o c e = -' ~ c, a a--.''-

6 .

,

-'aa 'v, ..". e - =- ' s a s ' , . ' ' ' a .. . ' ... - v a...a. .. . . s=",23 4s--
_ . - ..

* .-a'=-'~= . c a "< a. _- ~j .#=w s.w.o- ,ve= s =c,a .....a. -e:.aa i-----<- .
' " d77 ^#= -"- aa c- i-- -.

;-,
,

3
.u

77' .ac,e y- w=c..4-. -.. -.ase ,c a...s. i
. -. -

i 14 "

2
1 ;=

1
a 24 - ~54->-

-" e = 5 e- cv - =e s -**a - - - ''= s ad"-= s s eda # ' '- - " -"'---'-'-' ---
- - ~~~ * '

.

s t

,I gg ~~~b'a. adequa.='?' a. '-"'a- o'--. '"a-= "- c*- ^ '"::-- : ----- a - "*"-
- : - --

:
.

.

b .8

4.. b s f i ,, g -



, ,
.l.

1 expression but there have been other expressions of interes:
O4 -wa- .- 4

.
- - - - . . - - --- . -

2 u, oa s-..- .h_. e o. =_,,,s. - . 4s .c- ei .. .- e W-.. ---a -- .

" " a . ". .". e a-.v.---''a '= '3
- s - -..# c .".= .,. , e s ..".e - ." ' = ~ . - . . . = " . . ....="; ;

-. . : - - .

4 .ce nat sc=e pecple were no: aware of the sensitivity c the
.

.
. . .

-

issue sc=e years back and the steps ib.at have been ca. ken Oc<
-

,ai..s- 4".- ocer- ,
6 - -- -

7 This is another area where osv.cholec.ical interests.

Save 'ee.n c .s'de-ad -.. -..e as-r =.~.d 7 "ava . . e a- - - - - - .. ei '" " # d- --8 " - . - -- r - - .. -

9 up a couple of times today. This v.ight be an especially

10 important consideration in the context of reacter cperators,

11 where I have heard several =e=hers of this Cc==ission express

le an interest today.
b -

r, 14 w e
13 - .. - c; .. c - ~.".a. * a s -i ...o ."; '".a * v_ -" ". ave .".e = d a..d.. -- . - . -

;4 sc=e thouc.ht that I have given to in previously, I think it

1.< is a valuable consideration. I have made recc==endations

16 within NRC dating back sc=c years about the pctential value

c' 'he sv.c".-'ac.' =' c ''-a da. ".".e d'##' "'~v i "s -. u= ~. ""a-a37 - . . s - -- . -- -- -- _ - - - - -

18 ara corside-abla- bu.an ~'=b*'- ~~#-4--~~--"ge.en* Voss b~ii'-d~-- es v---- ' i-"- - "-

19 ysvc.b.c i c, i ca ' a s *- d ..c, , a..d 4" s ..ac.'<.a- # b'- "--*".e 4 =.-- - . -- --: - - - - . a

-w -a '-- - - 'd - '-- ' "20 -"e s e a- - - 'c -'a" c-"s - e a*--*"s ' a"d- -n - e c u* * e--- -

c' d 'd' ' "-ec---.., c o. =-- ...e.".^a- c.s '-.a- :ee.o'= '.. ".=- - ##a.--- .. = d e
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r
i
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1 valuable at this time.

2 I have not been in the sabotage protection business

3 #c =bou' ".e ias. *.wo =..d. = n.a- =- ;-
- *- -- - " a .=.. a , a c . . av. "e. . .

-

|
4 s 1 ' c, P. ._' y au. o.# d a '_ a v d ". w. .". ' . '..k.a -"-- a .a. . '..d . k .' ..~, .' s .--- , . _

5 CO:' CSSIGNER TAECR: New .vcu said that -vcu werer

6 involved in the Sandia study in the mid.-seventier. Wasn't par

7 of that study classified Secret, Restricted Data?

8{ MR. MA"''"SCN : Yes, it was, and there was scme cen-

9 c a -.. * " . = " , ..av.i ..c, c,one '.o a'' ' ". . i s a # # ^ - . = . .d. s e... .e ..=.x-
"

-- - ' ""-- ---e.

10 payers' money to study the problem and learn so much ahcut it,

11 that it caused it to be classified; hcw did we ce==unicate

12 the interest in this subject to the individual licensees?

13 And so arrangements were made to obtain the proper clearances
. . . . .

.14 in eacn .,icensed ,ac.,a,tv. =cr ac.cointe, recresentatives c:._
. .

15 utility =ana9ement to cc=e to Washincton or to Albuc.uercue and.
- -

16 to review the results of the classified study. So we did find

a mechanism for puttin- the results in the hands of the people17 3

18 who were responsible for the management of the sabotage pro-

19 tecticn systems pursuant t 7355.

20 COMMISS!CNE2 TAECR: Now, I don't knew -- I have

.l never seen the report I don't knew what parts of it were' --

[ 22 secret, but I am curious to knew if you ceuld answer the ques
I

'

r
3
v -4- w . .,

23 -~~' w e.w-- e ~ ~ 0 any ^# '"e %' ds # '#-- '---~~~a---- -"a we a- . ~~ -- - ~p -- -

a
f
7 24 in the Sandia report that had to de with the response of a

!9 =.
5

t.' ' , .". .-wa --- .- a a c - .- . - va- u a ac -i c..s k.a ve a- - ass-----a- a -4 ' "#4ad23 .

,,n~...,
s') Na \ > | .t.. s g
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I have acw been released as a result cf TMI.
O2 MR. MATTSON: No. The consequence portien cf the

3 report was actually released, and the conclusion of Sandi'a

4 was sc=ething along the lines that the consequences that they
5 saw were less than or equal to the consequences described in

6 WASH 1400, or words := that effect.

7 CCECSSICNER tar CR: Mc, what I was getting at is

8 the consequences cf turning such and such a valve in such and

9 such a way and turning -- that is, manipulating controls in
10 whatever way would bring on a very sericus loss of ecolant

11 accident.

12 MR. MATTSCN: Well, the things that were classified

13 were the specific event sequences for specific plants that h
14 were studied by Sandia. If ycur question is, is there infor-

15 =ation ficwing frc= Three Mile Island that sc=ehcw makes pub-

16 licly available sc=e of those event sequences, in my judg=ent

17 the answer is no.

13 COMMISSICNER TAYLCR: I see. New just one final

19 couc. le of c.uestions en the same issue, s abo tac. e . Mv. c.uestien

20 is whether there is any reascn at all to be concerned about the
|

21 situation at Three _a Island new. As : anderstand it, the i

I.
> i

g 22 reacter is being kept subcritical with a fa r =arpin of safety.i
5 Iv
, 23 CHA:?2AN KZMENY: Professcr Tavlcr, are _vcu sure veu ,!_ _.

5 \I 24 want to pursue that line cf questioning at a public hearing? ! ,,
*

$ 25 COMMISSICNER TA?LCR: Yes. I don' t intend c try Oc

|

_ ~.,
L4 h- s j | 'y
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2 y. .w.e " e.- ".a s"wb 4 ec . 4..- e. _d..~, =..=..~.-....d--. - :- .

3| C rx.2:1xu = c.~.~. .r '.' a s . 3 .. . .'A.a ~.~.s ~ r. , '= '"e-=-. __ _s". . . . . --

4 anything in the answer which ycu feel wculd not be in the
5 public interes: to answer, you have ny permission not to
6 answer it.

7 .v.e. . .v.n' . . S w- ".. .- ~..4,.".. .'.e o... . ' w- -"4-,v u - u .4..-- w , - .- a

3 cuestien up --

9
COM?CSSICUER *AYI.OR: I don't want to c.et into anv.

10 details about how might --

11 MR. OiAI"ISON : You broucht this c.uestion up the last-

I '. time I testified, and --.

13 CO CCSSIONER TAY .OR: My cuestion is, is thac c.ettinc
.

14 attentica new bv. anv.bcdy.r

1 .*., ."R . .v_'A~. ."S v^N. .- Ne _' ' , '. "..= -.% e d . o .Y- .".a .. d Vo _' .~-e , w. .h.a.
i

-

16 .is ". e d _i .. a. c ' . c ' "..". e ~..'d.- s" o- ac-4 vd~4-a- .d .a. ..S.e ' # # # - = ^#. -a ----- --

17 Nuclear Reacecr Regulation just several days ago. I had heard

18 _" _- i sc.~-e .e "..ha. vou v.e.-= s-4'' a.'< . e s s .' ..y. . '~ ~ ~. c a . .. ,-. --
.

, - - . -- ... ..

19 area, and I was concerned because I thcught we had addressed
4- ''O - . ... .mv, * a. s ,._i. o n y . va.. ed. .o a s.k .V . . 7c.' e _"_" '..".a..= v.as

-
. ..
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i
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2 level of bcron to keep the core subcritical in any configura-

3 -ia., .= . . 4 " -".a - .e . P.v. s i - 4 .a s - ..k.e - = = - = .ta.." ~.".o ". a v e- - . -- - . .

4 lecked at the problem -- are satisfied that the core is in a

< safe, stable condition and will renain there indefinitely..

I

6 CO CESSIO!ER TA? LOR: Nell, I guess ny que scion is

7 whether people are examinin,,and I don't want Oc knew anv.

8 results, whether pecple are examining the question abcut

9 whether that situatien could be chanc.ed on cure.cse..

10 212. .%TTSO:T: I don't knew the answer to tha: ques- e

i

|

ii tion.

12 CC32CSSIC ER TA? LOR: Thank you verf nuch.

73 CHAI?JiAN K"?!I:IY: Professor Pigford? g
14

.
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''REE!!WCO D I
COMM(SSIONER PIGFORD: Dr. Mattsen, in vcur

-
,

!,,
T 22 i descsition ycu were asked a cuestien about the emphasis, :

5
.

3 ! the statement in Wash 1400, de Rasmussen Report that tco
| !#' such emphasis was beine. .oJ. aced en larve break less of ecolant |

,

I
< i*li, analysis wid the implicatien that perhaps =cre emphasis '

|

!6 should be placed upon the small break accident and its !
i

i
, t

' analysis. Do ycu agree with that statement in the Nash 1400 '

i
t,

8' report? !
I

,

i

9| is yes, and it is no Yes, in the |MR. MATTSCN- "-

.

10| sense that more ettention needs to be paid and has needed te
1

'

| |
.

!

II i be paid to transients in small lecus for sc=e time, and many
|

:l '4 of us have said that. The difficulty is in abandenine the i
i

13 large break local progra= in order to pursue ecse interestsi

I

14 ,| which is really what is recuired in the face of constant_ l
,

i
,

10 rescurces.
i
'
,

16 There were ce==it=ents made by the Atc=ic Energy |
17 Co==issien and more i...portantly perhaps , by the staff which '

!

18 outlived the Atc=ic Energy Cc==ission to fill certain gaps
1

19 I in kncwledge as they were called at the time of the ICCS
.

20 |I rule-making hearing for large break less of ecolant accidents.
I

21 ! Those orc =ises are in the reculations , and the statements off
,

b
ij 22 j findines in that near:.nc.

5 i
v

23 | It is our jude=ent that these gaps in kncwledge2
a <

I i

i 24 need to be filled. They have turned cut to be very
e
v

t 14 25 expensive gaps, and if one were to take the conclusion thati
'
,
I

f f h " * p' }'
Wr ^ > ;.<s A

i
.
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t

1i
i

too =uch attentien is being paid to large break loss of i,

o | ccolant accidents and not
,

*
;,

enough to small breaks and transients
3 !

, and divert these resources , I believe it is a =istake. i

I ;
4

Now, it may be possible to divert sc=e and stretch !

i

!
5 e

some answers to the gaps in kncwledge for the large break ',

6
.

loci, but I think we have to work all of the problems and !
,

7 ,

not forget that we made the prc=ises to solve or fill in scme !a

3: of those gaps in knowledge.
!
'

,

9 1

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Evidently ycu feel we are |
|

10 t

not necessarily working all the problems in the sense we have !
Il 1sufficiently been working the problem of the small break |

not

t

I2 accident?
!

13 I
MR. MATTSCN: That is clear. I will give a gced hh

I4 ,

exa=ple. The standard review plan we have discussed in both
!

15 )of =y opportunities to appear here. There is in the standard !
16 !review plan a requirement to examine transients with sincie '

I

17 failures. That requirement of the standard review plan is i

I

13 |
one requirement that has been imple=ented en no plants, to |

'
,

19 1

=y kncwledge, by the licensing staff. '

20 ,

The staff put it in there in 1975, in full '

21 ' reccgnition of the fact that the reactor safety study points
>

} 22 cut and the Eewis Cc=mittee points out, and Three Mile Island
a
v

23'new points out the need to pay =cre attention to these9
ie

! l

i
3- 4' events, but the rescurcer to i=placent these require =ents have
!4 25 not been available. c- nr ov ~ u:i.
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,o i

!'
i,

i

1| COMMISSIC!iER PIGFORD : Take us back to the days t

.

I
2 of the Rasmussen Report. It came cut, and it had this clear I

I

3i statement anyway. Then what happened? Who was expected
i

I
;

t4 CSC to take up the burden of implementing it? I am asking
!5 you for your guidance throughout the whole organi:stion. I

6 *inere would it normally have expected to fall?
7 !|iR. MA'"TSCN: The nport itself had nothine to

i

>

8 | imple:-int it. It reached certain conclusions abcut the ,1

i i

i I

!

9 probability and consequences of acc. dents. There were i
!

10 coliev. decisions made by the Atomic Energy Cormission wheni, .
i

11 it vas published in draft form in 1974 that this was a very
12 pcwerful teol, and its use should be encouraged in the

I
,

13 licensing process. l

!

l

11 New, its use has been encouraged in the licensing |
i

1

15 precess. There are examples that we cculd tal'c about.
16 CC:Ci:SSICNER ?!GFORD: But let us get back to the

.

i

i

!17 small break accident, _mplementation of =cre emphasis en that.
.

18 Was there a policy decision by the Ccemissicners to do or not |

.

