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EDGAR A LLEN WOMACK, J R.
having been duly sworn by Mr. Rockwell, was

called as a witness and testified as follows:

DIRECT EXAMINATION

BY MR. ROCKWELL:

Q Would you state your full name and would

yocu spell it?

- My full name is Edgar Allen Womack, Jr.
Q And your current business address?
A Babcock & Wilcox Company, 0ld Forest Road,

Lynchburg, Virginia.

Q And your current employer?
A Babcock & Wilcox Company.
Q And your present position?
A I am the manager of the Plant Design Section,

Engineering Department, Nuclear Power Generation

Divisiocn.
Q That is Plant Design Section?
A Yes, sir.
Q Nuclear Engineering Department?
A Excuse me -=- Engineering Department.
Q Did you bring with you today a resume

outlinirg your employment and educational history?
A Yes, I did.

MR. ROCKWELL: We will mark that as

1881 224
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Exhibit 20

(Above~described document was marked

Womack Deposition Exhibit 20 for identifica-

tion, this date.

Q Mr. Womack, your resume, which is
Deposition Exhibit 20, has been marked with the under-
standing that you have already penciled in some chaages,
and it will be retyped, and we will substitute your

revised version of this resume as an exhibict.

A Very go»d. I will correct any typos.

Q Is this resume which we have marked as
Womack Deposition Exhibit 20 complete and up-to-date?
A Yes, I believe it to be. Of course, it is an
abbreviated description of duties. I would be happy

to tsupplement.

Q Could you describe for me what your respon-
sibilities as manager of the Plant Design Section
are here in the Nuclear Power Generating Division of
B&W are?
A Yes, the Plant Design Section is a group of
approximately 120 personnel, primarilyengineers.
We are responsible, as the title implies, for the
design and overall analysis cof the B&W nuclear steam

system products, for the engineering of that design.

We have six units within the section. Four

1881 225
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of these units perform engineering analysis work.
One of them performs structural mechanical analyses,
system mechanical analyses. Another perfcrus what
we call contrel analysis, which is the analysis of
power plant behavior.

A third analysis unit is called the Safety
Analysis Unit and performs primarily analyses for
demonstration of the plant safety and for presentatior

of licensing documentation of the customer.

The fourth analytical unit is the ECCS, or
Emergency Core Cooling System Unit, and that unit
performs analyses related to loss of coclant-type
events in reactor plants.

Two more units complete the section. Cne of
them is called Plant Integration, and this unit has
the responsibility to achieve a unit of design, both
within the Plant Design Section and within the
Engineering Department as a whole for ~ur domes*ic

NSS products.

The sixth unit is called International Program
Engineering, and it performs a similar system inte-
gration and project engineering type functicen for
our international licensees.

(Document described below was marked

Wwomack Deposition Exhibit 21 for identification,

this date.) {0
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Womack 6
Q Mr. Womack, I am showing you what has
been marked as Womack Deposition Exhibit 21. It
appears to be a chart showing the structure of the
Plant Design Section of Babcock & Wilcox, is that
correct?

A Yes, sir, except it is not up to date.

Q Okay, I take it it is up to date with

respect t» the six secticns you have just described?

A The six units are approximately up to date, yes,

Q Is it up to date with respect to scme of

the personnel listed under those sections?

= That is correct.
Q But structurally it is accurate?
A Structurally it is accurate, at least to the
16 ‘
unit level.
17
. Can vou tell me in more detail what
18
Plant Integration does? You say it is responsible
9 . . : ;
I8 for the unity of design within your section?
20 R
A Within the department as a whole.
Pl
Q Within the department as a whole?
a9
A Yes, sir.
pK

And that woulé be the Department of

24
. Engineering? N~
{0 y *3
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Womack

A Te8,  8ir.

Q Does the Plant Integration =-- do we call
that a unit?

A Yes, sir.

Q Does the Plant Integration Unit work with
other portions of the B&W organization outside of the

Department of Engineering?

A Yes, this does occur.
Q Which ones would those be?
A Well, they can, as reguired, work with the

Service Group. They can work with any of cur depart-
ments that may need -- with whom they may need to
interface to discharge their jobs. They work very

closely with the Project Management Department.

Q What kind of occasions would the Plant
Integration Unit have tc work with the Service Group?
A When called upon to assis% in evaluaticn of
an engineering problem or an engineering guestion
that may have come through the Service Group, which
performs ocur marketing function, or when called upon
to perform an engineering evaluation of any site
problem for a plant which may still be in startup,

for example.

Q So Plant Integration works with the
. ol ){‘}
(gg 1 <0
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Service Group. Would this primarily be where Service
comes to Plant Integration and says, "We have a prob-
lem, anéd can you help us solve it?"

A Yes.

Q Does Plant Integration in.tiate contact
with the Service Group in any particulays areas?
A They may do so if they see the need ‘o inter-
face through a function that the Service Group
performs.

(Continued on Page 9.)
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Q Within your organization, plant design, is
there a mechanism for translating the aspects of plant
design which impact on operation intc the training
program, both run by the utilities and those training
programs run by Babcock & Wilcox?

A No formal mechanism that comes to my mind. We
supply occasiocnally on request instructors to the
training program.

Q And that would be at the request of the
Training Group?

A Yes. May I ask you to clarify. Let me clarify
the gquestion. As I understood your guestion, it was
related directly to the training program of B&W?

Q That is correct, and training programs for
the training regquirements of your utilities that have
NSS systems from B&W.

A That is right.

Q And would Norm Elliott be generally who
would make the request for an instructor from within
your department or within your section?

A Yes.

Q Is there any work between the Plant Design
Section and the Norm Ellioctt Group, Training?

A From time to time Norm may conduct internal

programs £for our people to give them a view of the kind

t Q0
t QO |

D
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on simulator operator training that he performs for our

customers.
Q When was the last time such a program was
conducted?
A Well, there is one going on now.
Q Okay, and what is that devoted to?
A It is devoted at this particular time to a brief

introducteory session for some cf the engineers to the
simulator operation, to the control room operation.

Q Are these engineers which are now in your
section or engineers who simply haven't been exposed
to the simulator before?
A Both.

Q Before the one that is currently in session,
that is currently going on now between your engineers
and the Training Department, what was the last one

before that?

A I would have to check my training records.
Q Can you give me your best estimate?
A I really can't. 1I'm sorry.
Q Do you think there has been one within the

last, say, year?

A In all probability, but I can't say.
Q Would you have a record of that?
A I think that I would have to ceonsult with Norm

BENJAMIN REPORTING SERVICE
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to get the record.
Q You have been at Babcock & Wilcox how long?
A Since 1975.
Q Wwhat is vour estimate of how many meetings

there have been between the Training Group and members
of your department for this kind of an instruction
session?
MR. EDGAR: For the record, he has been in
the Engineering Department since August of '78.
Q Correction noted. Since August of '78, how
many such sessions between training and your Engineering

Group would you say there have been?

A I could not guess.
Q Do you have any idea?
A No, sir.
Q Does the Training Department ever pass oOn

to your Plant Design Section proposed training materials

for your review?

A I don't know that I can answer that guestion
factually. I will be glad to find out the answer for
you.

Q As >f now you don't know?
A That is ncorrect.

Q Dres the Training Department have a contact

person within your Plant Design Section for discussion

1881 252

BENJAMIN REPORTING SERVICE



(&%)

nn

-

23

am
-d

of issues

Womack

12

that arise in training which may relate to

your Engineering Plant Design Section?

A Not
Q
A Exc

formally designated.

Is there outside of your =-

use me. Let me explain that answer slightly.

We have recently established a Power Systems and

Controls, and I probably should go back (indicating
chart).
MR. EDGAR: wWhat Exhibit?
Q We are referring to Womack Deposition
Exhibit 21.
A We have recently established from this Contr.!?

and Analysis Unit what we call a Power Systems and

Controls
Control A

earlier,

Group. It embodies the functions of the

nalysis Unit, as I described them to you

and it also establishes a mr ‘e direct connec-

tion to operational and operating experience issues,

and T would have to say that at this point in time I

would expect that the Training Department would form

a primary contact with the manager of that unit. That
is a recent change.

Q When was that change made?
A About a month ago, but that is, of course, not

an exclus

N

ive one.

Was there to your knowledge in the Plant

BENJAMIN REPORTING SERVICE
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Design Section anyone whose responsibility it was,
whether formal or informal, to review operating
procedures being used at B&W plants to see if they were
consistent with current thinking within the Plant
Design Section?
A No, sir.

Q Do you know whether in any of the other
engineering sections there have been pecple designated
to review operating procedures toc see if they are
consistent?

A I do not.

¥ Have you discussed the issue of interface
between engineering and training at all since TMI 27
A Certainly.

Q Can you tell me who you have had these
discussions with?

A Discussions with Dr. Roy, Mr. Kosiba, Mr. Elliott,

Mr. Carlton, and general discussion with many members of

my staff. Those are the principals.

Q Can you tell me who Mr. Carlton is?
A Mr. Carlton is the manager of Power Systems and
Controls.

Q Who initiated the discussions -- and I am

referring now to the time period since TMI 27

A Goodness, I suspect at various times almost any of
Nl Z
ReleR 254
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us on the list would have had the initiative in these
discussions.

Q There have been meetings in which the
people you indicated =-- yourself, Kosiba, Roy, Elliott
and Carlton -- have sat down where the primary subject
of this was the interface between engineering and
training?

A I would describe these discussions as incidental
to other meetings in which we were treating many TMI 2-
fo.low~up matcers.

Q Can you tell me the substance of the discus-
sions and alsoc can you tell me when you first recall
this subject being raised after TMI 2?

A I can't tell you an exact date when I recall the
subject being raised, but certainly we began discussing
among ourselves the interfaces between the analyst,
designer and operator shortly after it became clear
what the sequence of events had been at TMI 2, and as
soon as we had some time to devote to other than direct
support of the TMI 2 site operation. I think I
answered the second part of the gquestion. Could you
repeat the first part and I will try to answer that.
(Previous guestion was read back.)
A (Continuing) The substance of the discussions

has been in general what can we do to improve the

oo
O
.
L

I
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Womack 18
likelihood that, faced with any transient in an operating
nuclear power plant, that the operator, as well as the
systems we have designed, will properly recognize,
respond and manage the transient safely.

Q Was there ever articulated in any of these
discussions or meetings a specific problem or specific
failure in the TMI 2 sequence that was a primary concern
to you all?

A Certainly the concern over the operator's response
to the low reactor coolant system pressure safeguard
actuation has been articulated and discussed a number
of times.

Q Eas there been discussion of the operator's
attention to the pressurizer level indicator in making
decisions during the TMI 2 seguence?

A Yes.

Q And who has expressed ~-- among the group
that you have identified =-- a concern that there was a
failure to recognize-

A I believe that has unif - rmly been discussed.

Q By all of the pecople you have mentioned

specifically?
A Yes.
Q Was there discussion that or concern that

knowledge which may have been available to Engineering
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Department with respect to the reliability of the pres-
surizer level indicator may not have been transmitted
to operators at B&W Plants?
MR. EDGAR: Could you define "reliability"?
THE WITNESS: Yes, I need a definition of

"reliability."

Q What I mean by "reliability" is the
operators' understanding of when they could rely on the
pressurizer level indicator as an indication of condi-
tions in the core and when they should not rely on
pressurizer level indicator as an indication of condi-
tions in the core.