.

h

19 to do sc=ething about that? i

i

20 MR. MIC"SCN: To my kncwledge, there was not. The
1

,

21 ' policy decisions that were made by the Atcmic Enere r
>

,1 22;Cc==ission and implicitiv. accec.ted bv. the Nuclear Regulaterv.
5 i

0 '

7 23 Ccemission were =cre in the lines of use the methedcicev. andi
2 4 -

I i

24.s less in the lines of a conscious .coliev. decisien frem the
*

9 a
-

1- ,

J, 2f ,' Cc= mission level to pay =cre attentien tc small break less of,

I i

f

g
#

8 '
,

, s ' %9
,,a.- 't
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ccolant accidents and transients.
||,i

!
-

CCMMISSICNER PIGFORD: This was a conscious policy ;
63 decision by the AEC Cc==issioners then? Is that correct? i
i

#
MR. MATTSON: It was a conscious policy decision

5 to encourage the use of the methodolcgy. Whether it was a
i
.

6 conscious decision to not pick up on the recce=endation to
,

/ i pay more attention to s=cll break locus and transients which.
|
,

3i they did not do, I cannot state.
;

9'
COMMISSIONER P!GFORD: Where were you in the

10 crganization at that time? Nhat year was this ?

II MR. MATTSCN: 1974, when the Cc==ission policy
12 statement en reactor safety study was issued, I was the
13 technical assistant to William Ocwd, Cc==issioner for the AEC.
I4

COMMISSICNER PIGFORD: Yes. Was the AEC regulatory
15 staff asked to make any recc==endations on what to do about
16 the Rasmussen Report, and did they =ake any recc==endations

17 | concerning this small break accident work?
I ,

13 i
MR. MATTSCN: The regulatory staff was asked to !

'
.

I19 review the report, did of fer several rounds of cc==ents.
i

20 ! Whether the staff was asked for policy judg=ents en this '

I

21 particular cuestion, I do not recall.
! i

x i

i 22 i I do recall that the staff had cpinions and was i

r ,

5
v

23 asked for opinicns about the veracity of the methedcice.v., but?
3 !.

t= ,.

3 '

t

.' 24
whether the staff was asked to reach a cenclusion en the ggg. ,

} 25 'small break Icci and transien conclus cns c: the study I de not'

|
i1

i

' ' , - eE
U *'e = ' 6 ,)*
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1

1 ,

.<new .
i

oi'j It was about that same time thcugh that de staff i
.t

' I did incerycrate &Ls change in the standard revie.1 plan
4| -

i! to which I referred, and it. is, also, about that time that :
| I

5i isc=e attention was given to s=all break loss of ecclant '

t

6 i

accidents beyond that which had been given in the ECCS i

7' I

1 Appendix K Rule-Making Proceedine.
i

- ,

:

3! CC 'MISSIC ER ?!GFORD: Sy whc=?I
i '

,

| MR. MATTSCN: By the present Division of Systemsi
.

10 Safety. It was not called that then, but --

)
I i

COMMISSICN2R PIGFORD: At that time when the staff !
l

1e' i=ade cc==ents en the Rasmussen Report, was there sc=e '

12 cc==entary about the Division of Research? j
i

I#
MR. MATTSON: Iet =e see. There was no research

15 | organi:ation in the regulate. staff at that time. Thei
i

i

16 .

research organization was on the General Manage t's side of I

I7 l
the Atc=ic Snere.v. Cc==ission. ;;

I

13 |
i

CCM:CSSIO ER ?!GFORD: Sc=ecne named Cout=,was he !
I

i

i
,

I9| in charge?
|i

r ,

,O ;i MR. MATTSCN: Dr. Ccut: would have been d e
,

I'

1

-,

''! Diracecr of Reac--- 3afety Research at dat time.
>

1 22 C~..cISS:CNER ?!GFORD: Reacecr Safety Research?
s 'c
, 23 MR. MA*TSCN: Yes.2 iI !i

I 24 CCMMISSICNZR PIGFORD : Did he make any recc==endation?e : e
v

20 i MR. MA"""SCN : I den't recall, sir, c. ,- ,

v . .,.. a ,
i
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!
i

I I expect he would have, but I do not recall what
,

2 } they would have been. ,

||
,

3 i

COMMISSICNZR PIGFORD: Io you knew if the i

1

i

i4
Cc==ission, th e AEC , requested additional funds frem Congress

5 to increase their safety work so they could work en the small !
i

6 break accident?

7 MR. MA':'"' SON : I think the answer to that must be
8 no, because I don' t specifically reme=her. Part of =y ;

9 difficulty is I left that job about the same time that thes e
10 decisions were reached and left the reactor safety field for
11 about three years and was not personally involved in these
12 discussiens.

13 I do knew that the staff shared the conclusion of
g

la the Reactor Safety Study. In fact, the technical staff,
I

15 since I first joined it in the late 1960 's had been of the I
!

16 epinion that transients , in addition to these large break
17 less of coolant accidents deserved =cre attention.
18 It was ce==cn for us to lament at the rescurces :

,

|

19 and time being spent en the rather extreme, remote accidents

the expense of our better understanding and follcwing up
.

20 at i

!
'

i 1
'

i

21 en the preparations for the =cre likely upse conditions, and
>
; 22 so that is a historical cpinion by the technical staff of thee
"
<
u
, 23 AEC regulatory side, and so I am quite certain that :.f they=

1
.

'I

I 24 j offered cc==ents in that vein in 1974, on that part o f th e ,'1-
E |

} 25 l Reacecr Safety Study thev would have acreed with it.- - - -

c ,~, ,

i
UM*'a la m' >

!
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1; !

CC?OiISSIC!ER PICFORD: And surely Mr. Levine who
i

,.

~! later became Direc< 0: cf Safety Research for NRC who was the, -

3 ' Deputy to Rasmussen en the sefety study must;

have felt that
4 i.

it was sccething that should be implemented. Is that a !

! reascnable proposition? !

Ii

| I

6 ,

4

MR. MATTSON: I believe so, yes. I
i
i,

' !
! COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Mcw, since the TMI accident
i

3 ' surelv. this c.uestien has ce=e uc. Whv_ wasn't mere work en
!

i
i,

- ,

9
loss of coolant accident implemented? Surely NRC, that v.ust

10
be ene of the things that your crgani:stion is locking at, I

,

11
isn' t it?

I2
MR. MA"" SON : Well, we had begun a fair amount of

|I3
work in the last two years to i= prove cur capability en the

I#
transients. You heard discussed this morning the anticipated

t *e Itransients withcut scram. That cccupied a significant certion,
-

!Id
of =y time prior to Three Mile Island in my present capacity. i

'

I
1I ,' c

!
'
j CC!iMISSIC!ER PIGFORD: That work is beinc done ini

- i
1

I3 your Division?
I

i

I9 | MR. MATTSCN: That is true. We had also spent
,

20
grcwing rescurces en the verification of transient analysia

.

2I cceputer codes. These, in the main, are different cenpute:-,

I

> >

2' I=

i : codes than the vendors use for 1 css of ccolant accident_

i
w

? ,3 I analysis , and a gecd example of the work that we did there
' i

; i
s ,

I 24
to recuire the General Electric transient cede to bewas9 e

v

25
cemc.ared ac.ainst sc=e data frca a start-up test where it was !,

r

I
t

i

!

O q.
w y; mG% %.

,-
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I
found to be an inadecuate representation of the transient

ggg
,

,
,
-

response of boiling water reacters. The code has been I

3 cc=pletely rewritten, rereviewed and approved in the ccurse
4 of the last year or so.

5 So, there had been sc=e advances in the transient
6

. cart of this additional work that was shewn to be necessarv.
,..

I,

It may be that the reasen we did not go after the s=t.11 break/
t

i

3 loss of ecolant accident with the same vtgcr is a mistake in
9 judg=ent that we had sufficiently bounded that problem with

10 the work on the large break loss of coolant accident.
11 There has certainly been a lot of discussion within
12

the staff since Three Mile Island about the nuance of small
13 break behavior that was net appreciated before the 7.ccident.
14

COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Ncw, I am going to call this ,

,

15 one a generic issue, since it applies to lets of reactors.
16 Can you tell =e where such generic issues are suppcsed to be
17 handled in NRC?

I
18 MR. MATTSON: They are assigned to all four

1

19 Divisiens, actually, of the Office of Nuclear Reactor

20i Reculations.
. |

-

21 ' The two Divisions to uhich they are assigned if they i
,

* ,

1 22
, . are of a safety design nature are =v Division of Systems
i i

- 1

v

23 | Safety and the Division of Operating Reactors.,

i

I
*

I 24 , The assignment to these two Divisions is made by thee -

w r

} 25 | Technical Activities Steering Cermittee, cc=prising the Deputy |i
I

.

|__

fa
,

#.u > m*
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l

I Director of the office and the four Division Directors.
!
!

2 i

The split en safety, des:.gn, generic matters is

2 roughly 50/50 between the Divisien of Cperating Reactors and
4 the Divisicn of Systems Safety.

5i CCMii!SSICNER ?!GFORD: Is the Division of C=erating
I

i

6 Reactors also within NRR cr is that a separate division? !
'

i

7 MR. MAT'"SCN : It is within NRR.
. !

i
i

i

3| !

| CC?ti!SSIONER PIGFORD: Yes, and the Technica'
!

9' Activity Steering Coc=ittee consists of whcm? f
10 MR. :iATTSCM: The Director of DOR.

i

11 CCM31ISSIONER PIGFORD: Could you give us some names

I12 along the way? f
I
Ig 13 MR. MAT *SCN: That was Mr. Stello. It is new,
|

14 acting is Mr. Eisenhut. The Director of Project Manacement

i15 | which the present A c:ing Director is Mr. Vasello, and the -

i I
l i
1 I16 a time when the Technical Activity Steering Ccemittee was meetingI -

|17 prior to Three : tile Island it would have been Mr. Sevd. :
1 - ,

13 |
6

|
The Director of DSE, that is the Site and Environmental:

f

19 Analysis Divisien, for a while it was Harold Denton, and prior
i

20 to T!!! it was Richard DeYoung, and today the Acting !

21 i, Director is Dan Muller.
I

>
22 i The Director of Svstems Safety

r i - - is the fourth or i

5 i

V
23 ;, fifth member, and that would be ne.p

-

1

I 24 ! CCMMISSICNER P2GFCRD : And ycu indicated at another '
i |

} 25 , place in ycur deposition that your staff is not allcwed :o
i

i i
+ . .

,

S.# '% * J
,4



2do j
i

I ;

ask questions cencerning what happens with the less of all f

92 feed water, and I was surprised at that. Why can't they?
i

3 f
?'.R. MACSCN: h*.st I was saying in the deposition '

,

I

4 is in the course of a normal licensing review the reviewers !

i

!

5 lare instructed to follcw the standard review plan which is '

i6 cur implementation of the Cccmissicn's regulations, and the .

;

I7 Cc...:nission's regulations do not provide a basis for the-

:

I !

8 ! presumption in the design of a loss of all feed water, both '
'

:9 normal feed water and emergency feed water. I

i

10 New, there is an unresolved safety issue called
11 Station Blackout which in some designs would lead to a less

i

12 iof all feed water, and in that sense the problem is receivine i

13 study generically, but not on an individual case basis would
I14 the staff be allcwed to undertake an inquiry in that regard. t

,

!

15 COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: I see. So, it is a dif:erence!
i

l
16 between what that part of the staff dces that handles the I

17 individual cases versus the staff that dces the generic
18 analysis?

t

19 MR. MAOTSCN: Yes. I

l
..
.

20 I COMMISSIONER ?!GFORD: Ncw, we did see in the
i

I '

i

21 response to the ACRS questicns on Pebble Springs , Cuestien
I

> +

3 22 No. 26, an analysis of this case, namely, what happens ar
5v

23 | Pebble Springs another 3&W reacter if they lose all feed7
n
I i ,

24 ! water. Is that correct?i ;
} 25 O-

MR. MATTSCN: Yes, and there is a further analysis

n; ,7. p,
. , , . , m -
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Ii, i

that is worth mentioning in that regard. One of the

2 ! requirements of the
! Bulletins and Crders Task Force of the
i

3 ! Westinghouse and Cc=bustien Engineering plants has been to
.

6 >

i
4 i review the desiens for the statien blackout event and to

1
'

i

5i look at the reliability of the feed water system for that
,

6| event.!

l
7i COMMISSICUER FIGFORD: Cces 1: mean that it was! i

l

3 ! possible to pese that question to the specific licensingI

9 case, ? ebb _' e Springs , only because a question arcse within

IO ACFS ?

II I MR. MA'"TSON : That is right.

12 COMMISSIGNER PIGFORD: It could not have been posed

13 by your staff?

14 MR. MA'":'SCN: If =y staff had gene to -- if a staff
I

i15 =erter had gone to his branch chief and said, "I want to pose |
}

16 ! this questien, * his branch chief would have said, "No." And f
,!

17 if the staff =erter had appealed it to =e as Division Directori
i
i l

13 I
,

my respensibility in implementatien of the standard review

19 plan under existing policy wculd be to say, "No, shew me why ,

i

20 l it is a significant generic problem. We will pursue it en'
.

,
*

I

21 ; that basis, but you =ay not ask it on Febble Springs." ;
I

,

> ' 1

! 22 | COM'iISSIONEh PIGFORD: Yes, but of course, as wer
3 |

$ 23 . reccgnize, it is the limiting case of -he small break
-

i t

i 24 ! accident, isn' t Ot?

h
'

! i
*

} 25 | MR. MA'"TS CN : Well, it is a very interesting small
,

t

t

a
VM do a
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I break accacent.

2
COMMISSICNER PIGFORD: Yes.

3 CHAIRMAN KEMENY: Could I just interject one !

I
I4' cuestion? Is vcur star: scmetimes tempted to leak some

5 questions to the ACES so ycu are allcwed to raise it?
6 MR. MATTSON: Oh, yes, and my staff is inclined

7 scmetimes to not ask whether they can ask questions.
3 You have heard of the ratcheting in the licensing i

9 process. That is what it means.
10 ,

COMMISSIONER ?!GFORD : Dr. Matesen, we nave in an

i11 earlier hearing learned a lot frem Mr. Dunn at 3&W where he !

12 has more than one report that has a lot about this less of
13 feed water, and I never thought to ask him why he happened h
14 to do it. I precumed that NRC had asked him to do it, but new
15 I am beginning to think maybe he just did it under his cwn i

16 initiative. Is that a reasonable guess?

17 MR. MATTSCN: I t nus t be . I don't knew of occasions
|

13 when we have asked or delved very deeply into the event c' '
1

19 loss of all feed water.

20
t

6

21

>
! 22

tr
3
*

Am |7 'd
1

2 '

} t

i 24 i '

|w

e, , - s m :. ._' m, , e; m,m .*
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I CC:"4.ISSICNER PIGFC?S : Now, during the deposition,

2 you were asked the question abou: the results of that analysis

3 in the Febble Springs where, sur:ris inc. iv. encuch, in showed
. -

|4 that in that case the containment went into pressure-initiated ,

5 isolation in less than 10 minutes, whereas here we ha're Three

6 Mile Island, a similar reactor, with a stuck open pilo:

7 operated relief valve, whereas the contain=ent did not go

a 4.,... , _. ._ s o u _ o_ _ 4 .,._4 4 _2 ._ o s- - 4 s c ., _, - _t - , -- --
- "..cu o.. .. . .

9 Ncw, do you still -- have you thought about your
.

10 answer? Do you still want to stand on that one?
i
.

11 MR. MATTSCN: Well, I haven't done any =cre thought i

12 about it. I believe my answer was that the difference may

13 lie in the fact that the analysis done by the Pebble Springs

la applican: may have assumed sc=e conservative discharge coeffi-

15 cient for the rate of ecolant transfer frc= the primary system

16 to the containment, which wculd tend to raise the containment

17 cressure hie.her, faster, and =av. cr crobabl"i teck credit fer. .

18 full ECCS performance, which would have del vered more ecolant

19 to be transferred into the acntainment, which would have also

20 shortened the time, and I was asked the question, gave an
,

21 a.. we - n. .# .# ~ ".e ~ ~ ~ec ' ..v. .". e .= d_ , =..d . v ".e s s ~ ".av a..a. ' ~. - - e " a -.>. ,'*
-. .

-

n ..-.

>
# 22 I to icek at it any =cre.
e 1
3v I

y 23 > CCMMISSICNER P'GFCFS: Well, maybe we cught Oc give i

a i

I I
.i 94 NRC ec.ual ce. cortunitv. . There is an outstanding question to. .

e
g

I

.7 w .e e . e. O . w e . e

c. . . , . ,

,
un' .)< ,_; , 3
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1 difference, and wculdn' t you like to have an opportunity of
92 c .. _d _'~ u .4.*.~; " "e .ac^.d. c ~4'*. . r.a. '.'a.w -. . w .

3 .MR . "n' *.* C C'.i - C = .- . ' i.._' v. ... - . .

4 COMMISSICNER ?!GFORD : And here is a chance to have

5 hydrogen oxygen revisited, the first question chat came frc=

6 this Cc==ission. I think you certainly cleared up a great deal

7 in v. cur deccsition concernine. v.our knowledc.e on this , or.

8 =ainly che infer =atien assembled by your staff which you pre-

9 vided to the Cenmission.
i

I10 There is the cutstanding question, what were the

11 data supplied to the NRC cc==issioners en the March 31, and

12 do you happen te knew the cc=plete answer on that, or should

13 we go elsewhere? g
14 MR. MATTSON: I can give you a status report on that

q

13 CCMMISSIONER PIGFORD : All right.

16 MR. MATTSCN: As a result of talking to your staff

17 last week, the Executive Director's Office has asked me to

18 put together a draft agency chrenclogy of what informatien was

19 available to whc= at what point in the course of the concern

ao en March 30 and 31 with the hydrogen bubble. I cc=pleted aa

21 draf t of that yesterday ncen. It is sc=e 15 pages single

{ 22 spaced in length, based on my review of sc=e transcripts and
e ,

i3

2
. !*

a3 sc=e phone conversations, =v Own notes, and the notes of many4 -,

I
: 4 other people that I was able ' te assemble. I
. i

e. i
,j 4.c : have asked for the pecple that I have identified !o
,

c. ,,: 4 ,
-

u-- ,s : f

I
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t
1 as being part of that debate -- and that is the five cc==is- '

2 sieners and a nt=her of =anagers and technical staff -- to
3 cc==ent en the draft chronoicgy hv Monday close of business
4 next week, to come to =y office on Tuesday if they have diffi-
5 culties with it, and we will resolve it. By the end of the

6 week, you should have it in your hands.

7 COMMISSICNER ?!GFORD: Right. Is chis, then, going

-
4- ta uw3 3 -ae---e - . e _4 .. e , .m. a *_ _d a - sy e..d.".4 ~=.i .iv. u- . v. b. ' *- .d .. # - ...a . .d ^ .- em

. -- ..

9 was supplied to the ce==issioners on March 31?

10 212 . MATTSON: My me=crandum transmitting this draft

11 chrenclogy to the Cc==ission asks them to supply chat informa-

12 tion.

13 COMMISSICNER PIGFORD: Oh, I see. Ycu are still

14 setting it.

15 New, in connectica with the information that was

16 develcped by the pec.cle on .vcur star:, _s Mr. Nevack on your

1, s~ea: ,, ...

18 MR. MATTSCN: Yes, he is.

19 CCMMISSICNER ?!GFCRD: Yes. In the stack of informa-

*4
20 - on ~5a we -acei ed, 4~~ vc' c. "" ouc_h i'--- -, - did '- #4-d~- - < -

- --- a v. I'
----

i
i

21 recori of what seems to be a fact, that en March 29 nc, |--

I

y ;2 In going to back up a little bit tc set the reascn for my I

r
3
" - 4- *

y 23 n"-e s -- r- -"'-> a d :'eaae ~~~--a-- - '
~--- -e' - , v~ ~ c * -"a- -- - " -- = --

a - -- -
,

b 24 * quescien Of the exygen production that v.icht have led cc an=
!-

9 e ,

* :,

1 excicsive mixture, I think you have told us, really came up ene4s -

c .,<3 m, -

3
-

'm)N ,' / $em

.
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1 March 31, yes?

2 MR. MA"""SCN : Yes. I think I testified to that ex-

3 tent, and maybe this is a gecd apper: unity to correct the
4 record just slightly. It was first brought to my attentien a:

5 approximately 2:00 o' clock in the =orning en March 31. I have

6 since fcund an indication in the handwritten notes of Mr.
7 Eisenhut, presently the acting director of COR, that it was
8 broughu to his attenti0n at 11:40 p. m. on Friday, March 30.

9 So there is basically a four hour difference in what I had

10 testified to before. It is based on new kncwledge.
11 COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Okay. Have you researched

i

12 this through the rest of the people to see if there is any
13 earlier indication?

gggi

14 MR. MATTSCN: Nell, I am aware of scmeone, and I am

15 not sura who, having testified to this Commission that scmeone

16 from B&W recalls making Mr. Nevack aware an a tine earlier

17 than had appeared in any of the dccuments I reviewed. I have

18 talked to Mr. Novack. I don't knew whether I should testify

19 to what he said to me or net.
|

20
It was my understan?.ing several days ago that he did!,

,

21 nc recall the conversation but was searchine his own memorv i
i

i1

I 0)
1 22 and records and icokinc. for the sc.ecific testimony offered

._. .

3 | i
v '

, 23| here so that he might try to recall what the situation had beeb.
e .

t |
2 24 COMMISSIONER ?!3 FORD: Iet me help you, then. We !
. :

} 23 first icoked -- well, we located it first, : my knowledge, as !
!

I

t

. ,.

8gj *% *
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1 ia. a- e-d=c.e ".o = ' =-- =--* - ..".= ~ v. .
d'.v.a c.u.- - = =.. c- 3&W sen. --

'

: --
- ,

i
2 | the Udall Cc==ittee in response no sc=e questiens, and it was |

'

3 |I ia cacv. c s e- ..e a = - - w. ' . s.. w ' c "- ' = . ' .~. a
'

'Ir. N4"-4,-
. u--- ~ ----, ~~~-

! . ---

4 N-i-t-t-i, 3&W, dated March 29, which included, a=cng other
5 ..g_4 ..g s , a v a. . .- .i.. e e s .d .. e, a ' - "- ' a ~.' - .. c ..k. e e _# # = c , ".cw- - .--- .

6 much hydrogen would be rec.uired to suc. eress the radicl.vtic
.

7 production of cxygen, and his notes indicate that he provided '

3 the answer : Mr. Novack on March 29, and that would be the

9 day af ter the accident.

10 To me, in has two very interesting things , and I

11 believe also there =ay be sc=e record of a telephone conversa-
12 tion on that, without kncwing who was at the end of one of the

13 lines. But to =e it has two interesting things which I wanted

- 14 to prebe on. First, it seems to indicate that sc=ecne was

15 asking this question en March 29, already, the day after the
16 accident, namel.v, hydroc.en is there, and will it exc.lcde? Will.

17 it have enough oxygen?

18 MR. MAT * SON: 2s there any indication where the ques-
19 tion came frc=?

20 COMMISSICM22 ?!GFORD : Tes --
|

.e1 ' .v e. . .v. . . v ) . '. Ta s d' w d ..". 4 . .
ic-

. -- - -=,T c.* v' '-.".'.. ..".e a- ' # ' '.' ' ': '
-

I

b

,1 22 COMMISSIONE2 ?!GFORD: :: was a question posed : j

i. iy 23! 3&N, Oc my understanding, bv. Mr. Nevack, and then, acccrding :
.

3 > ,

ln
8 k

i 24 i to Mr. Nevack's note, it was -- I'= sorry, according : Mr.>

8
.
5

} 25 Nitti ' s no te , the answer was given : Mr. Novack a'sc that same
I

cy+'<*A~ '4 |i esass i,.
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I date.

2 MR. MA""ISCN : Friday, the -- was this Thursday e.e

3 29th cr Friday the 30th?

4 COMMISSIONER PIGFORD: Thursday the 29th.

5 MR. MATTSON: I have no knowledge of this subject.

6 One point I do note is that on Monday, April 2, there is a

7 me=crandum frc= a Mr. Don 2cy, who is an engineering manager

8 at 3&W, to me that was received by Telefax at the Three Mile

9 Island Cc==and Center of NRC, which attaches a written opinion

10 by a Mr. Nitti, I assume to be the same man, dated Monday,

11 April 2, with a time on it. 10:52, in fact, is the time noted

12 en the written record of Mr. Nitti.

13 This is a memorandum that is in the material that |||
14 we provided in response to your question of April 26.

15 COMMISSICNER ?IGFORD : Yes, I have seen that one.

16 Thank you.

17 Now, on this March 29 note of Mr. Nitti's, it also

18 then has -- the other thing that is significant to me is that

19 it seems to have provided maybe the right answer, namely there

20 is enough there, has to be enough hydrogen there, to actually
!

21 suppress oxygen production, and what : a= interested in,

>
; 22 really, of course, is ccmpleting the record en this because itl
I

I
3 i
V I

, 23 is sert of surprising to find that question being raised so j

$ |
I 24 specifically the day after the accident and also being answered

|hi !

3 25 so specifically, and then secondly, why wasn't that resul: I

.

~ n
si n - ..n, 3
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1 adcoted?

-

i

n
CHAIR GN KEMENY: Would it be reascnable, Professor

,

-

i

3 Pigford, since Dr. Mattson has testified he is not aware of

4 this, to ask that as your staff is completing the sequence of

5 events, to have an answer to this included in it?
|
t

6 MR. MATTSON: Well, Mr. Novack is one of che ad-

7 dressees of my memorandum because of my knowledge that ;his
i

8 point was likely to cc=e up. I would hope by next week we

9 would have an answer Oc the questien.
,

10 COMMISSICNER ?!GFC20: Of course, sure.

11 CHAIRMAN KEMENY: Hopefully, next week we will have

12 4*- - .

13 COMMISSIGNER PIGFORD: And it is possible I am nec

14 identifying properly all the sources of the information I

15 relied upon. I will let the lawyers worry abcut thac if Mr.

16 Mattson needs to clear that up, okay?

17 And Mr. Mattson -- I mean, excuse me, Dr. Mattson

18 -- I have been misquoted, and I don' t mind very much, but : I

19 didn' t suggest at the last -- several hearings ago -- that che

20 data in the regulatcry files en bciling water reacters would

21 indicate no exygen production. In fact, I don't chink they ,!

l>
1 22 would indicate that at all. I just meant to suggest if you |
r i
5
y
, 23 : had used those, which were readily available data, I thcught fa !

iI i !

i 24 i you still would get an answer that wculd be different frc= |
.
; i

3 25 what was given to the ecmmissioners. In fact, surely there !
.

# 8 ,

u. n ;es, .
! I



.

296

I is no hydrogen used in boiling water reacters to suppress

2 radiolysis, is there?

3 MR. MATTSON: Well, it was my understanding that

4 there was, and I have said in my deposition I am not an expert

5 here, but I believe that is what people have told me, that

6 there are =easures --

7 CCMMISSICNER FIG 70RD: We may have to spend several

8 days clearing up the record that we are confusing en this

9 subject.

10 nR. MATTSON: We may be confusing the record.

Il CCMMISSIONER FIGFORD: Yes, and I was going to

12 suggest further that if you lecked in the other file on

13 pressurized water reactors, then you would get an even better
.

14 answer, if you wanted a more accurate one, because it is =y

15 understanding that the hydrogen which is used to suppress

16 radiolytic decc= position of water in pressurized water reac-

17 tors is at an even lower partial pressure than the hydrogen

18 that was present on Friday when you started doing the calcula-

19 tions.

20 MR. MATTSCN: Yes, I have seen sc=e nurlers en that.|
|
.

2. *. "a~C .D,D - o. .k _uf . ,I"I C "v ".v._' _ S _' "e ".*_ '.4 . . . t .

|

> I
I 22 CHAI? MAN KEMENY: Next? Ccer.issioner Lewis? ir -

5
V
, 23 COMMISSICNER LEWIS: Dr. Mat:scn, just a few ques-

;=
I
i 24 tiens. Last time you testified before the Cc==ission, vcu '

. -

i
i

} 25 ccid us about the Standard Review Plan and indicated that
o ,,- -

a.,*< .

I

I
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,

I under a grandfather clause T:12 was allcwed te centinue with
2 its cid plan concerning contai=ent isolation.

3 s.7cy , s 4 .,.c .w.e . u. e , ,,.4 . ,-- -. . s , , .,,. a c,;o,, w,7 ,-,
.. ..

. . , , , ,,

:-- ..

# been head of a group called the Lessens Learned Task Force,
5 which new recc== ends that contai=ent isciation on diverse
6 signals in conformance with Section 5.24 of the Standard Re-

7 view Plan review isclarion provisions for ncnessential systems |
3 a.d revise as necessar.r.
9 In other words, new, since the accident, you are,

10 ? c esu..e, = c, --- .3 . . 3 ".a" ".a. <.,4- ta..d' d--- .~teviaw. o ' .s .. .-ecad" es-
, - -- . g ----

II be followed. Am I correct?