A We have certainly discussed the concern that the
knowledge t*at is available within the Engineering
Department was apparently not functionally used by the
operator in his management of the high pressure injec-
tion system, yes, sir, in that sense.

Q Has there been any analysis here at B&W as
to why that knowledge never reached the operators, at

least at TMI 27

A I am sure that there has.
Q And what has been the substance of that?
A Well, I don't think I can give you the best

response to that, but simply to say that I, in

attempting to answer the guestion which I gave you

Relv

——n
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earlier as to the substance of our discussion, we have
taken steps to attempt to reinforce the transmittal of
that kind of information with the general objective of
improving on offering to our customers such
materials as might provide the operator with a better
perhaps physical concept of the system, as one thrust
of what we are trying to do, and to look in some
instances that possibly, to look at some instances of
degraded failures similar to the one we saw on March 28.
Q Would it be a fair statement .hat the
Engineering Department had a clear understanding as
early as January of 1978 that the pressurizer level
indicator should not always be relied on by an operator
as an indication of the conditions in the core?
A Well, I think it would not be fair to refer to
the Engineering Department as a monolith with respect
to any given opinion. I think it would be fair to say
“hat I can't agree with that statement, no, sir.
Q Would it be fair to say that there were
members of the Engineering Department, in particular
at least some unit managers within the Engineering
Department, who understood that?
A Okay. If yvou will repeat the guestion, then I
will .nswer it again.
(Previous guestion was read back.

L ok
| 84U | 238
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A In an effort to be precise, I would say that
there was a knowledge in the Engineering Department by
certain parts of the Engineering Department cognizant
of, who would be knowledgeable in this general area,
that pressurizer level alone was not a good indicator
of reactor coolant system inventory and should not be
relied upon for that purpose.

Q Whern that knowledge was first available =--
and it may have been earlier than 1978, but let us
assume it was available in early 1978 =-- do you know
whether any steps were taken at that time to transmit
that knowledge out tc the operating utilities and their
control room operators?

A I cannot answer that guestion comprehen$ibly.
There were communications whizh did in fact transmit
this knowledge from one part of the Engineering

Department to other groups.

Q Anéd tc what other groups was the knowledge
transmitted?
A Well, I believe that this information was trans-

mitted originally to distributions which may have
included the Servicing Department, the Licensing
Section and parts of the Engineering Department and
others.
¢ So that would be within B&W? )
i8g1 239
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- Yes, sir.

Q Do you know whether any steps were taken
to transmit that information outside B&W?

A I do not know, sir.

Q Do you know whether any consideration was
given, whether or not in fact it was done, to trans-
mitting that information outside of B&W?

A I do not. I would speculate affirmatively but
do not know.

Q Before TMI 2, was there any recognized
method to your knowledge in any of the departments cof
the Nuclear Power Generating Division of reviewing
gquestions that arose that might have an impact on
operator actions in your operating utilities, and
reviewing whether that information was available to
operators, and if it was not, seeing to it that it was
transmitted to operators?

A Well, vou have narrowed it with yocur guestion a
great deal. Certainly methods exist for communicating
to our operating groups site instructions, and those
site instructions are not limited either to operations
or to design.

Q What I am asking is vas there any systematic
method for culling out of the Nuclear Power Generating

Division that .nformation which cught toc be known by

18R 240
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operators and transmitting it to them in a timely
fashion once it was known?

A A systematic method which would have come closest
to responding to your guestion is a site problem report
system, which is not exclusively aimed at that.

(Continued on following page.)
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Q The site problem report system, as I
understand it =-- and correct me if I am wrong =- this
involves reports generated at sites of your operating
utilities and sent back to Lynchburg?

A That is correct.

Q So that is not a communication generated
by the Analytical or Engineering groups within the

NPGD?

MR. EDGAR: You mean "originated" rather
than "generated"?
MR. ROCKWELL: Originated, yes.

A That is correct.

Q What is the responsibility of the
department at NPGD for analyzing those site problem
reports and getting them back out to other operating

utilities who might be interested in them?

A The responsibility for that analysis and
follow=-through lies with the Service Group, the

Service Department.

Q Who particularly in the Services
Department?
A Wwell, there are several pecple involved, and

I would have to refer to organizational information

to be able to give vou the titles and names.

Q Well, presumably the head cf the Services

1 OO 1
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Department would have some responsibility. You
don't know beyond that? Who is head of the Services
Department, r. 0lds?

A My. Kosiba is head of that department.

e But you don't know who of those working
for Kosiba would have this responsibility, is that
it?

A Wwell, I think that Mr. Sspangler has had key

responsibilities in this area.

Q What if information comes tO the Nuclear
Power Generating pivision, which does not originace
with a site problem report, wut which originates simply
in analysis by engineers, which may reguire transmittal

of information to operators? what is the process

there for getting information to operators?

A 1f there is a recognized need tO do so, then
the process would be to communicate it through the
Services Department.

Q How do you recognize the need to do so?
A 1+ depends really on the individual's analysis
or engineers judgment of the guestion.

Q In other words, if I understand correctly,
up until at least recently, there was essentially
an ad hoc system, where if a particular perscn working
on a particular problem felt that it invclved informa~

tion which ought toO be transmitted toO operatlngicﬁe; )d i
' “« ~
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utilities, then it was that person's responsibility
or that person's option to try to do so?

A Yes, that is right.

Q And would that be then run through the
management structure here at NPGD to be cleared before

it is sent out to the operating utilities?

MR. EDGAR: what do you mean by "management
structure"?
0 Would the person making the determination
that something ought to be done to get information

to the operating utilities make the contact himself?

A To the operating utilities?
) ‘Call them up?
A No, sir.
Q How would the information get out?
A The information would be transmitted ultimately

to the Service Group, and it would then be transmitted

by a site instruction or information letter.

Q Was there a procedure within the NPGD
that basically instructed people, "If you feel that
you have information which changes current understanding
of operating instructions or which ought tc be trans-
mitted to coperating utilities, that you ought to

o _ _ a3
report it to the Services Group? ‘d$4! )44
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A I am not aware of a specific procedure that
would align itself with the definition you have given.

Q In other words, <here was no specific
procedure in that regard?
A That is right.

Q Again, it was a matter of individual
decision-making as to whether a particular person
thought that something ought to be done?

A Yes.

Q Was there any indication given by NPGD
management to the engineering group staff as a whecle
that they ought to be alert to in:ormation which was
important for the operating utilities to know with
respect to the operation of their plants?

A I think that has always been a part of the

general managemcnt gquidance, yes, sir.

Q Was there ever any statement made trat
if new information becomes available which changes
operating procedures or suggests a possible change
in operating procedures, that it was a matter of
some importance that it be transmitted immediately to

Customer Service?

A T cannot recall such statements specifically.
Certainly anything that would be of a safety concern

could be processed through the safety concerns.

BENJAMIN REPORTING SERVICE
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Q Is there any document that you can
point to which articulates the flow or the process
for the flow of information from the Engineering
Group through to the managing, to the operating

utilities with respect to operating instructions?

A With respect to opgrating instructions per
se?

Q Yes.
A I believe that would be covered as a part of

the site instruction reguirements. That would be

the document I would look to to articulate.

Q Site instruction procedures?
A Yes.
Q Can you describe what are the site

instruction procedures?
A I am answering the guestion or guestions =-- and
I have answered the last ten or so guestions == pri-
marily in connection with plants which have completed
their startup process and essentially have gone
intc commercial operation, not in connection with
the process by which a plant is originally designed
and brought into service.

There are procedures by which the Service
Department provides draft operating information to
our customers, but this is done prior to startup,

1881 246
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and this information is then used by the customers

themselves to prepare their procedures.

I have assumed and, I hope, assumed correctly
and if not, I want to review my answers -- that your
last series of guestions is really related to plants

which have been in operation for some time.

Q I think that is correct.
A Okay. Fine. If that is understood, I think I

have not given you an incorrect answer.

(Continued on Page 26.)

O
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Q You referred to site instruction procedures.

What are they? Is that something that is written and
created by B&W?

A It is part of our administrative procedures for

the Operational Division.

Q Do you have a set?
A Yes. I don't personally have a set, but a set is
available.

Q If we were to get a set, would you be able

to point out what you were referring to?
A I believe so.
Q Could we do that before the end of your
deposition, or when we take a break, could you do that.
MR. EDGAR: Do you know where we could find
these documents?
THE WITNESS: I think we should be able to.
MR. ROCKWELL: Perhaps, at a recess we can
go back and pick that up rather than take time
now.
MR. EDGAR: Cff the record.
(Discussion held off the record.)
MR. EDGAR: We will make an attempt to
locate the manual in guestion prior toc the end
of the deposition.
Q Tell me in more detail what specific

1aRY 7248
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mechanism has been set up in the discussicon since TMI 2
for transmission of information from the Engineering
Group to the operating utilities and to your own
Training Department.
A We haven't formally changed the mechanism in the
sense that the information would be transmitted as it
alwavs has been from engineers who have either been
requested to perform evaluations of operating events
at transients or who otherwise formulated information
which they feel needs to be transmitted, and it would
be transmitted to Mr. Hallman and Mr. Spangler within
the Services Group and issued as site instructions.

You may be thinking of the Power Systems and

Control Unit.

Q You indicated that the Control Analysis
Unit ==~
A It had its name changed, and some expansion of

responsibilities.

Q What is its name now?
A Power Systems and Controls.
Q I think you were referring to it as Control

Analysis Unit.
A Yes, I did at the beginning, that's right.

Q And we can say that they are the same thing;
that the Control Analysis Unit and the Power Systems

1861 247
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and Controls are two different names for the same unit,
but simply the name was changed?
A There was an expanion of responsibilities. The
function of the Control Analysis Unit was incorporated
into the responsibilities; the personnel were incor-
porated, and there has been an expansion of personnel.

o} Using the name, Power Systems and Controls,
I understand that you said earlier that there had been
established since TMI 2 a more direct connection
between operating experience and engineering under-
standing and the operating utilities?
A Right, and I believe this is at that particular
point in time. I was referring to a guestiocn you had
asked about focal point within engineering for gques-
tions which might come up for service relating to
operating experience in transients. The other aspect
¢f the more direct connection is that we are formu-
lating plans and discussing with our customers the
implementation of a more systematic -- of a systematic
analysis of plant transients and operating experience

within their plants on a continuing basis for which

this Power Systems and Control Unit would be the

for the collection of data. Those connections

are still being formulated. We are working hard with

our customers on them, and it has not really so far
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yielded or in my view necessitated a change in the
method of communication and service although it may
in the future.

Q Taking those two areas which you have
described, first, the fact that the Power Systems and
Controls has, in a sense, become a focal point for the
transmission of information, and second that there is
an effort to create a more systematic analysis of
operating experience; is that a fair restatement?

A There is an intention to do that, to offer that
service to our customers.

Q Let us take first the focal point guestion
you described.

A Yes.

Q Bow will the Power Systems and Control Unit
become more of a focal point? What will it do?

A It is too earl:; for me to say exactly how our
planning will shake out at this point in time. I am
really looking to this unit to formulate, and the

manager of this unit to formulate approaches -~ to
examine the present arrangements, to formulate approaches
which he believes will lead to -- by the way, the manager
that == I notice you are writing down Mr. Davis' name =--
the manager is J. D. Carlton. I am looking for him to

formulate the means for doing this, and he has been in

1881 251
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discussions with the training group here. He has been

deeply involved in follow-up on failure mode and effects

analysis experience data collection from all our
utilities since TMI 2, communicating with our owners,
and I would have to say that the initiatives that have
been underway are still being formulated.