12 MR. MATTSON: In this particular section, that is

13 --,e.- - -

14 CCf".M.7S C C' sir.R ' ?WA S - ~..~..".4 s a~~-4-"1'- "A o . f ----- ..c -.a--
-

15 e..* 4 , e -,.' a.. , w- u - . .e -- a- .4 c,,7 a sec+4,,,-w
z o y - . . .-

16 .MR . .v.n' "- . .C, ON - "..k.a '- .i s - - - - a c . ."
- . --

17 COMMISSIONZR LZW!S: :!v. c.uestion is, why does it

18 take an accident of this dimensien to sc.ur the No.C cc c.ressure
19 utilities te conform ec what is ycur law, which is ycur plan?

I90 I .v.q . . .a. . C'.I - '.'le i ' a mav. " e ~.".e - = " a- - '.. 4 S " .d e a- ..'. .~. d - ,!
wa- e *. . - - - . .- -

I
1

I'

21 i inc. There are other sections of the Standard Review Plan '

,

Ib

,I 22 |' which have been backfit, but what I described the las time
I
'

. i

s >

v I23 : testified was that when the Standard Re tiew Plan tas cri- |
,

l
2, i
E !

i 24 | ginall-f issued, it was decided not to backfit the entire docu-
- , e

Iw

t t '

4 25 ment. e' r 4...~.':.'. ,
,
.

I
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I New, as additions and changes have ccme along in g
2 the years since 1975, there is a censcious decision made for

i

3 each of those changes as to whether it ought to be backfit to
4 operating reactors. A gecd example is the fire protection pro-

5 visiens of the Standard Review Plan that were net in the cri-
6 ginal issuance. These provisions were backfit; cverpressure
7 protection -- there must be several others.

8 CCMMISSICNER LEWIS: You see, what you lead, I think,

9 the public with is a feeling that some of the older plants '

,

i10 or the plants that were grandfathered are not going to be safe
11 enoughr and I don't -- I am just trying to ask you how vou can. .

12 persuade us that that is not the case if you don' t backfit.
13 When ycu find a safety related ite= and you don't
14 require backfitting, aren't we leaving ourselves open to having
15 a lot of cider t.vo. es of clants in oceration which are not as. .

16 safe as they could be?

17 MR. MATTSON: Well, the staff and the Ccmmission havet

18 operated under a policy as far back as I remember that it was

19 cossible to describe safety ime.rovements for new c.lants that. .

20 were not necessarv. to meet the minimum rec.uirements for saferv. i

)
!21 developed under the Ccemissien's regulations. So in that cen- !.
|>

22 text. each new requirement is reviewed and a judgment is made
|

=

r
:u !

, 23 for sc=e of them that althcugn it is a sa:ety improvement, :: ia
l

I !

! 24 is not necessary to put i: back en the cid plant. !
e i.

} 25 Ncw, several .vears ac.c recole, I think exercising a -

.

|
,

.

!

n o
un- *
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I very broad overview of this process , said,well,weagreevich!
.

I2 that judgment, but we cught :: go back and icok anyhew. And '

3 so u.e,, a-eye- eea , . c, _, ,,,,,s ..u.e e g g - a.n..a - 4 - -. . a - a -- - . .
.
- = ,v 4,

_ - r _ -
.

-

4 e. e e. . .,rt ./ne e ".e C ..~4--i . --.=- v# '' ae_- vad *- :-^c. Im - g~~
- e- -- . aa- .

.

5 . back. .= .S.e c i i ..a ' -=-=C. .a, a..d .".a v s-=--ad w ". '..".e #4---d
. . ; - - -

, - -- a -
1

6 e1 eyen u* i .. c cye 2 4 r.. 4 .u.4 s C L,.w. . .- y , a..d 2-o 4 s..u.ef -..
.

. -- -..

7 i L. As- .. w ^# a ..". -~- ig.h.4 .-a =v.4=.v. c3 ' S.c s e T a.. .s , v. .".e - a ..e- -- . y ~-

,

t,

8 | c. .e :-4..-4 aT v= a-.4 .u.a- 4.. ...o. -o -o.4mw 4- c- -=-... -=- !f _ -a - -- - - a--

9 quirements, namelv. the standard review plan.
I

10 Thev. went through a lcnc. .crocess of selecting the

11 review topics that ought to be applied to these eleven oldest
i
!

12 machines. I think they narrewed a field of 1,000 dcwn c

13 75, a..a, --ee= ~ ' . e.. a - a- =eany.a~.a- -a'.,u4'i--- a s - -- - - - - - - - - - - . . . , < - e.x , ... : .' a. .n-
---

4

i

14 Thev. enbarked uc.en a two cr three year .er: gram -- the exact !
,

r

|15 length escapes me, but it is accroximatelv. midstrem new -- i..

,

16 uc decaa u u a . -e ac- s- u. e ca s :,- .u se .ia a-ast.,s ,au,. -,--4..e a .. n--. - - - - - - - - - - .

17 cught to be required for those designs.

18 '. icv. , '".a. ..".a uc. .". . va s ' ' .a . .". 4 s wa s = , c, .= ..". = . ,i
. - - -.

i
19 would be applied to all operating reacters eventually. You j

i

20 ;, -an sea *".a ~.n' a ----= a..ca- e . ae a... .." e "' a- . a i a ". a . .A 4 ## k = c' .." e- -- - .. - --- ,

i j

21 ! , 0 * ". .- a a c . . .' s f . -" am' v s u s ~- ' - . i a-, .. .d ..". e . 0 ". .- =. = c . - i'. ' ' =-. . .. -

,
,

> '

,1 .'2 ;I i " "i " ' " 's . a- v .uc.. c ese.- .c ...a. 5 . = ..d = . d .O.e vi a v. o _' a.. ..".a.. ..'.=-e -- - . ;,

s.
'
l
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.e 24 .ee u..w.e .4 2ea y.as .^ .= . . .' v 4. . ".e a'=va...,.y , --- - - . . s .' .

'

#4 d -

9
.

= I- ,

j 2c -"a. -- c. am, a . . d. ".e.. ..a k a. = d a - d - i .. as - v.".=- ae - - " - . . |-. e. -- a-- - - ---
,

r

i
f

',''h | Q |.'''p . . ' - ,*'

!



__

300

I to next, whether to take en all 59 at once or to break it in = ||g
,

subsets and take then in sequence.-

3
Sc it =ay -- I am afraid it appeared too arbitrary

4 the way I described it last time, that the Cc==ission had ,'

5 arbitrarily decided that what was back there was safe enough
6 and they weren't going to look at it. I probably made a

7 mistake in not giving you that entire picture when I gave it

8 to v.eu.

9 Ncw, it may very well be that there is a need new,

10 in view of Three Mile Island, to do a much =cre extensive con-

11 sideration of backfit topics in the Standard Review Plan. My

12 task force is looking at that with some vigor at this point

13 of whether it is a si=ple recc==endation to say that all '

14 cperating plants cught to meet the Standard Review Plan within,
15 such and such a time frame or whether that is not an efficient
16 way to ccme at the problem. There may be other ways that could

17 he acccmplished more cuickly. I don't knew yet.1

18

19

20
I

i'
,

21 !

l, .

.! 22 |

u
23 |

;

9
a, .

:
6 i

-

Y ** *
. :

~4 g
_ . _ ;

3 2~8
''

|
|
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o3,2,4 1 ca.nv..r.e. o- c.sm. .,. v r.,.,. 3 v. c t. sa.2 4 e a _ ' ' e _- -.". a . w h e .. v. e u

-

. - .- ~~ - .

.

I

2 criginally allowed a loophole in the grandfather clause,- cos: I
.

1

3 was weighted against the incrementa ain in sa:ety very
. . . . .

carefully -- a bureaucratic .chrase, by the wav, for which :.
. .4

compliment you, Dr. Mattson. Cost weighed against the incremen al
5

|gain in safety -- is that still going to te the operative princi-
f

pal in backfitting? In other words, are you going to say, hey,
7

here is an old plant, and it is going to ccst this much to bring
8 it up to the safety review plan level, and we will let them
9 slip through because it is really too expensive for this guy?

10 MR. MATTSON: Well, engineering, bv nature, involves
-

judg=ents of that sort, and ycu cannot remove that kind of

judgment from an indiv7. dual's mind when he is an engineer. The12

agency has a policy, approved by the Ccmmission within the last
13

several years, that in deciding backfit issues, we must take
14 into censideration -- not just backfit but any change in our
15 ulatory requirements -- both the value and the' impact of thoserea

I16 | changes. That has created, in my judgment, today, not necessarily
17 in the past, but todav, multiple opportunities to stand in the.

way of changes. Anticipated transients without SCRAM is a coed13
--' - ~ ~ ~ ~ ' ~

example, in my mind. That is a problem, as Mr. Ebersole19

described earlier today, that has been around for ten or eleven
20

vears. The ACRS and the rec.ula:crv. staff of the AZC in 1972.

21 ;
a a - * .' .' .x ... e ~ ~ ~- k ' am . '.*.a.
-'

~~~"' ~~' ' ~ '': - -- e.n. a -'- .'a.~.'~- -.xed .
,: -- . * * s. ..eade n- -> ,

1 22 la grou. Of cecc. le within the Division of Svsta=3 Safe:v. tha: |
r .

3 > .

" ;

23 |came cut, ender Or. Hancuwer's 'eadership in early 1973, with i
IP

12

h ,,t
ancther Orcecsal en hcw to fix Atlas. : e used reliabil;:7-a= - ~

t
* t

.e r.."... 4 -" e s a.*..d ~.Pn C "a .' 4 0 0 ' a ' '- - - .i..* o d' a -= :" ~-a
, --

- .a. d we .".ad - :-
2w - - -
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32 1 back anJ. do it again, and so we did it on a deterministic

e2 basis, and a year ago last April we ca=e up with another pro-

3 posal on how to fix ATLAS, and then the cry went out tha: the

value i= pact assessment was not goed enough, and multiple4

opportunities were provided for industry to speak to us on the
5

impact of these changes, and dollars were cussed and discussed
6

for =any conths. The ACRS sat in review of sc=e 12 =eenings of
7

the ATLAS issue, and still it has not been concluded. It is

3 still an unresolved safety issue. These opportunities for

9 consideration of cost imc.act are i=c.ortant but thev can reach.

10 the point that thev. stand in the way of effective change to

;j safety requirements. 4 hen you talk about resources available to

address the problems , which I have earlier tcdav, vou have to
12 - -

think about all those resources being effectively applied in
13

the c. ublic interest.
14

This awency, and : a= sure other c.overnment ac.encies,.

1 *5
havs wrestled with the problem of how to tame these interests

16 into account, which legitimately they should be taking into
17 account, and not stand in the way of effective change where
;a change is required. I don _'_t_hi.n_k_.NRC has reached an answer- - -

to that questien vet. The pendulu= needs to swine back the19 - '

other wav, in =y assessment.*~ndw

i COMM 55::NER LEU:5: Dr. Mattson, one thing that has {21
happened since Three Mile Island is that we now have removed ,

i
>
, ,,

F "' frc= our eyes the image of a very tiph ly, professionally run I
3
v 1

23 i.' ..d" s - -: , w.d ~..h. a- ..be ki.ka- cu. ^-# 4..
, ''

c"vdcus ".=- !-, . .. -a
I
i 24 v.ou are tinkering and t:at sc=etimes vou sa.v that we cannce I

,

'.
.

. ,

i

} 25 a=cona_- u s. , . "~ ", - .e - - + . ,e . ee. ... e- asg ..ou uu. n ;--..-m au-=wy = a . --, y a,

'
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question. Is it likely that if you make nuclear plants as safe
a ,

12 as they ca= be , you could price this for= of energy cut of the
3 mafket?

- 3. v ,-..scy. v.au a = = ski..,~ .e a ".e^-.~.2.4-=' ~". e s - 4 - . .
2

. ., -- .

and the z.nswer is cbviously, yes.

CCMMISSIONER LEWIS: Are you then, at the NRC, aware
o

of that as you push the safety frcntiers cutward, that there
,

. .

. . - . .li

is a 1:.=nt, an econcaic 1L=1: to .nos sa:e you can a::.orn to na.<e
3 these, without destroying nuclear power.

- 9 MR. MATTSON: I a= sure that ceccle are aware of that. .

10 theoretical limit. As to whether it plays an important role
)j in the exercise of their judg=en , I think in the =inds of sc=e

cecole it does. In =v mind it does not, and I have often said12
- ~

'

that nuclear power will have to be safe encugh, no =atter what
l a.

it costs, and if it costs eco much that it cagnet be used, then
14

so be it. Our job is to insure safety, and we have to consider
I3

the most opti=u= or efficient way to meet the safety goals that
16 we think are necessary, but if it is r.ecessary and it prices

|17 nuclear out of the market, then that is where the coin will have
jg ~. o # a .' .' ..

COMMISSICNE2 LEWIS: Co you think your views are

widely shared within the Nuclear Reculaterv. Cc= mission?20 -

MR. MATTSCN: I think ycu wculd have to ask the
21 i

cc==issioner.
b
1 22

Ir COMMISSICNER LEWIS: Do you think that philoscphy was ;5
y

? 23 .

revealed in the exterience of a James Creswell? !s -

1

i 24 MR. MATTSCN:
,

i

?cu have given me an Oppor:d?.ity and :
25 would 11.<e to cc==en en wha: I heard Mr. Creswell say this '

.

.

& h f
_

v 3 g8 . > L. ..# .
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1

morning. I don't knew Mr. Creswell and I don't knew the Office

34 of Inspection and Enforcement eco well. I came up in the

3 organication through the Office of Nuclear Reacecr Regula:icn.

4 3RR b.as "ad .d*- ' 4 .# .#.4 .u .' ..d a. s .d .a. ..".a. as "a...". era'ax- . a. a. . ... c.
4 " ''

. - .a - e

5 that they could not express legitimate differences of opinion

on safety improvements needed to be made. There were Congres-

sional hearing and I a= sure you are aware of those. Those
7

things happened several years ago, and in =v. iudg=ent, the.

8
process has healed. I have been Division Director for two

9
yeas and a month, and in that two years and a month there has

10 not been a single dissent item out of my division go over

11 =y head, of which I am aware. I think that we have successfully

1 resc.onded to .u.e . rec. ole who have brou ht g1::erences or ocinion,. .. . . .

-
-

|||13 and there have been many brought to my attention. In the

34 course of that time, there is another data point we have frc=

the General Accounting Office, which did a completely un-

resptricted survey of sc=e large dimensions of the technical
16

. ev.i ew s ~.a.#.# o# ". - e 0."#.d e o.' ".um.'e= .oeac. . .Te,"'a~.4^.. 7'
.. --

17
.

.

was issued in .33 ,ee.
.-
'

One significant result of that study, and there were i

i
l9 sc=e negatives and sc=e gced stuff, but the principal goed thing
20 was that a high fraction -- and the number escapes my =ind,
21 but it was 34 to 98 _cercen:, sc=ewhere in that range -- of av.

i

> s 'a ~# #~ sa~~ ~'a'' -"evdd " #a'' -" - d~~~' "'a we we~=~ -"- " ares "ad 4- - " e ' ~-, 22! ~"
- ~ - - ' ' -'

_

3 differine views, that we encouraged them to bring the: : us,, 23
' |

a i

\i and that we would act upon then -- that kind of respense. New I64,
.

.

5 ,

-"ose . w da.a o.;.. . . - ..e ,
.

a. = a a w- e wn a . d .' .". e .=.. . e .i .- ."..- a. i
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I Cc==issien-=andated set of design basis accidents. Sc the

2 only studies of that sort dr.a were done, Oc my kncwledge, would

3 h. ave "e e.". ~..".e s *." d _4e s ' .. . . .e r. *. 4 . .a. v .i ~ ". ". e - =- .=.c ..+ . a a ' a v,. .
--

i

studies, or perhaps earlier developmental kinds of studies by the!4

3 Atc=ic Energy Cc==ission. Those studies in recent years, with

the fir = use of the Standard Review Plan would not be at all
cc==cn in the Office of Nuclear Reacter Regulation, p cbahly7

none, and few in the sense of ex:anding the capahility of-

|3
-"e .eac. . ac_'a_*/ s " d */ sc.- .a- c .' ...e ". c~ o .' . -v. .i . . * ". a

i-. . . - . - - v_#_#_4.e c' '^
.

9
Research.

10 CHAIRMAN K.ME:rf: Dcesn't it becc=e a significant

11 handicap in mana,ing an accident that you do not have pre-
1,. accident studies of that kind?

MR. MATTSON: It clearly can and it clearly was.

hCHAIRMAN KEME:r?: Yes, and if I understeed your answerla

correctly, which I can cnderstand, if I heard you correctly,
15

it was sc=ehcw assu=ed that this would not happen because if
16

thin,s han..cened, and the safety standards are men, this kind .
,,
'' cf acciden wculd not happen -- is this the main reason why such
18

studies were not dene?
I9

MR. MATTSON: Yes.
,

20 CHA!RMAN KIME'PI: Tha:Jt veu. The other line of cuesticasl|

I-"a. ".a. C .- 7.. 4 s .i -.. ..=. .'.k e d _= " o u v a s . .= . " .= v, .=.~.d. - vd o .". _i . . .
,
31 m. a . -

8. _a, ... ,

|tex lere, is trvine. to anderstand whv ::CR, in s gicbal scale,*
} 2eg . .

.
r
3

2 3 , .J o... r. *. 4 m . s . v. .m., 4_ _. 3_.4.. 3 7e _-y - ,. C _w _.3 *. . , c s _4 * 4 . . , g.o.d . Wo"_'#
y 4-.,

..
, ..7 . ,.

a I
like tc ask you hcw much cc==unication - you are within :iRR,

=
I-
ii 24 ,

I
and suralv. vou have cc==unication within .iRR so I a= not askin. h,

.

,
i
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s) % ~ . ' L_. . ' )
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cc:::r.cn concern?
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J33 I Enforcement.

2 CHAIRMAI KE4ETY: Scw about 'f one gces higher 'p?

3 This is the last gi'estien en this , and I will turm it ever to

4 .veu. Suppose one 3.es hiv~her up. Ecw frec.uen:1.v cre-Three.

Mile Island would vou have met with machers of the Commission?5 *

|MR. M TTSON: In formal Cc==ission meetings? '

6
CHAIRMXi :CE iY: Either wav..

7
MR. MATOSCN: In formal Cc==ission T.eetings -- don't

3 knew -- it must average sc=ekhere abcut once a week or once
9 every two weeks, sc=ething on that scale.

10 CHAIRMAN KEME:IY: Ecw about informal?

jj MR. MATTSON: As a division director? Twice in the

time I have been division director.
12

CHAIRMAN: Taice since feu have been division director. g13 W
MR. MATTSON: Ecth with the same cc==issioner.

14

15

16

17

18

19

20 ,

21 I
i

!
> l1 22 ;
e i i
3

1 l
:.') \, j

e 31 , '

=
if '

l' 25 \
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22/79 2 Mr. Mattson, i has been suggested to scme of us tha: the I

I, .

. a
3! dispersion of de Cc==ission cut i

in 3ethesda in a number of '
i

I,

4 buildings, and dcwntown en -- is it ~4 Street?

5
A. E . .u - . . eC,1 v. . s .n . .. -

6 COMMISSIC!IER MC PF.ERSCI: Presents a problem. That

7 during the period from March 23 thru Sunday, that there was
3 a creat deal of ccnf.:sion, a great deal of -- that is under-'

|
9 standable -- but that there was a great absence of contac: and

10 , kncwledge en the par of the Cc=missioners as to what the
|

1I senior staf f thought.

12 I believe it has been stated by cne or =cre of the

13 Ccemissioners that they did ac know, as of Friday =crning,
-

14 that the senior staf f had almost unanimously recc== ended

15 evacuation.

16 One of the reasons suggested for that lack of knowled.ge
|17 of what others were thinking is the simple physical dispersion

13 of ::RC. Oc you see that as a problem?

19 MR. MAT *SC:i : Well, it is clearly a problem. :: was!
20 I clearly a problem then; it is a problem day to day. It has

1

9I|been a problem since we were :.or=ec as an agency. .: :.s nar: :
.

.
. . . . i

,

l l>
; 22 to ac.c.reciate the difficul:v. that that c, ortends for seceenc |

.

,
3

,

y i

23 who is working 16-hour days or 13-hour days as a scr: cf norra_,
a
} t

'

i 24 reutine. Tc spend hours in transportation in and cut of the ie

@
y

1

25 ' City of Washington is an extremely f rustrating and disecuraging4

n t _, o, j',
u

i
,
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I thing, and to have to corniunicate in a crisis ever de

Oo
telephone is an impossible situation. W*

3
CO CCSSIC:IE2 IiC PEIRSC I: Mould .vou likelv have scen:. .

#
ore time in info =al meetings wid de Cc=ission than those

5 two times you mentioned if you had been somewhere near them?

6 MR. MATTSC:I: I am not so sure it is the legistics
,

' that has held dcwn the number of infc=al -- the opportunities
8 for infc=al ec=unications between the Cc==ission and me.
n
' C^""_*ca~.^.".r.'. ... '..m..,..- " . . ' . .' a- '. . . -

.

10 ; ..m. . . .a..c..... ..,_: _ , _ _ .w. , s e , - -.e.s,m..

_ a-. . . - .. _ . . - .

;; policy c:. de Agency since 2.0 was first fo =ed that when you
.

. .

12 describe something for one cec =issioner, you must describe it
13 for all commissioners, or at least afford the opport=ity for g
I4 all the co=issioners . That leads to a sort of fc=alism in

15 cc=municatica rthat is why I drew the difference between formal

16 and info =al in the response to the cuestion.

17 Logistics may play a wie there, but don't think

18 it is as important a rcle as the more fo=al ccnstraints on

19 communication between the s aff and the Cc=ission.
20 ChAIPl'A:I KI C^?: On that point, if : understand it

21 frc= what de Cc=issioner has said .c us, the recent a:
>
1 22 least three of then are present : hey consider 1: a meeting, Ir
3 ,

iy

23 so if you are going ec p cvide da: opportunity fc= ally to i
,
=

,

N
1i 24 all the c0==issioners -- am I correct in saying that .he enly I

e '

... . .
!,

place you can do .w.a is at an c:::.c' a1 meet ng c:. the !
4 -

|
t.

I I

o
<es m.\ ( ,>'
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I Ccer.ission?i

2 MR. MATTSCN: Cr you can arrange five meetings.
,!3 CHAIR 17C. KE:!INY : I see.
i
.

I4
COMMISSIC::ER MC PEERSCN: Well, here is Mr. |

5 Creswell. Maybe he --

6 MR. MATTSCN: I should point out, I th;;nk that de

7 ccen dcor ecliev is an exce: icn Oc de rule I have talkedi
I

I

3 about. What I am saying is that it is not cus = arf for a

9 member of the staf f, at laas in ,' ex erience, a senic

10 =anagement person, to call a cc.=tissioner and sav, "Let's si
. ,

11 down and chew the fat about this probler:: I want your feed-

12 back or your opinion," because of the articulated policy of
13 encouraging equality in the informatien provided by the staf f
14 to the five corr.issioners .
15 CCMMISSIONER MC PHERSCN: I understind, and I would

16 like to pursue that just for a minute.

17 20 . MATTSCN: All I am saying is it is a deterrent
i

la to me in seeking those kinds of cpportunities.
19 CCICi!SSICNER liC PHERSC :: I can imagine it is, and I

20 can also imagine that you would pretty nearly have to have a t

i

21 whopper in mind before you went to the Cc==:.ssion. .e 's say ,

I*

that you had a worry much like Mr. Creswell's -- opera:; 22 +

Or ir
3v

23 | reaction in the kind of si:uation faced a: : avis Besse. That !

,
3
1 |
i 24 might not be sc=e:hing that ycu would want to take " : befcre i

t

e ,
o

} 2f the entire Cc==ission. They are busy pecple and have huge !

,

n

!
,

|

/.~

Q4 c' J e
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I
. issues. Su i: might also be scmething that you would want,

2
to convey to a comnissioner, along with your concern tha:

3
operator training might not be readying operators to mee: :ha:

#
kind of an emergency. That is part of the problem that I would

4 .- es:Imate.

6
It ties into another problem, and that is a generic

l
7 '

one in the really largest sense of the word "goneric," that I

3 sense in both NRC , in the suppliers , and in the utilities, and

9 that is the problem of finding a means, finding channsis f::

10 problems of the Creswell kind, which was the same problem tha: '

Il the two engineers with L&W saw at Davis Besse, finding channels
12 for those concerns to get up to senior =anagement and to get
13 resolved with some kind of deadline. ggg
14 The two problams seem to me related. They are

15 =anagerial problems. In a radio factory, they wouldn ' t matter

i
16 so much, except on the bottem line of profits. But they

17 certainly wouldn ' t matter to the public. But in this regula-

18 tory enterFrise and in this industry, chev. do matter encrmously.
19 These safety issues are of tremendous significance and urgency
20 to the entire world.

I

21 Well, I hr.ve gone frem the small managerial precle !
t,>
;1 22 to a large u:.1 versal statement, but I would ac.creciate vcur ,ie . .

5
y I

, 23 judgment on that. It is one that has concerned me chroughou: |s
<I !

I 24 these hearings, and the dispersion of the Commissicn and the fj dl>i2f didficulty of cc=municating physically seems to be a kind of

I

I

n.<, -

S%s&.. }?
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I an epiphany of de p;chlen.

2 |MR. !ATTSC:!: Yes I agree with you. There are otherr
I

3
=iner dings ca: centribute to it, like de policy I was

4 describing. And I agree with vour statement; this is an
.

5 endeavor that requires tha: gced ideas , wherever they come
6 frc=, get attenticn.

7 Part of de problem is, there are a let of ideas:

8 sc=e are goed and sc=e are bad, and pecple are working hard
9 on the ideas, and it means you need a manage =ent system that

10 does a gced job of separating the good ones so that they ge:
II the attention.

12 CC!CiISSIONER MC PHERSCN : ~4culd it be worthwhile if

g 13 this Cc==ission recc== ended that de Nuclear Recula:Orf Cc=-
I4 mission be put under one roof?

IS liR. !%TTSON: The Nuclear Regula: cry Co. = tis sion