Q You indicated Mr. Carlton has met with
Mr. Elliott to discuss these issues?

A Yes.

Q Have you asked Mr. Carlton for a plan
which would describe how he would implement this focal
point discussion?

A I have discussed with him, and I am locking for
him to formulate such a plan.

Q Has he given you anything in writing with
respert to how he intends to proceed, or his thoughts
as to how the interface between engineering and the
operating utilities can be improved?

A I don't believe he has.

Q Have you given him anything in terms of a
memorandum describing what you think 1s necessary, oOr
what you think he ought to be looking at?

A Well, I have formulated the outline wf a plan
which we are discussing internally here, which we have

discussed in a very prelimina-y way with our customers

R
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for addressing transient operating guidelines and the
follow up on those guidelines, making that connection
between Ba&W and its customers on a continuing basis,

ane giving it more attention.

Q That is something you wrote?
A Yel,_sir.
Q Is that a memorandum to Mr. Carlton?
A No. At the present time it is in the form of a

kind of draft task description which we are working on

here, which will be worked intc a proposal, and it will

involve others. It will involve Mr. Cartlen and other

pecple.

(Continued on following page.)
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Q That would be a task description of
how to implement the functioning of the Power Systens

and Control Group as a focal point?

A It is broader than the Power Systems and Control
Group.

Q Can we please have a copy ¢f the current
draft.
A May we go off the record.

Q Yes.

(Discussion held cff the record,

following which a brief recess was taken.)

(Document described below herein marked
Womack Deposition Exhibit 22 fer identification,

this date.)

Q Mr. Womack, showing you what has been
marked as Womack Deposition Exhibit 22, would you
please identify that.

A Yes, this is an excerpt from the Policies and
Procedures Administrative Manual of the Nuclear
Power Generation Dibision, entitled "Preparation and
Processing of Site Instructions,” and bearing the

number NPG 0504~-12(Revis.on 4), and the date, 2/20/78.

Q T1s this a current up-to-date version of
the policy ané procedure which you have referenced?
e
1881 254
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A I believa it to be since it was obtained

from a manual in use in the building.

Q I believe the subject cf this site
instruction came up when I 2sked if there was any
general guideline in written form which would relate
to the transmission of infeormation from the engineering
group tc operating utilities, and you said that this
would be the written basis for the transmission of

that information, is that correct?

A Yes, I said that this woul be an instruction

which would apply, in answer to your guestion, yes.

Q Can you tell me what part of the instruce
tion would apply to the transmission of information
that operating utilities cught to have and operators

ought to knoew about from the Engineering Group?

-

A As the instruction states, it is intended to
define the actions and responsibilities necessary

for processing this information which is defined

within the instruction as information and/or action
items transmitted from NPGD to the site in the form

cf a memo containing general information, measurements,
data, plant operation information, recommended
revisions to customer-prepared site support documents,

-

4'-:‘,0 )Lb
et cetera. ool <£I3J
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Is there anything in Womack Deposition

Exhibit 22 which instructs the Engineering Group to

see to it that information which is for operating

utilities

is transmitted?

A I don't see anything that goes directly to

that point.

Q

would it be a fair statement that this

is primarily a document which addresses itself to

procedures
A Yes.
Q

of what ought to be transmitted,

of the int

A Yes.

.

obtained a copy of a draft task descripticn which you

have authored, which is essentially a plan for imple-

-=- rather than the underlying guestion

ormation transmitted?

or the importance

Wwhile we were in recess, I believe you

menting improved communication between the Engineering

Group and

operating utilities.

Is that a fair description?

A Improved communications is a part of this plan,

7

of the basis for operational procedures

which may

be available to these ctustomers.

BENJAMIN REPORTING SERVICE
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MR. EDGAR: Let me make a statement for
the record.

We are furnishing to the Commission in
confidence for their inspection, an information
presented preliminarily which has commercial
implications. The disclosure could compromise
B&W's position in the marketplace. The
information is such that the disclosure of that
information may affect the ability of public
agencies to obtain information of a similar
kind in the future; and finally, to the extent
that the information might be characterized as
remedial in nature, there may be public policy
considerations which would militate toward

maintaining confidence of the information.

MR. ROCKWELL: The Commission reserves
its rights to have an independent determination
made as to the issues raised on behalf of
Babcock & Wilcox by Mr. Edgar, but agrees that
for the time being, the document would remain
in the custody of Mr. Edgar, and that it will

be the subject of continuing discussion between us.

MR. EDGAR: Let me add that Babcock
& Wilcox has voluntarily made the information

available in confidence for the Comnissiag{s Y57
‘d i ¢.5l
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use, and out of a sense of cooperation with

the Commission.

MR. ROCKWELL: 0ff the record.
(Discussion held off the record.)

(Continued on Page 36.)
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RZ26.1 3 MR. ROCKWELL: For the record, let me simply
ew 4 identify the document which we have been talking

about, and that document is a document entitled

o

“Response to TMI 2 Concerns, Task Description,”

6
N dated 6-18~79, and it contains a three-page text
at the beginning, and seven additional pages, one
8
of which is the flow chart, and it is my under=~
9
standing, Mr. Edgar, that we will have access to
10
it through you?
11 MR. EDGAR: For inspection.
12 MR. ROCKWELL: Off the record.
. 13 (Discussion held off the record.)
14 Q Let me ask you, Mr. Womack, whether you
15 have made an analysis yourself of the TMI 2 seguence of
events, and whether you have reviewed the findings of
16
other groups with respect to the TMI 2 seguence cf
17
events?
18 : :
A Yes, I have, and of course that analysis is
19

continuing because of the many investigations which are
20 continuing.

21 Q I understand. In your own mind, at leas®*
na 4at this point, have you distilled out what you think

~y Some of the major findings of those groups have been,

K
§ and some of the major gquestions raised by the TMI 2
o4
‘-.‘ .
seguence? P
& . 1881 259
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A Well, especially in the area of abnormal transient
operation, I have done so, and have formed some pre-
liminary conclusions aimed at answering the guestion
which was in the record earlier concerning the Power
Systems and Control Group which was, how could B&W
assist in making this a more complete reliable process.

Q Before we get to specifically what B&W can
dc, can you tell me what you have distilled out in
terms of major areas that you think out to be addressed.
A One area which has been addressed by a number of
groups, that trans.ents at TMI 2 and other transients
involved multiple failures during the course of the
transients, and these kinds of failures are not always
explicitly addressed in the engineering design basis
analysis which is done for licensing and done for the
design of the engineering systems that go into the
plant; having the designer address sequences which might
go beyond the single failure event and go beyond single
failures and include operators' failures, or operations
actions when not called for, and which appears to many
of the groups who have reviewed TMI 2 to be in order.

Q Are there other areas which you think need
tc be addressed?
A Yes. Having made this examination, it would be
important to supply information which resulted grop ig

1881 260
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in a manner which the operatocrs who can use it to be
furnished to the operators so they could take advantage
of it to use the fullest capabilities of their nuclear
plants to avoiéd and handle safely any transient that
might be initiated, and that would invelve supplying
training materials which would relate to this.

In addition, it has seemed to a number of groups
that have reviewed TMI 2 and have thought further about
the whole segquence of events suggested by TMI 2 that
additional emphasis should be given to training the
operators and providing an understanding of the funda-
mental systems operational concepts with respect to
how the system behaves in response to transients in
certain events on a relatively fundamental conceptual
basis.

Finally, a program, or an objective such as I
have summarized for you would certainly be useful if
performed in a once-through operation, but to maintain
their utility through the years that nuclear plants
are operated, it is important that the basis so formu-
lated be continually upgraded as new operating experi-
ence is gained, or as information which may be
developed in the engineering state of the art may indi-
cate the need for changes in the area.

Q Could your last point be summarized by

1881 26
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saying that what these groups have perceived to be
needed, and I take it what you perceive tc be needed,
is to get the benefit of the experiences that you have
and plyc it back into the system so people can use it
in practice, i1s that right?
A That would be a very valuable area, yes.

Q Having those issues in mind, which I take
it you have distilled ocut, would you tell me what you
think B&W can do to address them.

A Yes, sir. I think that we have to recognize that
B&W's role in the design of the plant is limited to a
portion of it, but by expanding its own engineering
knowledge of what is called the balance of the plan and
generally designed and supplied by others, and by
addressing the plant as a whole in a systematic way
with the specific objective cf determining how the
plant can best be managed to respond to the kind of
transients we have discussed earlier, I think B&W has

a substantial engineering design analytical experience
which can be applied to that, and in the process the
engineering basis for the plant will be expanded and
will be created and documented in an expanded form and
will be available for ready reference at a later time.

I would envisio-~ that such a program would
involve systems analyse. <° assure that transients which

¢« AN sA
2 £

' a0
f'- ! /
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might not have been addressed in the criginal licensing
basis, such as the multiple transients we have
mentioned before, are properly understood in terms of
the system behavior that is predicted for those
transients. Then I think through a close cooperation
with the licensees, with the owners of our operating
plants, a close coupling of these engineering basis
f£indings needs to be made to the operating procedures
that are formulated by the utilities and used by them
to train the operators cf their plants.

I would propose that that be done by providing,
on the basis of the analysis that I have just discussed
with you, cperating guidelines which I wvould envision
as outlines of strategies for operation, not explicit
to the detail of instrument number or valve number, but
defining che basic approcach to operating the plant in
response to these transients. These guidelines would
then be utilized by the utilities to prepare the exacc
appropriate -~ or the operating procedures appropriate
for their specific plant, and B&W would serve a
consultative and checking role in that interaction.

Having done that, then it would be important to
assure that on a continuing basis operating experiences
£it into those processes, and the guidelines are

updated, and that the continuing training programs and

BENJAMIN REPORTING SERVICE



87

LB+

wn

Womack 41
and procedure revision programs, and indeed the occa-
sional hardware component design changes which might
be made, are fit in to keep the guidelines up~to-date,

current and appropriate.

Q Do you see also 2 role for B&W in terms
of additional improved training of the operators as
a result of all this?

A I think that trat is potentially a rcle which
might be there. I haven't fully explored what might

be done, but I feel that it could be done, yes.

Q Is it fair to say that these problem
areas that you have identified and the actions that
vou think B&W can take to address them arise out
of a concern that they had not been adeguately

addressed before?

A I would say that certain of the bases that I
have mentioned to you at the bezinning of the dis-
cussion are acknowledged no%: to have been explored

toc the fulness that I have just outlined to you, yes.

Q In your analysis and the conclusions
which you have arrived at and which you have just
expressed, have you been in touch with others in
the industry, either NSSS suppliers or utilities?

7
A d

I know vou have reviewed analyses of the TM 5 9 *,\4
g1 Z%
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accident, and I am not talking about that.

A You are talking about the kind of conclusions
that I have personally just expressed?

Q Yes.
A I have not personally reviewed this with
utilities. An outline, a very brief ocutline of these
ideas, has been presented in a very preliminary way

to Power Operating Utilities Owners Group.

Q Do you have in mind a mechanism for imple-
menting what you think B&W can do to address these
problems?

A Te8, Sir., wWe will be formulating and pre-
senting a proposal along these lines when we have
completed our internal evaluation c¢f these ideas to

our operating plant owners group and recommending it

2]

or their adoption and support.