16 bas recc== ended that itself, and the Cengress has taken steps

17 in that directien. That seems to be a fair time te accc=plish ,

18 but it is a subject dat has been ventilated at the Ccngress
19 and de subject of legislation, I believe. They =andated such

t20 a rove by date certain; I don' t knew if that data is standing, |
i
i

21 and I don't recall what it is, but sc=etime in the future. l

|.
1 22 CC GISSICNER PETERSCN: Mr. Chairman , could ask |

,

r
3
y

23 | a ques tion?,
2 i

i

I 24 CHAIR 9.:: KE.'CNY : Yes.
e
,

t
4 25 CO!!MISSIONER PETERSCN: Did you say, Dr. :!a ttsen ,

|
f

*
'r ,

..e N rd \
' a-en,



11'

I .that vou couldn ' t study certain areas because the Cc= mission-

n
had mandated that was outside your. urisdiction?*

3 MR. MATTSON: !!c . ::o . I was drawing a distincticn

4
between what is dcne in the case of the review of an individual

5 plant to determine its ccnfor=ance with the Cce=ission's regu-
6 1ations, as opposed to -- let ne call it "explcratory study"
7 of a new safety question. And it is a Cc==issicn pclicy tc

8 stick with the sandard review plan in che individual case
9 reviews,and for new ideas and generic problems, to study these.

10 either in the context of a generic issues program within the
11 office of :iuclear Reactor Regulation, or to study them in the
12 research sense in the Office of Research.
13 So I didn ' t nean -- you shouldn ' t carry from that k

14 ccnversation that the NRC discourages creative t$cught and
15 innovation in safety concerns. I think we do a good job of

16 encouraging it. But in the individual plant reviews, there is

17 a need to have discipline and structure and predic ability in
18 licensing requirements, else a persen would never know when
19 he would receive a license. And the policy is to do the in-

20 vestigative things of a technical nature on the side, make
21 decisions as to whether they ought to be applied ec the licensing

>
! 22 ac. c. lications and to which licensing applications when they are,

5
v I
p 23 solved. i3

I
!
t

! 24 CHAIp29;I : CME:IY: Eefere we adjour for tcday, I want.

I'
;

} 25 to be sure I do not neglect getting en due reccrd this

|

q. ,o-

v~ .r .
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1

t

Cc==is sion 's very deep gratitude to George cwn University for
2 providing these facilities and for the very excellent cecpers- |

,

3
tien the Cer: mission has received from officials of the univer-

#
sity .

5
Dr. Mattson, you are excused with our thanks, and

,

|6
we will have our final open hearing from 9 :00 a.m. to approxi- }I

7 mately 1:00 p.m. ectorrow in the same place. The Cecrissien

8 ;is recessed until that time.
9

(Thereupon, at 6 : 05 p .m. , a recess was taken until

10 9:00 a.m., the folicwing morning, Thursday, Aucust 23, 1979.)
11

12

13

i

14

15

16

17

18

19 '

i
i

20 i
i

!

21 !
i
i

h $

= 22 |.
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23,
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1
i
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Attached are ques-icns raised by an ACRS member, to anich the ?ebble
Springs Subccr.aittae acuic like aritten respcnses prior to ACRS full
Ccmittee revie's of that project.

At this mcment it is not planned to schedule another Subc:=ittee meeting
prior to full Ccriaittee revie'a, -herefore it is raques ted that responses
be provided as early as p ssible. -
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Curing cri..arv. sv.aten refill f rca hia.h c. ressure in- ,

.

jecticn purcs there is scru gericc wcen neitner

ccndensaticn nce natural convecticn is present to
Ecw iseffect heat trans;cet to seccadary side.

transiticn to natural ccnvecticn wie. cut assistance.
.

frca crimary ccolant cumes cbtained.

'mac is tne particular design of the start-up pipi g7. ,

cces it in-and pc ping system fcr Feccle Springs?

volve cperating with a liquid-solic seccndary system?.

'das the Staff cerfor.ed a safety analysis of this
.

t

-

.

system? .
-

Can the plant cctain access to tne icw-pressure 533
.

.

8.

sistem f rcm the nic.h-cressure cceditica usinc _c_ni.v
--

-

safety crace equigtrent?
-

i
-

t.

Cefend the ratienale cf having enly do *2ctive"
.

9.

service systc:rs which scrfccm ccatinuing er icng-ters

safety. functiens. The first " accident" is the fai).ure
i

of cne train thus destrcyi.g *not; al" redundancy. .

3 cf consequence
Cagendence en a single system in ter:

of failure of that ec: raining syste:a is essential to

undersr:nding incrinsic ri.sks cf such designs.

@ 7=0, y g,e-
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Cescrite each such system anc ccnse uence of tocal,

failure of services crevided cy that syscem as a funccien

of tien. Cnly " active" isilures ccycna fitst failure ,

need 'ce censidered.

Pcssicle exa.ples of such syscecs are:
'

1. Sattery (CC geser system) (censider parasitic ,

Icads)

2. Cn-site AC peser system - assuming prior less
'

of off-site AC system

3. Service water syscem

4. Cettgenent ecoling system

5. F.nvircnmental ccncrol (hvAG) syste.m
O

"?.edundancy" may ce e.gressed in terms cf ti.~e to restcre

service by any ceans whatever before undue cacage ensues.

10. ETnat are off-site dose levels resulting frca Steam-

Generator tde failure, asscciated ith loss of off-site

AC peaer due to upset frcm turbine generatcr trip? * scat

is peccacility of such a gric f ailure folicwing turcine
.

trio _ ?
.

11. Are any special precauticns taken Scr stcrage anc

handling of h'i razine?d

g
. . . .
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o
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.

stigaticn cf ;meits of a pri.rary
.

12. h~nat is status of i .

vessel c-olant levei indicatien system for use in pcst

LCCA c cling for strall breaks? .

The rire pectecnica system may be characterized as a13.

"%rd" cc "sef a system in resc.ec te indec.endence or
.

'
.

dependence en fire detecnicn and extinguishing syste=s.

In a Iccal sense, in what particular 1ccat:.cns is this
.

:

plant dependent en administrative pectecnicn and early

detecting-extinguishing tecnnigtes :c cectect vital
v

Is ccaplete 'curncut,

shutdewn system frca fire danags?
.

i

assuc,ed fcr local plant space cc area sucn as cne
.

- spreading reem?

As a general principle why is tne design neavily .
I

:

1 14.
. .

.ng system rce sarei cependent en the ccepcnent ecol:.

shutdcun rather than using tne presu.n2bly r.cre
-=1 ' -"=

.

service water system? Ecta ccacepts are used in tne
i
,

industry.

As an exemple of equip.mnt'separatien ~ni n may15.

be overlockef, describe the seg ration cf the cca-

pressers fer safety ge:de air cccling systems.i

.

I

~ .

I
/%

) . ..

fi ', jj '; ] ,1 C}i| ,

i
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16. Cescrite Se inlet-air pectectica systra fcr tne rain

centrol recm.
.

hhat dese level wculd be i.cpcsed en cgerators after a

LCCA with *:ealistic releases (Not TID) to containrentd

but with a sin:le failure being that of eleccrical cicw-

cut cf an incecediate si:e penetraticn (say 10'' dia.)?

17. Describe electrical protecticn for pcwer-carrying gene-

traticns subject to in-contairrent faulting during

LCCA. Include genetraticn fer rain ecolant pum:s.

Cescribe protecticn in context of ,t:cth cvercurrent trip
'

.
and secund fault (arcing) protecticn to prevent electrical

curncut and thus less of recnanical incecrity of the gene-

tratien. Incluce genecraticas handling ncn-safety grade

pcwer circuits.
/

,

13. Page 9.9 descri:es what is apparently an electrical ecol-

ing system fer' Auxiliary Fee 6/ater Pep recms. Civersity

was the basis fcr rec,uiring engine driven Aux. 'ce'i. eater

et=ps, yet apparently electrically c. sered rec eccling

is necessary to assure de enginc--3 riven funecien.
.

Ple:se clarify.

O.
~ .

* /' m.- r ,9

v %. s + v .

f
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.
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In respect to the vole:nic asa gccol a:
19

Are tne diesel-=ngine air filtees designec
to prevent diccaling upt:ke of asn to tne

.

a.
.

engine during nis situaticn?

Snat other air upt:kes have been evaluated '

h
to insure c:ntinued cafe egecaticn to s ut-o.

desn during this c:nditien sucn as:

01 rece, ventilacien and c clingCent:

Diesel generater air c: cling

Aux feedsatec engine air cooling

Service water actor ecoling

,s-my.otner cr:. : cal air ccoling system
. . .

-

Ecc a rain sten line failure insica c:ntai .mnt
.

20.

fclicsed bv. tte fitst randem f ailu:e :eina. that of
.

l o clcse,

the ec.c.esite rain steam line isciatica va ve t
,.

t

I

descrihe hcw excess flew is graventec through "ncn-
. qualified" valve failures such as turbine ty-pass

.

,

valves.
...

.

In t.us c:nnect:.cn, c.ar:.:y ts.e raticna_, e wtuca, :.n
..

. , .

l
.

: ident
sc.m desi4;ns, assecas that de large LCCA is *;0inc

.
*

.

(!)" with an ca:2 quake ' cut, asse.ing ".c
LCCA, One

f ailc.re cf other kinds o_f ":'assive" elem:nts (Gucn.
-

~
as main ste. a lines in centainment) ca: not be tulcratec -

|
,
,

I jailure_
since s=saquent applic2tien of the shne,

nd33

h
c:iterien would dent: y c:itical activo servic0s.

3
.. .

,

|

.
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21. Are de rain feecuatar isolatica valves cesignec to .

crevide de closing functica in a bi-Jirecticnal ficw
.

sense? Is instrum.entaticn diversifiec to assure main
-

feedsater flew interruptica wcen ce:uirec? Cces tnis

include separate d-c or inverter gewered systers?
,

What ocevents suuricus cicsure of rain feedsater

systers in de lient of the critical need to stcc

sucn ficw when necessary? dhat is tne esti ated

frec,uency of sucn cicsures as tne criginal accicent?
e

.

The SE.R indicates that certain cacies will ce tested22. .

for water resistance by suhccrgence. g
|dcw often will tnis ba d ne and what is the occcaole,

frequency of e.qcsure to this conditica curing egera-
.

tien?

Is this sert cf testin9 c.recram e. ccc.esed for the .

.

electrical wiring and genetraticns within centai:: ent.
.

If not, why not?

In enes-thrcue.n ster.-c.anerator dasic.ns, de uxiliarv.23.

feedsater system must respcnd vety gecr.utly af:ec rain

feedsater is tripped. Furthectcre, the main feedsater

systcm is gcesumacly .asured t: trip curing any s:.gni-
.. . .

ricant seicm:.c event. O- .

""
900R @jg g
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.

.

Against thCse ConditiCns i'. appears to Ce pCer pCaCOiCa

not to seistnically cualify de condensate storage tank
*

-

as the visole " passive" scurce cf critical feedsater fol-
'

icwin, a gest-earthquake trip and shutd:en. 2.e present

design coes not :2c.uire this hut, instead, depencs en tne

electrically driven (stepped and :estarted en ciesel

.Ocwer) service water system to provide sucticn to the

Auxiliary Feecsater pu:cs. For this particular c ndition,

.

de acvantage of de diverse engine driven Aux Feedsater

. pum:s is lest since sucticn must 'ce ,crevidec cy tae-

- t-
-.

electrically ecsered service water .ctr=.s.. .
,

@
viny has tne' design evolved in :nis r.anner?

24. Fren the stand:cint of finding tne worst credible situaticn.

i
'

in the centext of tne maxi = n rate and cegree of succooling

of the unbreken prir.ary ccclant systein, it ac.cears that
.

=ain steam line failure within contain:nant (wnica dis-
!.

ables ''ressuriner heaters and .cc:vidas ECC5 tric sic.nals). e .

coucled with f ailure of v.?.in f cdwater tr10, is :::ca lv..

.
.

the wcest configuraticn (It is also p cstrably intoler: le,

if persistant, frc:n the standpcint of centai.:mnt pres-
.

surization).
.

g .. .

80fil[htGNL ==
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.

Discuss de cccccquences of tais event in respect to: .

a. Cegree and rapidity of return of fissica peser
after red insertien.

b. Therral gradients in ecs: severely affected -*

parts of reactor vessel and stern generatcrs
and sucscquent sudcen rise of pri. ary ccolant
pressure to safety valve setroints af ter cnilling
the interict face of the vessel.

c. Maximen centai.vant' pressure as functicn of tim -
of centinued run~:n of rain and/or auxiliar/
feed <ater ficw to the failed steam generatcr.

25. In the startup of newer design 3&d system.s, using ccrparatively
.

large pu ps and piping and using a water-solid seconcacy systac,

the teir;;erature of de water in the secondary system is
v o.

raised to 400-500 and sucsec,uently de sacandarf is drained
i

until ner al level is cbtained. Has the staff exaau.ned tne g
safety aspects of tnis system?

26. Considering such =atters as (1) off-site ecser failure,

(2) ccndenser vacuu:s failure, (3) spuricus main feed <ater

valve cicsure (see iten 21 preceding) and recent incicents

of failures in auxiliary feeesater systens it acpears that,'

single failure critaria actwiestanding, at least sncet
t

ter:a failures of the auxiliary feediater system must tei

.

censidersd to esticata de nacced relianility at sucn

system.
.

Nnat, fcr instance, -culd to me peak ,criracy syste.: pecs-

sure, cccccquences to primarf ecelant syste:a safety and'

.

relief valves and rate of pri.cary ceci:nt loss f c11 cuing g'*

I failure of de Auxiliarf foo.sater purps -hen needed?

e i i. _ ' T_.
'C

,,
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I2 CHAIRMAN KEMENY: I have an extremelv brief opening !
,

I

I
. - 3> -stateatea c. These are the final sets of public hearings of the'

4 President's Commission on the Accident at Three Mile Island.
5 Cur staff is madly writing its reports to the Commission, and |
6 the Commission has spent the last two days, other than the

7 portion we have had in public hearings here, going over what

8 the staff is doing and trying to identify those loose ends that

9 are still not being pinned down. Hopefully, we have agreed on

10 all of those, and therefore the staff has its clear-cut march-

11 ing orders as to exactly what the list of topics is the Commis

12 sion expects the staff to cover.

13 To anticipate the first question, yes, I fully

14 expect that this Commission will meets its deadline. I should

15 warn you, however, that I have many colleagues who have

16 described me as one of.the most incurable optimists they have

17 ever met in their lives.

18 (Laughter.)

19 That is all I have to say as an cpening statement.

I,
20 QUESTION: Mr. Chairman, can you tell us what your i

!
,

i

21 conclusions are after Mr. Creswell's testimony? Ecw do you '

>
g 22 feel about the relative weight placed upon safety considera-

|
5

i

$ 23 | tions versus economic or other considerations within the |m i i

|fh h 24 Nuclear Regulatory Commission?
|.
,

25 CHAIRMAN KEMENY: It seems to me that within the {
,

1

I*->r m

s .. u ' . _ . !
'



2

I Nuclear Regulatory Commission there certainly are levels at
O2 which it is very hard to get a major safety concern out, if

3 Mr. Creswell is right, because of concerns over economic mat-

4 ters.

5 But I think I would also like to make a second remark
6 about it. In a way, the Creswell memorandum seems the

7 analogue of the Dunn memorandum within 3&W, of again someone

8 who had correctly identified a crucial safety issue, and it

9 does not seem to be able to work its way out of the system.
10 At least in NRC there seems to have been a safety valve in that
II he had the right to go directly to two commissioners and per-
12 haps action would have resulted in the long run. Unfortunately,

13 as you heard, that did not occur until one week before Three
.

14 Mile Island.

15 Yes?

16 QUZsTION: Is this problem, then, the problem of

17 locked doors and stone wall, sclvable?

18 CFAIPPA'I KEMENY: That is a question that our Ccmis-

19 sion will have to wrestle with. It seems to me -- you used

20 the word " locked doors." I would have used more the phrase

21 of almost ingenetrable walls. I think we are finding in all
>
,1 22 the or anizations we are lookinc. at that thev ac..cear to be.

.

5
v
, 23 highly ccmpartmentalized, and that runs into a number of preb-
2
I

I 24 lems, possibly difficulty of communicating between people who
e
r
2 25 have expertise in one area with people with expertise in a