Q Do you have any understanding as to where
the otrher NSSS operators stand with respect to the
kind of program you envision?
= No, I don't.

Q Have you made any inguiry to find out
whether thev are already dcing it or not deing it, or

whether they have it under consideration?

1881

A No, sir, I have not. . . z
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Q You indicated to me that there have been
discussions among yourself, Mr. Kasseba, Roy, Elliott
and Carlton about the concerns that you all have that
there had been essentially a gap in communication

between engineering and training, is that correct?

A I don't think I used that word.
Q Is that an accurate description, however?
A There have been discussions between engineering

and training, yes.

Q How have these men characterized the
relationship between engineering and training in
light of the TMI 2 seguence of events, and I will
go through specifically:

Mr. Roy?

A That is a very difficult question for me to
answer. I presume you will be talking with these

individuals yourself.

Q Do you have any recollection of what
Mr. Roy has said about the relationship between

engineering and training in light of TMI 2?

A I believe that these gentlemen would unanimously
agree that this relationship needs to be strengthened,
and I believe that for the most part they would
sympathize in principle with the pcints I have outlined
o you 1881 266
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g Do you recollect any specific discussions
t+hat have been had with you and/or any specific state-
ments which have been made on this subject since TMI 2,
and specifically Mr. Roy?
A T don't recollect specific guotes, but this
plan certainly has been discussed with Dr. Roy, and
my general impression is that he is in agreement

with the principles.

MR. EDGAR: Referring to the recommenda~-
tions and plan that you have outlined, I take ie?

THE WITNESS: Yes.

Q I am not talking so much here about the
prospective view in terms of what you are going to
do, but what your perception of the communications
between engineering and training is, pre-TMI 2.

Has Mr. Roy made any statement about his opinion
as to the communications between engineering and

training up to the time that TMI 2 occurred?

A Yes, I think I characterized that statement
that it does need, and presumably did need to be
strengthened, and internally, we certainly will take
actions to do that by having more of our engineers
spend more time just physically looking at the

training program.

o
o
O~
~J

1881
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Q Did Mr. Roy have any specific comments
about the relationship between engineering and
training? I understand that he said he felt it
needed improvement, but specifically did he say we
have got to look at this area, or we have got to
look at that area?

A Yes, I think that one of the areas that we have
especially discussed is the area of the interaction
of the ope.ator with the instrumentation and equip~-
ment in the control room.

Q Which instrumentation and which eguipment?
A The general presentation of the instrum2antation

and equipment.

Q Do I understand you correctly to be
referring generally to the control room design?

A The general control room design, yes, sir.

Q Has Mr. oy focused more specifically
on any of the other issues that arise out of the

TMI 2 seguence of events?

A Yes, he has certainly focused on one that we
have already discussed, and that is the feedback of

operating experience from our plant to engineering.

(Continued on tollcwinq!page.)
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Q Did Mr. Roy ever ask whether the information
from the Davis Besse September 24, 1277 accident got to

the operating utilities, and if not, why not?
A He didn't explicitly ask me that guestion. I anm

sure he asked that guestion of others.

Q Have you ever heard him ask that guestion of
others?
A I can't recall that I have.

(Document described below herein marked

Womack Deposition Exhibit 23 for iwentification,

this date.)

Q Let me show you what has been marked as
Womack Deposition Exhibit 23, an? for the record, let
me identify it as a memorandum from B ort Dunn to Jim
Taylor, dated February 9, 1978 and distributed to a
number of people who are indicated on the second page
of this two-page Exhibit.

Have you ever seen this document before?

A Yes, sir.
Q When?
A I saw it sometime in March.
Q Before the accident at TMI 27
A No. I mean sometime in April, excuSe me. The

daces are fuzzy.

Q Aprl of 19792 ‘881 (69
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A Yes, after the accident at TMI 2.
Q Has there been any discussion of this

memorandum since the TMI 2 seguence?

A Yes.

Q Have you ever discussed it with Mr. Roy?
A Yes, sir.

Q Let me read a couple of sections of it so

that we focus on wnat we are talking about.

At the beginning of the first paragraph, it
states:

"This memo addresses a serious concern with
ECCS Analysis about the potential for operator action
to terminate high preysire injection following the
initial stage of a LOCA.'

Is it fair t', say that there was serious
concern about the potential for operator action to
terminate high pressure injection following the initial
stage of a LOCA?

A I certainly think it was.

Q And the concern expressed was a prediction
of the sequence of events, at least in that regard?
A Yes.

Qe Has anyone, to your knowledge, in the B&W
organization specifically asked what happened to this
memocrandum and why wasn't that information passed onto

881 2
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the operating utilities?

A Yes, I believe they have.

48

Q Have you been a participant in any of those

discussions?

A Yes,

that I have understood some of the

discussions.

I have participated in the =--

in the extent

findings in those

Q Could you tell me what they are.
A I believe this memcrandum was preceded by another
from Mr. Kelly that you have.

MR. ROCKWELL:

Deposition Exhibit 24.

Please mark that as

(Document described below herein marked

Womack Deposition Exhibit 24

this date.)

for identification,

Q We have now marked as Womack Deposition

Exhibit 24, a November 1,
tion,
randum from Mr. Kelly.
A Yes.

Q That is the memorandum
ence to a moment ago?
A Yes, sir.

Q I believe the guestion
before we marked

that was, had you

1977 memorandum to Distribu-

and the distribution is identified on the memo-

that you had refer-~

that was pending

been a participant

g8t 271
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in any discussion as to why the information, and we
will now modify it, why the information in those two
memoranda was not gotten cut to the operating utilities
before TMI 27
A Yes, I think you had asked me to outline what my
understanding was of the course of action with respect
toc these memcranda.
Q Would you proceed to answer the guestion.
A The original memorandum -- let me state in
answering this guestion, that my knowledge of this is
secondhand; that at the time that these memoranda were
initiated, I had a different responsibility than my
present responsibility and, therefore, I am giving you
what may be an incomplete picture, tit my understanding
is that Mr. Kelly's memorandum, perhaps directly, or
perhaps indirectly, led to Mr. Dunn's memorandum to
Mr. Taylor, which I think you marked Exhibit 23.
Q Let me stop you for a moment for a point of
clarification.
To your knowledge, were there any inter-
vening memoranda ==
A I am not aware of any.
Q So that the record is clear, the guestiocon
was geing to be, any intervening memoranda between
Mr. Kelly's November 1, 1977 memorandum and Mr. Dunn's

tgE | 212
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February 9, 1978 memorandum, and I think your answer

was that you are not aware of any?

50

A I am not aware of any, but remember I prefaced

my remarks, that this may be an incomplete recounting.

Then, as I understand it, discussions did =--

ensued fcllowing Mr. Dunn's memorandum between, and I

can't name the individuals, to tell you the truth, but

between Engineering and Nuclear Services, and I now

understand there was a memorandum written back from

Services to Plant Integration about the beginning of

August in 1978 concerning the subject, and thereafter

I haven't detailed knowledge of the handling of the

subjec* at this time.

Q Do you have any understanding of the discus~-

sion, and specifically the discussions that arocse out

of these memorand?

A I don't think my understanding is good, no.

Q Was there a meeting that arose cut of Bert
Dunn's February 9, 1978 memorancdum?
A I can't confirm or deny that. I don't know the

answer to that gquestion.

(Continued ¢on following page.)

BENJAMIN REPORTING SERVICE



Womack 51

SR 9 3 Q Has any explanatiocn emerged, to your
1 knowledge, as to why Mr. Kelly's and Mr. Dunn's
5 memoranda did not go through the system to the
& point of reaching the operating utilities?
A The only explanation which has emerged, to
. my understanding, is that simply the matter was in
. the process of being reviewed by the various parties
9 who had a concern and had an interest in the process
10 of getting this information to the operating
11 wutilities.
12 Q And when you say the matter was being
12 reviewed, I take it that from November 1, 1977 until
' - March 28, 1979, was a matter of something in excess
‘ of 15 months, is that correct?
. A Yes, I think it is correct.
16
Q Therefore, the matter apparently was
. under review for that period of time without any
- action having been taken to inform the operating
16

uytilities of what Bert Dunn described as "a very
2 serious matter deserving of prompt attention and
21 correction"?

an A I cannot confirm that no action was taken

to inform the operating utilities, but I can confirm

I do not have knowledge of that action.
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Q Have vou ever talked to Mr. Roy about
whether he read the Bert Dunn February 9, 1978
memorandum, in light of the fact that he appears
on distribution?

A I don't recall whether I have asked him
whether he read it or not.

Q Have you ever talked with Mr. Norm
Elliott, the head of your Training Department, about
whether he read Kelly's November 1, 1977 memorandum,
which was apparently the first flag about the
problem arising out of the September 24, 1977 inci-
dent at Davis Besse?

A No, sir. I don't believe sc.

Q You never talked to Mr. Norm Elliott

about that?

A No, sir.

Q Do you know whether anyone asked Mr. Elliott
whether he ever read that memorandum?
A No, sir. I don't know that.
Q We have been advised, Mr. Womack, that
you prepared a memorandum to Mr. Byron Nelson, who
is in-house counsel for Babcock & Wilcox, at

Mr. Nelson's reguest, and that the memorandum was

dated May 11, 1979, Did vou prepare such a memorandum?
1 001 Y1 &
A Yes, sir. Relo R 474
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Q Was it prepared at Mr. Nelson's request?
A Yes, sir.
Q Was it given to anyone other than

Mr. Nelson?
A No, sir. I deon't believe so.
Q Were there any ca .pon copy distributions
shown on that memorandum, tc¢ others?
A No, sir, I don't believe sO.
Q Have you personally made it available

to anycne else here at B&aw?

A No, sir. I don't believe so.

Q Has Mr. Nelson requested the memorandum?
A Yes, sir.

Q Had he asked you to make an investigation

of the handling of the so-called Michaelson Report
within Babcock & Wilcox?
A Ne, sit. He did not ask me perscnally to make

such an investigation.

Q Did someone else ask you to make that
investigation?
A Not in that way. I certainly in my present

position have become aware of the Michaelson
Report and had tre interest and responsibilityv to
assure that a followup on it from that point forward

was certainly complete.
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Q It had become a matter of some public
discuasion. what was Nelscn's reguest that you were
responding to through this May 11, 1977 memorandum?

MR. EDGAR: Off the record.

(There was discussion off the record.)

Q Mr. Womack, do you have an understanding
as to how the Michaselson Report was handled within
B&wW?

A Yes, I thinkI have a basic understanding of
how it was handled.

Q Could you outline for me each step that
you understand occurred?

A Qkay.

My knowledge of the dates is approximate, and
I would like to reserve the privilege of checking
these for correctness in your transcript.

Basically, my understanding is that what has
been called the Michaelson Report is a document
of some length, probably on the order of 30 to 40
pages, prepared by a staff member of the Tennessee
Valley Authority, and concerning the general subject
of extremely small reactor coolant system breaks.

Q Let me just say I am generally familiar
with what Michaelson addressed. To the extent that
you need to outline in order to explain how it was

t 3G 1 7
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handled, fine, but you dcn't need to educate me on
the subject.

A All right, I will try not to be toc didactic.
This report was addressed to us under a cover letter
in the normal project management communication chain.

The report is primarily addressed at our 205
Fuel Assembly Reactcr System.

One such system == 0or two such systems, actually-=-
are being provided by Babcock & Wilcox to TVA.