O: .T. n m * : -.
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'

second area, which is fine as long as you have a problem which i

2
falls all within one area.

3
But what happens when you have to resolve an issue

s
that cuts across three areas? You may remember that happened

5 with the Dunn memorandum.

6 Secondly, if you really have it compartmentalized

7 that way, who in the entire system is worrying abcut what

3 people call the systemic problems; that is, who looks at the

9| picture overall? Where each piece of machinery works perfectly ,

10 they are just put together wrong.

II QUESTION: Going back to your analogy with the Dunn

12 memorandum, you can understand in the case of the Dunn memo-

13 randum the interest of the Babcock & Wilcox corporate structure

I4 to keep this out of sight. But where is the interest on the

15 part of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission to keep these things
16 out of sight?

17 CHAIRMAN KZMENY: Actually -- may I go back to the

18 Dunn memorandum in answering you? If you really analyze Bab-

l9 cock & Wilcox's financial interest, they had no interest in

20 keeping that particular memorandum out of sight. That parti-
:

21 cular memorandum did not raise any question about the quality '

>

[ 22 of Babcock & Nilcox equipment. It was specifically aimed at
5 ,

V I

23 do the o=erators really understand how to use this equipment. |7
- -

3
2

|I 24 Therefore, it seems to me that there was everr
e !

-

W
e

t
4 25 conceivable interest for Babcock & Nilcox to get that memorandum

!
n ,,.

U %#I is ij ,,



4

I cut, to make sure that their equipment was not misused. In a

O2 way, I find that more troublesome, because if I could identify

3 a selfish =ctive on the part of Babcock & Nilecx for suo.2ress-

# ing it, we might be able to think of cures. 3ut they had every

5 interest to get it cut and they still didn't ~et it out. Now --w

6 QUESTION: Well, then, to follow up --

7 CHAIRMAN KE'iENY: I haven't answered your question

8 on NRC. On NRC, at least, Mr. Creswell testified that there

9 may indeed have been financial considerations of worr"2ing aboud

10 the welfare of utilities that may have sivnificantly slowed

11 down the process , and he claimed in his testimony that there

12 had been a number of other incidents where that kind of consid-

13 eration discouraged individuals from systematically raising

14 safety issues.

15 QUESTION: What would be your prognosis of Mr.

16 Creswell's career future in the NRC after his testimony today?

17 CHAI?J"AN KE'iENY: You may remember, I specifically

18 asked him a question on that, and as I recall his answer is

19 that he has had no difficulty since Three Mile Island -- I

20 believe I heard him correctly -- which, hopefully, means tha

21 there may have been a change in attitude since Three Mile

>
# 22 Island.
r |
3 iV

23 QUESTION: Could you paint for us a portrait or the '
,
s
II 2o portrait-of the NRC that has energed in your mind to date? i

e ,r.

$ 25 CHAI?liA': KEMENY: I would prefer to wait, if vou
'

*

|
,

G ;f- ~ , i

v % t ~, i . |
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a

I be willing to ask me the same question tomorrow after we have
2 heard several other witnesses on the NRC. I wculd prefer

3 answering that. Of course, we heard several important pieces
4 today, but in a way we are going to be talking to really senior
5 officials of NRC this afternoon and tomorrow mcrning, and I
6 would really like to get their views and knowing how they
7 answer certain key questions before I want to characterize

8 that. Yes, sir?

9 QUESTION: On August 10, President Carter told

10 downtown newspaper editors that he would implement only those
11 recommendations that you come forward with that are -- I believe

12 the quote was are at all practical. In light of that state-

13 ment, do you still feel that there is as much of a full commit-+

14 ment as you at first had from him in terms of the implementa-
15 tion of your recommendations?

16 CHAIR"A'T KE E:TY : I cannot answer that without talk-

17 ing to President Carter, and I have not talked to President

18 Carter since our original -- no, sorry, we had two meetings at
19 the beginning -- since he originally appointed me, and after-

|

20 wards, when he met with the full Ccmmission at cur first
|

21 meeting. I have not met with him since then, so I cannot
I

>
1 22 answer that.
r
3
V

23 i What I can answer is that that statement, which wey
=

1

1 24 are aware of, has had absolutely no impact cn the workings of
.

.

} 25 the Presidential Commission.
| n o-s,
< .,

v ~. . r , 9 _-
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I QUESTION: Getting back to the problem of some form

2 of protectionism on the part of MRC toward the utilities they

3 regulate, a number of people have suggested before this Commis-

4 sion that one of the possible approaches to be taken would be

5 to make sure that there are full time resident inspectors at

6 all nuclear facilities. In the light of what we have seen,

7 do you think that there might be a danger there that by put-

8 ting a full time resident inspector at each facility it is

9 going to create even greater problems with the regulator being

10 a federal regulator?

11 CHAIRMAN KEMENY: I confess, I can only speak for

12 myself on this one, but I confess that the cuestion you raise

|||13 is one I have thought about and have worried about. On the

14 one hand, it seems a verv sensible suggestion that each branch

15 would have a resident NRC inspector, and the next remark I

16 make is not specific to NRC but to experiences one has in many

17 walks of life, that once that person is assigned full time to

18 one particular plant, he cannot help becoming friends with the

17 people there and starting to feel part of the team of the

20 clant, and that is a very difficult dilemna, and I don't .<ncw
-

!

l !

21 ' where even I would come out, let alone the Commission.

>
g 22 QUESTION: Doctor, you are understandably reluctant
:
5

$ 23 to characterine NRC at this point. I wonder if you would ;
2 |

I i

I 24 characterire your feeling about the responses of, say, the g
e W
f 25 state of Pennsylvania to the crisis, the administration? j

i

!0 " ', m ' .nvu- vv -
|
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|
#

1i
i CHAIR?G.N :CENY: The question was on my characteri-

2
=ation of the response of the state of Pennsylvania. I must |

i

s a v. that I was enormousiv. inn.ressed bv. the testimony of
--

4
Governor Thornburgh, even if he belongs to the wrong party.

5
I thought I mentioned that, that certainly my political preju ,

|
6 '

dices would go the other way. I think he was an immensely
'

7
individual. I thought he tras one of the best vitnesses we had,

8
and he answered questions clearly. ;7hether I agreed with every

answer is not relevant.
-

10
But I feel that he had an impossible and unprece-

11
dented situation to deal with, and everything I heard makes me

12
admire greatly what he did.

13
Now, clearly, when you get further down the line,

# '

there were a number of problems that we brought out at earlier

l *'
hearings -- lack of communication, disagreements, and the prob-

16 lems we do get into, and probably emergency plans that were
17 not sufficiently worked out. Our evidence for that is the

18
emerc.ency ceoo.le were sc.endinc. a ma or c.ortion of their time. .

19
during the week of the accident writing emergency plans.

20
Perhaps it would appropriate to quote Mr. Dynes,i

i
!

21 '
who heads up our staff investigation on emergency planning,

I} 2' that he stated perhaps the biggest outcome of Three Mile acci-'

5 i
V l

23
-? dent was the development of significantly better emergency I

t
i I

7 24 i
"e plans. Yes, sir? ,-.
*

. ., o
ii.-.~2 ;

25 i QUESTICN: You indicated that in fact the ACRS is !
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I essentially a part of the NRC structure and chat their struc-

@2 ture would be of interest to you. On the other hand, part

3 of the problem is that there is very little contact with

4 ACRS except in the case of Jesse Ebersole with this one --

5 CHAIR' FAN KEMENY: You said there is very little

6 contact between ACRS and NRC?

7 QUESTION: As far as I know. Are you doing much

8 there? Will you be asking them how they are set up?

9 CHAIRMAN KEMENY: Well, we were trying to find out

10 through Mr. Ebersole and through some other conversations just

11 exactly what is the relation between ACRS and NRC. Let me say,

12 what troubled me about Mr. Ebersole's testimony -- I don't

13 mean that I was unhappy with what he said, but I am unhappy as

14 a result of what he said, that I think he is right, that this

15 as the one sort of independent group that is there as a watch-

16 dog to help out NRC, and he seemed to have enormous difficulty

17 identifying as to how NRC really follows up on what ACRS recom !

18 mends to them or on the questions that ACRS raises. And

19 that troubles me greatly.

20 Yes, sir?

21 QUESTION: But going back to Mr. Creswell, he made

>
1 22 a statement that there was a comment on his performance evalu-
r
5
U I

|

23 ation sheet about some complaints the Davis-Besse people had j,
'

l

24 made about his interpersonal relations with their organization.! ||h.
,

G 6

} 25 Of course, Davis-Besse, I guess, has a right to say whatever it|
|. ,c. . ,

uN !w' .

k
*
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I| wants to, but what do you think about the propriety of the
i

2 personnel people at NRC taking any account at all of what some

sayabcut|3 outside organization with a vested interested has to

4 this inspector?

5 CHAIRMAN KEMENY: I guess that would depend en what
!

4 kind of complaints they were and whether NRC had an indeoendent
~

l
!7 evaluation as to whether Mr. Creswell had performed something '

|
|8 improper. Unless NRC independently reached that conclusion, i

9 I would certainly hope that NRC would totally ignore such a --

10 QUESTION: Well, he said in connection with this, as

11 I understocd it, he would not characterize -- I would not

12 characterize my last evaluation as being positive, and my
13 supervisor was quite negative. And then he said, waded right

14 into,this statement about the comment on his evaluatica sheet

15 about scme ccmplaints the Davis-Besse people had made, and I

16 got the feeling in listening to that that there was some con-

17 nection between the two, that Davis-Besse had badmouthed him

18 and that his supervisor at negative. Did you get that impres-

19 sion?

20 CHAIR".A27 KIME:TY: Yes, I did get that impression.
I

I21 QUESTION: Nell, then, that goes right to my ques-
>
1 22 tien of what do .vou think about the .crocriety of havinc. the

. .

.3
V

23 person that he is supervising criticize him and then have that2
s
I
i 24 taken into consideration by the Commission?
.

i

agree with you||.i 25 CHAI2MXi KIMI:1Y: What I am saying, I
1

"
|< , n !,, 7

o

i
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I that certainly Mr. Creswell gave that impression. I would

O2 want to examine whether that was the basis on which NRC really

3 -- Mr. Creswell feels that was the basis for it, and he may

4 very well be right, but I would like some independent evidence

5 that NRC really gave him a bad performance review because he

6 was very tough on one of the customers, if that is --

7 QUESTION: Are your people going to look into that

8 before the report is prepared?

9 CHAI2".AN KE"INY: It is not entirely clear whether

10 it is possible under -- here are certain confidentiality

11 things that --

12 MR. GORINSON: Maybe Privacy Act problems.

13 CHAIRMAN KE:ENY: We have run into that before.

14 There are a number of Privacy Act issues that one runs into,

15 scme of which you may hear about more during these hearings,

16 where because of the Privacy Act, it is impossible to get

17 information that may be absolutely vital, for example, in

18 hiring a new opert_ tor at a nuclear power plant.

19 QUESTION: Can I just follow that up one second? Do

I

-20 you get the impression, as I have gotten from people in other '

,
1
,

t

'21 parts of the government, that in some cases here the Privacy

>
1 22 Act is beinc .cerverted to protect the agency from doing some- i, -
_

5 ,

u I

23 thing that really common sense says it ought to do? |g
a i

24 CHAIRMAN KE:5NY: Yes, I think there are many weak- he
!w

3 25 nesses of the Privacy Act. That is one of them. The other

4 't'
' o

,,'j . .i i
|

I
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I cne, as I said, is that when you are hiring a new empicyee,

k ,
there may be something in his previous employment record that |

*

3 for example, whether he has a criminal record or had been
|

--

|

1

4 a ccmplete bust at a certain kind of job, such as operating

5 a nuclear plant -- that .vou may not be able to .cass on because '
.

6 of the Privacy Act to your next employer, who e.ay be employing
, .

you, :or example, to operate a nuclear p, ant./

8 Yes, sir?

9 QUESTION: I know you don't want to speculate on the

10 final outcome of the NRC, but doesn't it seem at this point,

11 hearing that there are so many people, quote, set in their

12 ways at the NRC, that there has been a way of doing business

13 so many years, and there is a certain mind-set that we have

14 heard; doesn't it seem obvious that some revamping of NRC is

15 going to have to happen, scme recommendation about that?

I

16 CHAIR".AN KI.' DENY : Yes, I would think that that is-

17 clear. I think that was clear ever since the time, quite scme

18 time ago, when we had the five N2C commissioners as a panel

19 here, and they volunteered tne information that they had not,

20 since 1975, had a serious discussion on safety issues.
i ,

i21 I think some of the questioning you heard clearly -

>
1 22 went in that direction. I thouc_ht Commissioner Lewis' c.ues- i,

5 i

v
23 tions were quite the crucial enes here: Can you do that2

n
I
i 24 simply by en internal reorganization, c? s somehow scmething !
-

.
,

3 25 more fundamental necessary here? ;

|o . .? 4
vM *1 . 6s i |

.
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1

QUESTION: I was coing to follow up on that, whether~

92
you personally now think, having listened to :Ir. Creswell, tha

3

there is a problem not only with the system but with personal ~l
4

ties in that. It should not be necessary for a- inspector to

5 have to go to a commissioner's office in Nashington, a regional
6 inspector, to voice the kinds of safety concerns Mr. Creswell
7

had, surely.

8
CHAIR".AN KE:ENY : No, I agree with you that that

9
should not be necessary. On the other hand, I must say this

'10
is one of the favorable things I heard about N2C, that unlike

11 other organizations we have been dealing with, there was an
I2 announced policy by which -- but Mr. Creswell is very low down
I3 on the totem pole of the NRC. If you look at the organization

I# chart, you have to go through pages and pages and pages until
15 you get to him. That somebody that low on the organization

16 could legally, under NEC's own rules, go right to the very top,
I7 I think says something positive about the organization.
18 Yes, please.

I9 QUESTION: How troublesome do you find it that

20 Creswell's impression, at least, was that NRC short-shrifted

21 che safety measures as weighed against the econcaic pressure
>

$22 that might put on the industry? Ocesn't the industry have
3
v

23 people of its own who are concerned enough about cost-cutting9
a

|h24 that thev. could .oresent their own case? Do vou see any
s

_ neces-.

} 25 sity for NRC concerning itself with that side of it at all?
, c-, ,

""
.( . 3
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i

CFAI?liAN KE?ENY: You have asked the question in an |
I

| :

2 extreme form. I think to say that NRC shculd pay no attentic.n
,

I

3 uhatsoever is a difficult cosition for me to take in the follod-
|

4
ing sense, that I am sure even when vou've got the system

5 99.999999 percent safe, somebody can always think of another