In the course of construction in Alabama-Belafonte,
which is the name of the plant. It was under that
contract that this Michaelson analysis was prgvidcd,
and if I recollect the covering letter, it regquested
comments from BaW on the analysis.

The approximate time of that was the spring
of 1978 == was it May? I would have to check it.

The time of receipt was in the spring of 1978.

My understanding was that it was quickly re-
viewed by the ECCS group here, and that they £ind no
generally surprising concerns in that document, and
it was then treated as an action item to be asked
as time permitted in the course of other work.

I believe, and I have been told, that one cor
more telephone conversations between TVA representa-
tives and our engineering people toock place on the
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subject of that report or aspects of that report,
between the time it was received here and the time
that an initial written answer, a brief written
answer, was prepared, which I think was about
January 1979.

Q Were these telephone conversations
between Paterson and someone in your group?

A Wwell, that I can't confirm about the TVA
respondent. I believe that tac j=veen in our ECCS
group would have been involved in those conversations,
yes, sir.

Q Do you know who in your group?

A No, I don't, but I would imagine Mr. Dunn oOr
one of his staff.

Q So if I understand correctly, the
Michaelson report was transmitted in the spring of
1978 and was reviewed by ECCS group, and there were
¢ number of telephone conversations between ECCS, you
think, and TVA, and the first written response went
from B&W to TVA in January 19797
A Yes. I think the written response may have
gone in February, but it was in that time frame,
yes, Ssir. I waes going to continue.

Q Yes.

A I believe there was a response back from
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which was in the spirit of "You have answered most
of our guestions, but there are a couple of .tems
we don't understand. Please clarify these for us."

They had regquested a response, I think, by the
end of March, and we had not completed that resoonse
back to them by the end of March, and that work did
get disrupted.

Then following the heightening of interest in
this whole subject as the result of the TMI 2 event
of March 28, that was the point in time at which
I first became aware of this seris of correspondence
that I have just recounted to you, in that context.

I had been asked by the project manager of
TVA to ask Mr. Dunn to participate in a conversation
with some TVA people, which I did not then know
applied to the Michaelson Report.

But I think in retrospect, I understand that
it d4diad. I was simply asked to ask the ECCS unit to

support a conversation with TVA, which I did.

1881 2
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Q when was that c¢conversation?
A Probably in January or sco of 1979, to my recol-
lection.
Q Did you sit in on that conversation?
A No, I didn't, nor éid I really get into the

material which was to be discussed, but simply asked
Mr. Dunn to support the project manager. Shall I
continue?

Q If there is more in the understanding and
the handling of the Michaelson report, I wish you would
continue.

- Well, the action that was taken af%er that, as I
said, with a heizhtening of interest and specific gues-
tions from the Nuclear Regulatory Commission was to
prepare materials responding more copiously on a point~-
by-point basis to Mr. Michaelson's analysis.

That response was prepared by our ECCS unit. I
par .cipated in the review ¢f the response, and it was
submitted along with others to our customers and to
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission about the 7th of May.

Q Is that the taree-volume blue =--

A At that time it was two volumes, but the third
one vas added later. This particular item is Appendix S
I think of tha: volume. Further discussion on the

technical points have been held, which have involved
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both us anéd Mr. Michaelson, primarily in the arena of
meetings of the Advisory Committee on Reactor Safe-~-
guards. Additional analytical information was prepared
and was also submitted as a part of that May 7th
compendium, dealing with transients, specifically
addressing some of the concerns raised by Michaelson.

e what was the occasion for the conversation
in January that you described between your ECCS Group
and TVA; was that an in-person meeting or was that a
telephone conference call?

A That was a telephone conversation, and my recol-
lection of it was that I don't remember who in the PM
group, but one of the project managers called and said,
"we need some support. We are being asked to give an
update on the status of this unit, the ECCS Group has
been discussing, and can you ask Mr. Dunn's group to
support us,” and I did.

Q How had “iiat other group gotten involved
in the Michaelson issue?
A Which other group?

Q My recollection fails me, but you indicated
someone had come t¢ you and said they needed suprort
of ECCS.

A Our communication on contracts which are in the
construction phase is through our Department of Project
1881 282
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10:3 3 Management, 1l such correspondence and communications

4 come through that group, at least initially.

5 Q I see. Had they been the criginal recipient
6 of the Michaelson report?

_ A Yes, sir.

| MR. EDGAR: Off the record.

’ (There was discussion off the record.)

’ Q You made a roference, Mr. Womack, to the

10

Michaelson concerns having come up before the ACRS,

11 is that correct?

12 A The technical issues in particular, yes.
‘ 13 Q Was that Mr. Eberscle?
14 A No, not in the meetings that I participated in,
15 all of which have been after the 1st of April. In
3
fact, I don't recall Mr. Eberscle as a participant at
. any of these meetings
¥ ' Q The occasions on which it had come up as a
18

subject in the ACRS have been since the accident, to

19 your knowledge?

20 A The occasions in which I have participated, ves,

7] that is right.

250 Q Do you know whether Mr. Ebersocle's comments
before the ACRS, in connection with the hearing

. concerning Pebble Beach, came to the attention of your

‘ - department before the TMI 2 event?
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10.4 3 A I would have to say I don't know for sure.
4 Q You have recounted a sequence of events wi:th

respect to Michaelson. Did you acquire that information

wn

because you made a deliberate effort to investigate and

6

. learn what had happened?

| A I acquired the iuformation that I thought was

’ important to deal with the technical issue, which was
’ my primary responsibility, particularly after in April
10

it came to my attention that it was a matter of

11 considerable external public concern.

12 Q Did you go back and make a deliberate effort
‘ |3 to reconstruct the handling of Michaelson in terms of

14 understanding how it had occurred?

g A Yes, I would have to say that I did. I didn't

3

make that in the investigative depth which I think

h would be more sa.iefactory to you in the sense that I

i+ had looked for telecon records and dates of telephone

18 calls, but the general sense of what was done.

19 Q In an effort to go back and reconstruct,

20 did you alsc try to go back and reconstruct the handling
21 of the concerns arising out of the Davis Besse incident
~n ©OND September 24, 19772

A Not to that great an extent. I have certainly

looked at some of those things since the TMI accident,

24
’ but not to the extent.
s ™A '({
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Q Well, tel. me what you did do to recon-
struct the handling of the concerns arising out of the
September 24, 1977 incident at Davis Besse.

A Well, I have looked at the site problem report
and noted who was involved.

As I have recounted to you earlier, I have become
aware of these memoranda and the discussion that
resulted from that.

MR. EDGAR: Which memoranda?

THE WITKNESS: I think we identified them
as Exhibits 23 and 24. I haven't really had
time to go a great deal further than that. That
is about the size of it.

Q I may have asked you this gquestion, and if
I have, excuse me, but had you ever seen either of the
memoranda marked as Exhibit 23 or 24 before March 28,
19797
A To the best ¢f my knowledge, I had not.

Q Were you familiar with the fact that there
had been & transient at Davis Besse in September 19877
in which there had been loss of pressurizer level
indication high?

A Yes, I was familiar "rith the fact that this
transient had occurred, familiar to some degree with

the details, but not detailed analysis.
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Q Had Bert Dunn ever commented to you that
he was concerned about the potential for operator error
in light of his analysis?
MR. EDGAR: At what time?
MR. ROCKWELL: Before March 28, 1979.
A Not toc my recollection, no, sir.
Q Mr. Womack, I take it you were aware of the
meeting between the NRC, B&W and a number of operating
utilities in February of 1979 in connection with the

Davis Besse transient that occurred in November of 19772

A Yes, I was aware of that meeting.

Q I take it you did not attend the meeting?
A Ne, I don't think I di’. -No, I'm pretty sure I
did not.

Q Did you attend the planning session for that
meeting?
A I did attend the planning session, yes, sir.

Q Dié the guestion ever arise in the planning

session as to whether attention cught to be given not
only to the Davis Besse transient in November 1977, but
also to the Davis Besse transient in September of that
year?

A I can't recall whether it did or not, but it
certainly would have been our attempt to use all the
information we had, so I wouldn't be surprisgdr§f it digd.
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Q You have no recollection?
A I just am not able to recall precisely enough to

give you an absoclutely verifiable answer, but please
follow up if it is relevant.

Q I am showing vou what has been previously
marked as Willse Deposition Exhibit 5, which is Mr.
Willse's summary of that February 14, 1979 meeting.
You were shown on the distribution of that memcrandum?
A Yes.

(Continueéd on following page.)
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Q Am I correct that no reference is made
in the memorandum to any discussion of the September

Davis Besse transient?

A You will have to permit me to read this
memorandum.

Q Please do.
A Actually it is difficult to tell from this

memorandum what transient might have been discussed
by the Toledo representative. It mentions only one.
Q If I told you that Mr. Willse testified
that there had been no discussion of the September
Davis Besse transient at that meeting, would you
have any basis for disagreeing with me?
A No, sir.
Q Would it be fair to say that the
purpose of that meeting was to discuss concerns with
respect to pressurizer level indication?
A I think the purpose of the meeting as stated in
the memorandum was pretty much as I understood it,
and that was that the representative of the NRC
wished to investigate an allegation that B&W had not
responded in timely manner to resolve the loss of
pressurizer level indication concerning DB 1l.

So the central issue was with respect

D

to the loss of pressurizer level indication?

A Yes. idé.i ..)(58
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Q The purpose of the meeting was to
discuss whether B&W had responded adeguately to that?
A Yes, sir. That is what I understood.

Q And four of the operating utilities using
B&W plants were present at that meeting, is that
correct?

A Yes, and responded themselves to the first
four of the five guestions that were of interest
to the NRC visitor.

Q Do you have any explanation as to why a
meeting devoted to the discussion of pressurizer
level indication at Davis Besse didn't address the
other Davis Besse incident, which also involved
loss of pressurizer level indication?

MR. EDGAR: He didn't attend the meeting,
anéd he also doesn't know whether they discussed
the high incident.

Q You attended the planning meeting, is
that correct?

A Yes, I think I attended the planning meeting.

Q Do you have any understanding, taking
Mr. Willse's testimony at face value, which was
that the September Davis Besse accident was never
discussed in this February 14th meeting with the
NRC, do you have any explanation as to why that

1881 289
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wasn't brought out?
A Have we determined the pressurizer level was

lost in that transient?

Q In which transient?
A September.
Q I believe the Site Problem Report

indicates that.
A I would like to review that. That might be one
response or reason. Again I am speculating. I assure
you that it was not because of an intention on anybody's
part not to discuss something that they thought was
relevant, if that is where you are heading.

Q Well, have you ever asked anybody, or
have you ever had any discussion with anybody, about
whether that other Davis Besse transient was discussed
at that meeting, and if nct, why not?
Y No, sir. I really haven't. I haé not, until
your line of guestioning this morning made that
connection.

(There was discussion off the record.)

Q I refer vou to the second paragraph of

Dunn's February 9, 1978 memorandum, first couple of

sentences.,
A To what point in particular are you referring,
sir?
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Q Based on Bert Dunn's review of the
September Davis Besse accident, would it be fair
to say that there was an inadeguate indication of
pressurizer level indication in that it was higher
than operators would normally expect?
A I think that the thrust of what you just stated
can be a conclusion; that the paragraph really says
that the operator might, if we locked only at
pressurizer level in such an event, be misled by
high level ané might have been led in this event to
throttle high pressure injection. That would appear
to me to be a different concern than the matter of
loss of pressurizer level indication, which was
really aimed at low level, which was the central
focus of this meeting we have been discussing which

took place on the 14th of February.

Q Would it be fair to say that the underlying
issue in each of the Davis Besse transients was a
pressurizer level indicaticn which was not what
operators would normally expect, and which would not

give an accurate indication of cenditions in the

core?
A No, I don't think so.
Q why?
A Well, I think the issue in this particular
“ 3/‘0 "‘{’
1os! 91

BENJAMIN REPORTING SERVICE



"o

(91

Womack €8
meeting of February 14th was really in ci¢ es in
which the secondary system might act in such a way
as to lead to over-cooling of the reactor after a
reactor trip, of primary system after a reactor trip,
and shrinkage in the primary system occurs, due to
decrease in the average temperature of the cooclant

In such cases it has occurred that the
pressurizer level has gone down below the indicating
range of the instrumentation. This does not indicate
that the pressurizer level indication is unreliable,
or even, in that particular instance, up to a point,
an inadegquate indication of the system inventory.

The guestion originally was, is this a matter of
very serious concern, or is it an operational incon-
venience.

We had performed some analyses and supplied
them tc Toledo late in 1978, relative to how far
the level might have gone down in the pressurizer
after it was no longer within the indicating range.
On the basis of that, they had some discussions, and
the meeting on the 14th of February was toc review
these discussions with a visitor from NRC.

When the guestion, I believe, was interpreted
generally by the participants at that meeting, and
I believe that was the intent of the NRC, to discuss

1881 292
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to

3 what previous experience there had been on loss of
s pressurizer level, that is, going low and outside

the indication range, that particular set of circum-

U

stances did not, I suspect, appear directly connected

x to the set of circumstances in the September 1977

{ Toledo event, and it is not unreasonable to assume

8 that that is the reason why it wasn't discussed.

9 Q Do you know whether it occurred to anyone,

10 either in the planning meeting or in the February 14th
]] meeting, that during a discussion of pressurizer
12 level indication might be a good opportunity to advise

the operating utilities present of information avail-

13
able with respect to the September Davis Bes:e
14
incident?
15
A If you mean in connection with the kind of
16 information we have identified as Exhibits 23 andéd 24,
17

it certainly did not occur to me, and to the best of
18 my knowledge, it didn't occur to anyone else, either.
19 As I stated to you, I only became aware of

20 this particular inPprmation since the 28th of March

incident.

Q Do you know, referring to the final
bl

-

period before the Three Mile Island incident, whether
"'\

-

any of the engineers in your Plant Design Section

ever had any exposure to the simulater training being

1881 2935
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conducted here at B&W?
A I am confident that out of the engineers there
that a number of them have, yes, sir.

Q Was there any systematic way or systematic
approach to informing the engineers about what
operators were being told by the B&W training people
here in the simulator?

A The definition of the word "systematic”
troubles me.

(Continued on Page 71.)
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Q I can restate the guestion.

A Well, I be happy to try to answer the guestion in
terms that I think I can.

Certainly the conduct of such training would be a
part of making such a connection at least to individual
engineers. To state, however, that there was a focused,
responsibility-defined program for having the
Engineering Department review the simulatcr training
program in that way, I'm not aware that there was one,
no, sir.

Q Did Norm Elliott ever attend on a regular
basis any meetings within the Engineering Department to
keep abreast of developments within the department?

A Again let me answer with the best precision I
can. There are many dozens of meetings within the
Engineering Department every day. I had no such
generalized contact on a regular basis and wasn't aware
of them.

Q Do you know whether Norm Elliott ever
attended a meeting of the Engineering Department?

A I would be very surprised if Norm Elliott never
attended a meeting in the Engineering Department.

Q In other words, you think he did?

A Oh, yes, certainly. But the subject cof the meeting

might have been anything from budgeting to personnel
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rotation to the operator training program.

Q Do you know if Norm Elliott was on any kind
of distribution list for information generated in the
Engineering Department?

A I am sure he is. Excuse me. Let me not be gquite
so0 certain. I would not be surprised that he is, but
if you will ask me to identify what distribution list,
I can't specifically.

But I would note that he was among the addressees
of the memorandum we have identified as Exhibit 24.

Q Is there any reguirement or practice in the
Engineering Department to have a certain number of
engineers licensed as operators?

A No, there is not such a reguirement.

Q Do you have any licensee operators in the
Engineering Department?

- Yes. We have some, either presently licensed
operators or formerly licensed operators.

Q Do you know that there are presently
licensed operators in the Engineering Department?

A I can't confirm that. I will be glad to do so
later for you if you want.

MR. EDGAR: You don't know?

THE "'ITNESS: I don't know.

Is there any practice in the Engineering

L8

~ 7
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Department for your engineers to go out to oparating
plants and simply spend time there to inform themselves
of what it is like to be at an operating plant and what
it is like to be an operator in a control room?
A Yes, we try to achieve that primarily through the
use of through the loan of engineers for field assign-
ments, short-term, and through programs of rotation
into longer term assignments through the Services
Department.

Personally I believe it is very important, and it
has been, of course, an cobjective of mine to make that
happen to the extent that I could, since coming into
the department.

Q At the time you arrived in the department,
what proportion of your engineers would have had that
kind of field experience?

A I don't know, sir.

Q Aside from field assignments, was there a
practice or effort to have engineers simply visit
operating plants to become familiar with and talk to
operators and become familiar with the problems that
they deal with on a day-to-day basis in the control
room?

A Visitation of operating plants, yes. These kinds
of discussions with operators, I am not at all sure.
1881 29/
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T would be inclined to a negative answer on that.

We have provided opportunities for engineers
especially and people in general within NPGD to visit
plants under construction.

It is frequently more educational for an engineer,
who may never have seen a nuclear power plant within
arm's length, to visit the plant before it 1is started
up and before fuel is loaded because then he has access
te the components in the system physically and can see
them, which he designed; whereas after startup, the
containment would be closed and his visit after startup
as part of a field support assignment would allow him
to get into the containment and witness re-fueling
operation and participate in re-fueling and maintenance
in the Service Department direction.

Q Do you think there would be value to
engineers being exposed to operators and seeing how
operators understand and deal with the system that the
engineers design?

A Definitely.

Q How are you and the Engi.cering Design
Department educated about what happens in the field?
Where do you get your information?

A Primarily from site problem repcrts and summaries
of field operation, plant operaticnal status, which are

l 3 1 y G
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prepared on a weekly basis by the Service Department.

e And is it the Service Department's function
then to pull all of these together and to try to
analyze them and then to circulate what appear to be
important concerns through the Engineering Department?
A That is something that they do. The Service
Department is the conduit for this kind of information.

Q How do they pass the information along?

Do they simply pass along the site problem report,
itself, or do they do some sort of analysis of what it
means and what its significance may be, for .nstance,

to the Engineering Group?

A They can go both.

Q Do they do both?
A I expect we could £find instances of both, yes,
sir.

Q Is there any regular forum or format for

them doing that?
A The site problem report is such a format, and
then there is an abbreviated review of operations, as
I said, on a weekly basis, which is about a pa&ge to a
page and a half long, that indicates what the status
and principal actions in the operating plant may have
been for the past week.
Q Is tiere a function where some one person
i881 299
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or group of persons has the responsibility of reviewing
these site problem reports and then bringing specific
gquestions to the attention of specific people. whether
in Design or Engineering or any other department here
at the Nuclear Power Generating Division, and say,
"Look, this is something you ought to look at"?
A Yes, that function is discharged within the
Services Department.

Q How is it discharged?

A Well, I think the best reference again for that
would be to look at the site problem report procedure.
Again it will be a procedural description similar to
the one we looked at on site instructions.

Q What I am wondering is, is it merely a
question of routing site problem reports to people or
is there also an analytic function there?

A There is a closed loop, when it is requested, of
engineering by the Service Department for analysis or
evaluation of a component failure, and when that is
requested, there will be an engineer completion closure,
usually initialled off on the SPC.

MR. EDGAR: What do you mean by analysis

in the context of service? Can we define the

term "analysis"? That may help.

Q I guess what I am t-ying to get at is =--

1881
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and let me try to state a guestion which gets at it =--
are the site problem reports simply routed to people
or is there a process by wh.ch they are looked at by
the Operations Group and perhaps analyzed and passed
along with comments on a regular basis that specific
people or specific departments ought to pay attention
to this, and that this, fcr instance, may reguire
contact back to one operating utility or back to all
Jperating utilities?
A Well, there is a process. I don't know what you
mean by "the Operations Group."

(Continued on following page.)
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SR 13 3 Q Service Group operator.
4 A There is a process by which the Service
_ Departmen: makes such assessments, and that process

does fregquently inveolve cunsultation at their request

6
in the engineering groups. They will similarly decide
what kXind of assessment is needed from Engineering,

8
and they will go to the group that they think can

9

provide that assessment, and that will then be done
10 and fed back to them.
11 Then once the site problem reports are "cleared”
12 or completed, action within B&W is completed, a dis-

tribution is made, and we, I think, routinely get

13
. 1 copies of those in Plant Design and Plant Integration
i4
groups.
15
Q Whose responsibility is it for processing
16

information that may come t¢ you from sources c*her
than site problem reports?
18 a The individual whc -- well, there are a lot of
19 answers tc that guestion. A lot of people handle
20 information, depending on where it comes from. We
e talked about Michaelson a few minutes ago, and a
- conduit to information coming into the company was
the project management group. It was again processed
by the Project Management Department to the engineering
. unit that the pro‘ect manager felt was appropriate
o 1881 102
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to deal with the guestion at issue, and the process-
ing was handled in that way.
Q Have you ever observed, yourself, an

operating reactor when it is critical?

A Yes.
Q How recently?
Py I think the last critical operating reactor I

visited was TM~1l.
Qe When would that have been?

A Last year. It would have been before I took

the job as manager of Plant Design.

Q Have you ever observed any other operating

reactors critical?
A The answer is yes, and I will just have to
reach back in my memory to see which one. I visited
Toledo before they were critical, Davis Besse No. 1l
unit, that is. I visited TVA-Belafonte in the
Construction stage. I'm sure that during the period
of time that I was at the Atomic Energy Commission,
I probably visited Fort Belvoir and other locations
which had nuclear reactors in the process, ranging
from zero power units to power plants.

Q Of those that yocu mentioned, Toledo is

a B&W plant, is that correct?

A Would you like to know what Ba&W plants I have

(2]
2]
(¢ ]
3
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Q Yes.
A I have seen TVA-Belafonte in construction. I
have seen TM-1 in operation and TM-2 in construction,
or it was ready for startup at the time I was there,

in the early stages.

I have mentioned that I have seen Davis Besse
1 again during final stages of construction.

Q It would be fair to say that basically
you have only visited one B&W reactor while it was
in operation and critical?

A Yes, sir.

Q What about your unit managers; do you
know whether any of them have observed B&aW plants
during critical operation?

A Yes, sir. I am sure they have, but I can't give
you the details.

Q Is there a regular effort? Do you know
whether Bert Dunn has ever gone out to visit an
operating critical B&W reactor and talked to the
control room operators and tried to £ind out what
they understand about ECCS?

A No, I don't,
e Has there ever been any suggestion that

the unit group managers ought te do that kind of

-
C_-‘

thing from time to time? \(5&%
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A Well, I'm sure there was. If not before, I'm
sure I have suggested that we do that in the past
month or six weeks.