6 $10 million you could spend to carry out one more decimal place.

7 You have to stop somewhere.

3 The very fundamental question, to me, is has NRC

9 drawn the line at the right place in the division, and we are

10 going to have the Director of the Salety Branch of N2C as one

II of our witnesses later today.

12 Yes, sir?

13 QUESTION: You pointed at one of the plusses in terms

14 of the fact that Creswell could indeed go to the very top. One

15 of the things that concerns a lot of just ordinary citizens,

16 especially where these plants are located, is the testimony

17 that has come out about apparently just nothing more than paper

18 flow from the NRC as it has to do with the practicality of

19 evacuation procedures.

20 | I wonder how you would characterize that in looking

I21 at what the NRC has done, because in many instances it did ^

<

!>

_5 22 not seem that those thines were at all feasible.
-

r
3
y

23 CHAI?l4AN K'"ENY : Yes, I think in view of the testi-|,
,

i !

I 24 nony we did hear frcm the officials, for example, from the
|

25 state of Pennsylvania and their localities, it is very 3

,

g' -T '' f
v
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I questionable whether NRC played any effective role in making
92 sure that there were adecuate and workable amergency plans.

3 Les, sir?

4 QUESTION: Doctor, you may or may not know this, but

5 Metropolitan Edison is more or less operating in Three Mile

6 Island now as a tourist attraction, and I wonder -- that is,

7 they are taking tours on the island, and they have engaged in

8 a major public relations effort. I wonder if you would comment

9 on the propriety of that. Do you think it is safe?

10 CHAIRMAN KE?iENY: Well, let's say I happened to

11 notice at the usually exceedingly funny television show the

12 joke cracked, "What would you expect of her? She spends her

13 vacation at Three Mile Island." Perhaps it is just because of

14 my overoccupation with this issue, I did not think it was very

15 funny. In other words, I am saying that I really do not think

16 that it is appropriate to use Three Mile Island as a tourist

17 attraction, and it troubics me a little bit about the mental

18 -- we talked about the mind-set of scme of these organizations.

19 I wonder about the mind-set of individuals who love to rush

20 to the site of what may have come close to being a horrendous

21 accident and love to see at first hand that sort of thing.

>

[ 22 CUESTION: Dr. Kemeny, yesterday we heard testimony
5
v
, 23 that General Scott told his National Guard troops that not to
a
I I

I 24 ! worrv, -vou would not send them into a radiation area for evacu-
-

. s ;

5 I

3 25 ! ation. It seemed to take everyone by surprise here in the

c ,

W Ar - ,j
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22

I Commission.
i

|2 CHAIRMAN KEMENY: Yes. |

3 QUESTION: And upon checking, it turned out to be

4 true; he did write that. Now, what is your reaction to that?

5 c3x:pyM KEMENY: At least we know that. Commissioner

6 Trunk had an actual newspaper clipping from a nearby newspaper

7 that did verify that, and of course all of us, and I think

8 the Governor included, were horrified by that particular state-

9 ment. I think the only way I can comment is that I wonder if

10 the attitude would be that the National Guard would be used in
11 case of flood as long as their feet didn't get wet.

12 But a more serious answer to that -- I mean, presum-

13 ab ly , the National Guard is a standby organization of grea:
!

14 importance, precisely to be available in case of an emergency,

15 and to use a more serious analogy, suppose there was a group

16 of people who go cracy, and we have had a number of these, who

17 are likely to shoot or kill individuals, and the National

18 Guard presumably on standby there to come and, on rare occa-

19 sions, risk their lives in order to save the lives of the res:

20 of the population.
I
f

21 Now, you wouldn't send them into a total suicide

>
1 22 situation, so if radiation were so high that anyone who went
3
v

23 in there, even for a few minutes, would be killed, I could7
=

k 24 understand -hat kind of statement, but otherwise it is totally |
|

.
s

3 25 ununderstandable.
c - - ,e
G o, .-)s ,

I
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I GUESTIO'i: But there is a follow-up. In a situation

2 of crisis where the people, at least in Middletown, are looking
3 for guidance and leadership here, to hear the General of the
4 National Guard come out with a statement like that, it doesn't
5 do very much for morale around :liddletown at the time when they
6 need it most.

7 CHAIM1AN KEMENY: Yes, I had the impression -- and

8 I shouldn't attribute it -- that it did not do very T.uch for

9 the morale of Governor Thornburgh. -

10 (Laughter.)

11 And remember, I have already said that I admire

12 Governor Thornburgh. Please take it in that context. Yes?

13 QUESTICN: Commissioner Kemeny, I think it was |h
14 Ccmmissioner Pigford who raised the issue with Mr. Creswell

15 that he might not have exhausted all the avenues by which to
i

i16 make his concerns known. Do you think one of the problems

17 here is that there are so many avenues that if one doesn't

18 work, one is tcrribly discouraged by seeking out others?

19 CHAIM!AN KEMENY: As I understand the things Mr.

20 Creswell said before that questioning, he specifically made a

21 decision to bypass some of those channels, that he was person-

> 22 ally aware of other individuals who had followed such channels i1
r
5 i
v

23 and got nowhere with them.,
n

i( 24 QUESTION: Doctor, are you planning to have your
.
n

} 25 staff interview anyone at Nestinghouse Electric about the
.

vAa.
'

!0 , .. s
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lI| reasons why thev did not disseminate information about the ,

i e
|

2 Besnow incident of 1974? (

3 CHAIR 51AN KEMENY: Yes. May I turn to Chief Counsel
i
,

4 on that? Can you help me out on that, Stan? '

5 MR. GORINSON: Ne have done scme depositions at

6 Westinghcuse. The answer so far is not clear.

7 CHAIRMAN KE.'ENY: But remember also, :f it goes into

3 our depositions, it will beccme part of the public record.
i

9 i ESTICN: Dr. Kemeny, for your information, I have
.

10 I talked with them, and thev are verv_ unhac.ov that their name
i - ..

11 was brought up here without their being called as a witness.

12 CHAI'LMAN KEMENY: Excuse T.e?

13 1UESTION: The Westinghouse people are unhappy that

14 the incident was introduced in testimony without their being

15 subpoenaed or invited to testify on it publicly.

16 CHAIRMAN KEMENY: I see. Thank v.ou.

17 CUESTION: Dr. Kemeny?

18 CHAIRMAN KDENY: Yes, sir?

19 CUESTION: When these hearings began several months

20 ago, a lot of the talk was that Three Mile Island was unique
t

i

21 and that one of the reasons it became so sericus 's because

>
! 22 nobody had ever seen it before. Now we have seen that there?
3 !

u , i.

23| was the Swiss incident, the Davis-Sesse incident, the Michel-p
a
I l l

6
-

! 24 son report. How unique was it? I mean, can you give scme
e
w

3 25 charactericarica of -- '

c . -v ; i
u se u . > \).
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1

CHAIRMAN KEMEMY: It is still unique in the serious-

2
ness of the accident. Although we have not completed our

3
investigation of how close we came to a really horrendous

4
accident, it may be unique in that way, also.

5
The way in which it is not unique is that -- and

6 you may have heard me say this at least twice before -- that

7
people said, If only X didn't happen, there wouldn't have been

8
a Three Mile Island, and I predicted to you that we will find

9
at least ten or twenty different things about which we will

10
be able to say at the end, If only that hadn't happened, there

11 wouldn't have been a Three Mile 7el and.
12 There are many precursors of Three Mile Island that

tili3 we keep finding. The signals were there that, if they had

I4 been correctly read or, when correctly read, had been passed

15 on, would have prevented this particular accident. Therefore,

16 this kind of incident had happened, even some of the confusion

I7 I mean, previously, we were only aware of Davis-Besse I,--

18 the Sectember of 1977 accident. Now we are aware of the Besncu
{

19 accident. That gives clear-cut signals that there is confusion

20 about what operators or, in the other case, the equipment read
1

21 on the pressurizer -- and therefore, things have to be changed
1

>

{ 22 and none of these seemed to be changed until after Three Mile
5
y

23 Island.7
a

24 QUESTICN: In light of what you just said, Dr.
. .

25 Kemeny, do you agree or how do you feel about the exchanges
. v: - . ,
U Ac g j

l
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1

%

that were m.ade earlier about the confidentiality of information;'
,

I

2 '

frem other nations possessing nuclear reactors, particularly

3| those manufactured in this country?
,!l

4 CHAIRMAN KZ:!ZNY: I would have no difficulty with
|
I

5 the confidentiality agreement myself if two things happened;
!
1

6 first of all, if you are assured that the Nuclear Regulatory ,
.

i

I
7 Commission Joes hear of them and if the -- I m.ean, clearly, '

I

8 we ha"; no Lv . ness in there if it is not an American supplier.|
,

9 I don't know how we would ever be able to insist on scmething.

10 But if the American suppliers were under the same requirements

Il to report something they may have learned from a foreign

12 incident as they are required to report on an American inciden'--.

I3 QUESTION: But is the supplier or the operator re-

14 quired to report in the case of an incident in the United

15 States?

16 CHAIF3!AN D.ENY: Yes, I think that is a very good

17 correction on what I have just said. You are quite right on
!

18 that. I misspcke there, because in an American incident, of
|

19 course, it is the utility that is required to report and not

20 i the supplier. So you are pointing cut the dilemna that
| |
i

21 c'ea .'v,
'

_4 .= .". a - - " o y t". . ..".e s m' ~..e - a,-" " _ e...e .*. *. .a w". e . . . ".ad
1.. . _ .-

i
b 4

3 22 utility is a foreien utilitv. l
.

'

5 |u
23 | QUESTION: But could I just follow up on that? In ;2

*
,

= .

'W

i 24 connection with the Besnow and the Davis-Besse, I am wonderinc!
'le,

t
a 25 if perhaps you don't think that the supplier wculd have scme !

.

I

.,'* s* ' ' ry(,
_

3 .
_
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I sort of a moral obligation to point out a potential trouble

2 area.

3 CHAI22"AN KE ENY: That is a very difficult question

4 to answer. Incidentally, since you made that remark about

5 Westinghouse, I should tell you, when you look it, the Westing-

6 house analysis seems to us excellent, so it is a very high

7 quality document. That is a verv, very difficult question to

8 answer.

9 The reason it is hard to answer, it is easy to say

10 that yes, obviously, there should always be a moral commitment,

11 but you are dealing in a situation where there are infinitely

12 many regulations around, and we were -- I mean, the question

||h13 I am raising is, if you have enough regulations around, isn't

14 the likely outccme of that that everybody will say morality

15 means meeting the regulations?

16 QUESTION: All right. Well, let me rephrase the

17 question, then, and forget about morality. Should there be

18- a legal obligation on the supplier to report, just as there

19 is a legal obligation on the operator to report?

20 CHAIR iAN KE EMY: As I heard Mr. LaFleur testify,
1

I I
'

21 believe he said that there is such a ning 1:, in the coinion
m

i>
1 22 of the supplier, this constitutes a sericus safety issue. |
5

'

v I

23 Now, that is similar to an answer ve have gotten over and over j,
a

,

I i

24 again thra, yes--we have got it with some utility questions ggg

f 25 and with some other questions -- that the regulations are such'
t -

:

( , . . s -9 3 |vu\ k ,,) I
i
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I
_ that yes, if, in the judgment of the utility or X or whoever

2 the party may be, this constitutes a serious safety issue,

3 they must report it.

#
The difficulty I have with it is who judges the

5 -

sarety issue.

6 QUESTION: Retroactively, you come back and say,

7 Well, I didn't think it was a serious safety issue; therefore --

8 CHAIP24A' KEMENY: Yes, and again, look, I don't want

9 to be unfair to Nestinghouse on this one. They may have made

10 the judgment it was not a serious safety issue, and we all

II know af ter Three Mile Island, with 20-20 hindsight, that this

12 should have been recognized as one, but nobody else recognized

13 it prior to Three Mile Island as a serious safety issue.

Id QUESTION: Dr. Kemeny, do you expect the Commission

15 to address the clean-up problem in its final report, and if so,

16 what reccmmendations might you be making along those lines?

17 CHAI?lGli KEMENY: I know we are attempting at least

18 to find cut what is being planned as far as clean-up goes,

19 but since that will go en very, very significantly beyond the

20 etme or the Commission, there is no way we could mon --- ~'-at, i
d

! l

21 ; for example, un~4' e enc c: the clean-up process.

I 22 , CUESTION: Micht vou include some recctmendations,e - -
t

5
I IV

23 | however, as to hcw to handle the decontaminated water that,

I
i 24 *s stored there? I_

!'
e
w

t ''
|4 25 CHAIR Gli KEMENY: That is nossible in the sense thati~

f
,

' Y."o o6.,,
;



22

I the Comr..ission can make any recommendation that the Commission

92 decides to vote on. I would be surprised myself if the formal

3 recommendations we come out are inserting the Commission as

4 the technical experts on the solution of a particular problem.

5 I don't think that is what the composition of this Commission

6 is. I think we are likely to be more effective by coming in

7 with generic recommendations, to use that phrase.

8 I have used the example before, suppose we determine

9 that there is something seriously wrong with the control room

10 of a nuclear power plant. Presumably, we would have some

11 recommendations on re-studies and perhaps analyzing what is

12 wrong with them. I am not speaking as the member of the Ccomis -

13 sion who might possibly be ene of the experts on this subject. ||h
14 I certainly don't think that I should be the computer expert,

15 say, to determine, and therefore the Commission should not be

16 the agency to determine what is appropriate use of computers

17 in the control room.

18 QUESTION: Might you designate what agency would

19 best handle the clean-up operation, in your opinion, in the

20 Commission's opinion?

21 CHAIPlGli KE:iENY: If the Commiss'.on has enouc.h exn.er-
>

} 22 tise to make that determination, yes, but I don't know whetherj
5
v i

23 we have that. j7

1

i 24 Last question, please, g
5 25 , CHAIP24AN KE!ENY: Again today, there is a word that ;

!

I

i)' '.<<r |,
s; Ass,

_
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I has been used often since March 23. The reason his suggestions

O 2 were not picked up on immediately was the mind-set, the belief

3 that such incidents as TMI cculdn't happen. We can already
'

,

i4 'hear people at NRC saying, Yes, it was terrifically bad, but

5 nobody was killed. Is that mind-set, you think, going to be
!

!6 substantially changed in the long run by Three Mile :sland? |
!

7 CHAIR'!AN KEMENY: I think ".here is enouch evidence !-
,

f

8 to indicate that Three Mile Island has had an impact on the

9 mind-set of individuals in many different organizations,

10 including NRC. You have asked a much more difficult cuestion,

11 whether this is sufficient change in the mind-set, and I would

12 couple that also with how long-lasting a change of mind-se: in

13 is, and I suspect that is one of the most difficult issues
.
I

14 this Cc= mission must wrestle with and, in av_ c.oinion, must trv.

15 to make recommendations on.

16 Thank you very much.

17 (Whereupon, at 2:05 p. m., the press conference was

18 concluded.)
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