Q Is there in~-house here any safety review
group that an engineer can take a problem that he
is concerned about and present it to the group and
say, "Take a look at this problem. I think it is
something of concern"?

A Not a group per se, no. There is a Licensing
Section in the Engineering Department that handles

this, that is generally =-- that handles such problems.

Q Licensing Section?
A Yes, sir.

Q Why would the Licensing Section handle it?
A Well, that is just the way in which we have set

it up to handle safety problems generally. That is
not to say that other groups aren't concerned about
safety, but generally I would think that the focal
point, insofar as the group, would be in the Licensing
Section for a separated safety problem.

Do you know, I have a unit called safety Analysis.
Needless to say, they concern themselves very much
with the design basis for the safety systems.

Q I take it, though, that then there is no
cen-ral clearing. house for safety concerns within
?f\

the organization? |08 | JJ
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MR. EDGAR: A person?
2 Qr a group.
MR. EDGAR: Like an ombudsman?

Q Or a group which would be available to
review and to comment on specific concerns that
engineers may raise in their particular areas.

I take it, rather, that it goes up essentially
through the command structure?

A No, I think the Licensing Section is viewed as
such a clearing house, and I so used that.

Q Who in the Licensing Section?

A I think that E4d Kane, manager, has delegated
responsibility for Mr. Taylor, but I chould confirm
that with Mr. Taylor.

Q It is generally known within the Nuclear
Power Generating Division that Mr. Kane is a person to

whom you can go with a concern like this?

A I believe so, yes, sir.
Q How is that made known?
A Well, it is made known by management guidance

relative to identification of safety concerns.
Q Wwhat kind of management guidance?
A We have a procedural approach for identification

of safety concerns which individuals within the

s Y 7{“‘
: : . gy i -JL
organization may feel are important. :
Q Is that a part of the policies and procedures?
A Yes, sir.
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8] Do you know what the name of the particular
policy or procedure would be?
A No, I would not be able to quote it with preci-
sion, but it is the identification of preliminary safety

concerns and potential safety concerns.

Q Could we have a copy of that procedure or
policy?
A I can see nc reason why not.

(Mr. Rockwell left the hearing room briefly
and then returned.)

Q Is there any group within B&W which is
composed of representatives of various departments or
various sections or units within the Nuclear Power
Generating Division specifically and, for instance,
thermohydraulics, core analysis, structures, control,
ECCS, training, to which safety concerns can be
referred and which can give an overview of the impact
of the particular safety concern which is raised with
respect to all of these areas?

A There is no sucl =tanding group, no, sir.

Q Has there been any critical analysis of the
B&W structure and organization with reference to how it
may have contributed to or permitted the TMI segquence
of events to occur that you know of, since the accident?

MR. EDGAR: What do you mean by "analysis"?

| 307
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MR. ROCKWELL: Somebody sitting down and
saying, "We are trying to point out what within

B&W in terms of structure or in terms of

function or the failure to perform certain

specific functions may have contributed to the
circumstances which permitted TMI to occur.”
MR. EDGAR: By analysis you mean a formal
document?
MR. ROCKWELL: I mean any memcrandum,
letter, anything reduced to writing.

Q Maybe 1 can put it ancther way. Has there
been any self-evaluation by anyone in B&W in the light
of the TMI 2 segquence of events to say, "We know what
happened, and is there something in our organization
which contributed to it"?

A Well, I think that there certainly has been self-
analysis to the extent of asking ourselves the guestion
how could we have countributed or could we contribute in
the future to the avoidance of such events, and those
kinds of analyses have not =-- used the word?

Q Self-examinations.

A Self-examinations have not explicitly ruled out
structural considerations as it affects the formation
of the Power Systems and Control Unit.

That expansion of responsibility I discussed with
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you == t0 answer your narrower guestion -- I can't
think offhand of anything that has so far been reduced
to writing pertaining expicitly to the structure of
BaW. I have tried to answer both the spirit and the
letter of your guestion.

Q well, let me state it again. Has there
been any self-analysis, whether including structure or
addressing the guestion of structure or not, as to what
role B&W may have had in the circumstances which
permitted events like TMI 2 to occur?

A I would infer that such analyses have beer made.
B&W's recommendations _have been discussed by Mr.
MacMillan, particularly with a number of different
groups, and I'm sure this guestion has been addressed
by him.

So certainly I could ot answer that juestion
negatively.

Q But are you aware of whether ary cf that
self-evaluation has been reduced to writinc?

A Certainly in the form of testimony o* Mr.
MacMillan, I'm sure it has.

Q Other than that?

A Other than that, gecing to the point of B&W's role
in TMI 2, as distinguished from examining TMI 2 as an

indicator of what B&Ww might do in the future, nothing
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comes to mind.
Q Has there been any reguest from any level
of management for analysis of B&W's role, a written

analysis of B&W's role in TMI 2?

- Prior to the event or after the event?
Q Since the event.
A Excuse me. The point I am clarifying is the role

after the accident?

Q The role before the event.
A Yes, I feel confident that there has been. I
don't feel confident to produce references.

Q Let me make sure I understand the answer.
You are saying you are confident that there has peen
a management reguest at some level for a written
analysis of BaW's role in the TMI 2 event?
A I'm not confident that there has been a request
for written analysis. I liked your phrasing earlier,
which was "self-evaluation." I suspect that has been
explored.

Q My guestion again goes to whether there
has been a request for a written self-evaluacion.
& Well, let me state, as Mr., MacMillan has stated
to the ACRS, that he had set up a Technical Review
Committee for the incident, and this committee has as

its charter the review of a number of areas.

~
s
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I cannot recall the charter explicitly right now,
and I don't want to align whether that is going %0 line
up == I don't want to attempt to speculate as tc whether
that lines up precisely with your guestion.
Q Is it the intention of the Technical

Review Committee to provide a report?

A I believe Mr. MacMillan has called for such a
report.
Q Is there a deadline for the production of

that report?

B I think so, yes.
Q Do you know what it is?
A I think it is targeted for the middle of July.

I don't know whether that is a deadline or a target.

Q Are you aware of any self-evaluation or
analysis prepared by any member of management that has
been reduced toc writing with reference to the TMI 2
accident?

A Well, I am a member of that Technical Review
Committee, and certainly we have made evaluations of
the accident. Insofar as they touch on B&W's role and
what BaW did, they were self-evaluations in that
regard.

You started the line of gquestioning with regard
to the structural element, and I am frankly pressed to
remember to what extent structural elements have been

ig81 11

BENJAMIN REPORTING SERVICE



L)

L)

o

16

17

18

19

Womack B87-a

examined.
Q I am not confining my gquestion to struc-

tural elements.
A I underztand. I must confess it is an unfortunate
personal feeling that with the demands that have been
made on me since March 28, 1279 I haven't participated
as fully in the Review Committee as I would like.

(Continued on focllowing page.)
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Q Well, I think we are wandering somewhat

off the guestion.
MR. EDGAR: I am having a little trouble

with the definition of the gquesticn.

Q I understand that there is a technical
review committee that is evaluating the TMI-2
accident, and that it intends tc produce a report

which may come out in mid=-July.

A Yes.
3 Is that correct?
A Yes.
Q And I understand there is ongoing

evaluation and analysis within that group?
A Within that group, and certainly elcewhere in
the broadest possible sense.

Q Do you have any specific knowledge of
anything that has been reduced to writing cutside of
the confines of that group, which relates to an analysis
or self-evaluation of BaW's role in the TMI-2 event?
A Excuse me for a second.

(Witness conferred with counsel.)

Q Have you had other reguests to prepare
materials from lawyers, either within B&W or outside
but representing Bfw, other than this memorandum

P 313

relating to the Michaelson Report?

o

18
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A No,

-

don't believe I have.
e Let me ask you another guestion. Are you
aware of requests by counsel to other members of the

staff herer to prepare reports about the TMI-2

accident?
A I don't believe I am, no, sir.
Q There has only beesn one to you, and you

are not aware of any other reguests to any other
member of the staff from counsel to prepare reports

or analyses or self-evaluations?

A I don't have first-hand knowledge of that,
no, sir.
Q So we can confine the guestion, then,

ag excluding ==~

A Reports to counsel?
Q Reports to counsel. Are you aware,
specifically aware, of anything that has been reduced
to writing which is in the nature of an analysis or
self-evaluation of BGW's role in the TMI-2 segquence
of events?
A Yes. I am certainly aware that we have reduced
to writing and testified to in ACRS hearings B&W's
role following the TMI-2 event. ;8651 j} 4

Q Okay.
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In addition to testimony before the ACRS, are
you familiar with anything else?
A I have already mentioned material prepared for
Mr. McMillan's testimony, which I think would have to
go to this issue. Let me se« what else I have mentioned.
There is the technical review committee work. To the
best of my knowledge, noc material has been reduced to
writing. We have focused, and certainly I have
personally focused on followup from lessons learned
and that sort of thing. I don't think that is what
you are trying to get at. I understand the thrust of
your question to be assessment of defects or problems
like that, assessment of problems, if that is the
thrust of your guestion.

(Continued on Page 91.)
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Q The assessment of B&W's role, whether good
or bad, in the TMI 2 sequence of events?

A Well, I would expand my remark about ACRS
testimony. We prepared and made testimony to the ACRS
relative to our role in construction of the TMI 2
plant, and answered guestions in that area, and that
just about covers it.

Q Excluding ACRS testimony, and excluding
MacMillan's public statements, are you are of anything
else that has been reduced to writing in the nature of
this evaluation, whether good or bad, of B&W's role in
the TMI 2 sequence of events?

A I am not aware of anything that has been reduced
to writing that hasn't been, in essence, used in either
preparation of or presentation of the areas that you
just excluded.

Q Do I understand from that, that there are
background materials prepared from which the public
testimony was then written?

A I suspect it is safe to say that there were.

Q Do you know who prepared those background
materials?

A The individuals who testified by and large, yes.
Q Did Mr. MacMillan ask for memoranda
addressing certain issues in an effort to prepare for

g8l %16
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hi~ testimony?
A I don't recall that he did, no; not that I am
aware of, you know. It is an organization of some size.
MR. EDGAR: Let us go off the reccrd.
(Discussion held off the record.)

Q Are you aware of any system that was used
on the 28th of March here for taping discussions
either over the phone or in the simulator or elsewherc
within the Nuclear Power Generating Division, discus-
sions relating toc TMI 2's accident?

A We tried, when it was helpful, and I don't
remember whether we started this on the 28th, but my
recollection is that we didn't, but we tried to assist
with ad hoc dictation-type pickup of telephone calls
and technical discussions where we thought those would
be useful during the course of the TMI 2 event. There
was no "systematic" type of taping of conversations
that I know of. Logs were kept. I think, Mr.
Wandling's memorandum of -- a sort of iiary of that
first day was one such log that has been provided, put
there was, not so far as I know, there was no
generalized system.

Q There was a central filing system for

organizing all of the notes and memoranda and telephone
1 N0 z 1 "7

=T
o

conversations? RN
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A When we got our organization, wh.ch was put
together rather guickly and rather ad hoc for assisting
Met E4, and then ultimately the NRC in the follow=-up of
the incident together, we designated an engineering
operations assistant, and we tried from that point
forward -- he was a shift man, and we tried from that
point forward to make all reguests that we received,
to transmit those in writing through him, and ¢ransmit
technial responses back through him,and I wou.d expect
that all that material is filed.

There may be additional material that was put
in those files relative to the conversations that
generated the reguest.

Conceive, if you will, a communications system
in which we have several open telephone lines to
various parts of the Metropolitan Edison and NRC
organization in various groups, and we have an opera-
tions manager and an engineering operations manager
working that arrangement, and conversations take place
continually, and the best records are probably in the
cperations manager's notes, which I am sure have been
kept, and the issuance and discharge of specific work
requests through that operations assistant's collection

in a file.

e Do you know who the operations assistant was?
a01 T1R
O v
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P23 It was not a single person. We were on a 24-hour

shift basis, and that duty was assigned around-the-

clock.

MR. EDGAR: Mr. Womack would not be aware
of this, but we have produced the logs, and you
have a substantial amount of documentation on
incoming and outgoxég transmittals. There is a
segquence log which you have.

MR. ROCKWELL: Does that .nclude the
dictated memoranda?

MR. EDGAR: I have no idea.

A I dictated most of mine. It was the only way we

could keep up; whether it includes recorded telephone

conversations which might have been reccrded just to

review to make sure we understood everything, and then

pitched away =-- that would be a hit or miss proposition.
Q Would your recorded memoranda have opeen

funnelea through this central communications system?

Q Do I understand correctly that the Technical
Review Committee which has been set up to review the

A Yes, once it was set up, that's right.
TMI 2 accident has been set up at the request of
|

Mr. ™ l 2 a My A Z
acMillan ‘08§ ,\9
A Yes.
Q And other members of management?
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A Mr. MacMillan.
Q Specifically, Mr. MacMillan?
A Yes.
Q Was there a memorandum or a written direc-

tive defining its structure and its purpose and its
goals?
A It was started, yes.

Q Is it fair tc say that the Technical Review
Committee, as far as you know, Mr. Womack, was not set
up at the request of counsel?

A I don't believe it was set up at the request of
counsel.

MR. EDGAR: Off the record.

(Discussion held cff the record.)

MR. ROCKWELL: Would the reporter please
mark these documents as Womack Deposition
Exhibits 25 through 33.

(Memorandum dated November 13, 1978 from
Mr. Shah to Mr. Swanson was marked Womack

Deposition Exhibit 25 for identification, this

date;
(Memorandum dated November 29, 1978 from
Mr. Cartin to Mr. Karrasch was
marke dJomack Deposition Exhibit 26 for Ediﬁ? §qu

identification, this date:
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(Memorandum dated November 30, 1978 from
Mr. Wanderling to Mr. Faist was marked Womack
Deposition Exhibit 27 for identification, this
date;

(Memorandum dated December 11, 1978 from
Jones to Cartin was marked Womack Deposition
Exhibit 28 for identification, this date:

(Memorandum dated December 19, 1978 from
Cartin to Jones was marked Womack Deposition
Exhibit 29 for identification, this date;

(Memorandum dated December 22, 1978 from
Swanson to Dunn was marked Womack Deposition
Exhibit 30 for identification, this date;

(February 19, 1979 document, Release Notice
released by Shah, was marked Womack Deposition
Exhibit 31 for identification, this date:

(Memorandum dated May 17, 1979 from
Cartin to Luken was marked Womack Deposition
Exhibit 32 for identification, this date; and

(Letter dated May 18, 1979 from Mr. Roe
to Mr. Reid was marked Womack Deposition

Exhibit 33 for identification, this date.)

Q Mr. Womack, showing you what has been marked

as Deposition Exhibits 25 through 33, could you review

them first and tell me whether you received them at or

3 ™ .

Rele

k’v
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about the dates indicated on the documents.

Off the record.

(Discussion held off the record.)
A Let me state all of them show me as information
copy addressees except Exhibit No. 30, and I do happen
to have seen No. 30; the others I may not be intimately
familiar with them, but they do show me as addressees.

Q To the best of your knowledge, did you
receive them at or about the time indicated on the
documents?

A I would expect so, yes.

Q Did you become personally involved in an
analysis of the Davis Besse November 1977 transient
other than your participation in the preparation meeting
which prepared for the NRC meeting?

A Yes, I was involved in the work which led up to
the Exhibit I think you have labelled No. 30, which
was Steam Generator Level Effects on Plant Operation
prepared by Mr. Swanson and Mr. unn. I tried to stay

in touch with that activity and helped to get it done.

Q At that time, were you in the international
program?
A No. I haven't checked all the dates, but I

believe all of these transmittals occurred during the

period of time in which I was manager.

~D

« 508 27
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Q That is correct, they start right after
you became manager.
A Yes.

o, At any time in your involvement in the
analysis of the November 1977 Davis Besse transient,
did you become aware of the September 1977 transient
at Davis Besse?
A I was aware of the September 1977 transient before
coming to Plant Design. I had some awareness of that
transient back in IPM when I was a budget manager in
the international program, so I would answer the gues-
tion that way.

Q "Did you ever become aware of the concern
that arose out of that September 1377 transient at
Davis Besse about the potential for incorrect operator
response?
A I believe I already answered that guestion in
the negative. s 1,75
Q That is all I have now. QUC\ A

Mr. Womack, at this-time we will recess

your deposition so that you will be sukject to further
recall if further testimony is reguired. We do not
have any plan to recall you, and we do not know that we
will recall you, but we are recessing it with that

understanding.
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A We can recess with that understanding,

29

but

would like to ask you a guestion off the record.

MR. ROCKWELL: Off the record.

(Discussion held off the record.)

(Whereupon, at 1:25 p.m., the within

deposition was adjourned.)

EDGAR ALLEN WOMACK,

Subscribed and sworn to

before me thigs===erme=-

day Of-----------------

1979

Notary Public
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3
4 o
We, STANLEY RUDBARG, Certified Shorthand
’ Reporter and Notary Public, and ROBERT ZERKIN,
6 Notary Public, ¢ the State of New York, do
7 hereby certify that the foregoing deposition
8 of BABCOCK & WILCOX COMPANY by EDGAR ALLEN
9 WOMACK, JR., was taken before us on the 30th
day of June 1979,
10
The said witness was duly sworn before
11 _
the commencement ¢f his testimony. The said
12
testimony was taken stenographically by ourselves
. 13 and then transcribed. -
13 The within transcript is a true record
15 of the said deposition.
16 We are not related by blood or marriage
17 to any of the said parties nor interested directly
18 or indirectly in the matter in controversy, nor
1 are we in the employ of any of the counsel.
9
IN WITNESS WHEREO. we have hereunto set
20
our hands this -EQEE- day of June 1979.
2l -
l
22 - 00 1 l°) / -----:-.-‘---'---a--'.-‘;--
g8l <! STANLEY RUDBARG,. C3R.
<3 y ;"' .
“TROBERT ZERKIN
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ACCIDENT AT THREE MILE ISLAND

DEPOSITION of BABCOCK & WILCOX by
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Babcock & Wilcox, 0ld Forest Road, Lynchburg,

Virginia 24505, on the 6th day of July, 1979,

commencing at 12:25 p.m., befcre Stanley Rudbarg, ‘88‘] 128
Certified Shorthand Reporter and Notary Public of

the State of New York.
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MORGAN, LEWIS & BOCKIUS, ESQS.
Attorneys for Babcock & Wilcox
1800 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20038

BY: GEORGE L. EDGAR, Esq.
~and=-
KEVIN GALLEN, ESQ.
of Counsel

FOR THE COMMISSION:

WINTHROP A. ROCKWELL, ESQ.
Associate Chief Counsel

ALSO PRESENT:

RONALD M. EYTCHISON
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< A ME S FRANIKTLTIN WALTERS,
having been duly sworn by Winthrop A. Rockwell,
Esg. was called as a witness and testified as
follows:

DIRECT EXAMINATION

BY MR. ROCKWELL:

Qe What is your current employer?
& Babcock & Wilcox.
Q Wwhat is ycur business address?
A Cld Forest Road.
Q Wwhat is your present position with Babcock

& Wilcox?

A I am supervisory engineer in the Plant Performance

Services, Operating Reactor Group.

Q Is that in the Customer Service Department
of B&W?
A Yes.

Q Formerly known as Nuclear Service?
I That is correct.

Q Have you prepared and brought with you

today a resume which we have marked as Walters
Deposition Exhibit 1047
A Yes, I have.
(Resume of James Franklin Walters was
marked Walters Deposition Exhibit 104 fer
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identification, this date.)

o} Did you prepare that?
A Yes, sir.
Q Is it accurate and complete?
A To the best of my knowledge.
o] Mr. Walters, showing you what has

previously been marked as Womack Deposition Exhibit 24,

can you tell me whether you recognize that document?

A Yes, I recognize it.
Q When did you first see it?
A I am uncertain as to when I first saw it.
Q Give me your best estimate.
A Well, depending on the documents you have got

laying there, it has to be before the 10th.

Q But did you see it in the fall of '77?
A Yes.

2 How did it come to your attention?
A It arrived in my in-basket evidantly £from

Mr. Hallman. He is my present bossman, immediate
bossman.

Q And was he your bossman at the time this
memo came out in roughly November 19777
A Yes.

Q 0id he, when he sent that memo to you, make
any suggestions as to what you should do¢7?
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A I am not sure. I believe he put on there, "Take
action on this" or something of that order; "What do
you think about it,” something like that. I'm not
sure about that.
Q Did the copy of that memo which came to

you from Hallman end up in your files?

A Yes.
Q Is it still there?
A Yes.
Q Could we have a copy of it?
A Sure.
Q And your recocllection is that the hand-

written note on the memcrandum had something te do
with regquesting you to take action?
A Or requesting me to look into it further, some-
thing like that.

Q Is it your recollection that Mr. Hallman's
note was written right on the copy of the memo?
£ Yes, sir.

e Showing you what has been marked as Dunn

Deposition Exhibit 35, do you recognize that document?

A Yes, sir.

Q Is that a memorandum from you to Mr. Keliy?
A It certainly is.

Q Did you draft that memorarndum following

1381 733
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your receipt of Kelly's memorandua through Hallman?
A Yes, I did.
Q Did@ you consult with anyone in drafting

that memorandum, Exhibit 35?

A Yes, I did.
Q Who did you consult with?
A I consulted with certain people in Customer

Service about their opinions on this particular subject.

Q Who?
A As I state in the first line, I said, "In talking
with training personnel”. I reckon we should make

clear at this time that I should have said "ex-training

personnel that are presently employed within the rest

of Customer Service."

Q Can you give me names?
A Yes, Cal Goslow, Herb Smith and Bill Street.
Q Did you talk tc anyone else in your
department?
A I do not remember at this time. I may have.

.MR. GALLEN: Could you clarify one thing.
You said they were ex-training personnel.
Ex=-training personnel at the time you talked to
them or ex-training personnel now?

THE WITNESS: They were ex-training
personnel at che time I talked with them.
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) Let us take them one at a time. Mr. Goslow,

what was his position at that time that you talkzd to

him?

A He is an engineer in the Startup Reactor Group.
Q Was he one of the ex-training people?

A Yes.,
Q Wher» and when had he been irvolved in

training before that?

A He was involved in B&aW simulator training of the

plant operators.

Q When?
A I don't know exactly when. He came sometime in
'72, I reckon. I don't know. Something in that area.
I don't know when he asked to come in Service. I

reckon about early '77.

Q To the best of your knowledge he had been
in the Training Department from '72 to '77?
A No, he was actually in the BBR Group before he
came to Service, I think about a year cr so. Maykbe it
was '76 when he actually got out of Training.

Q What is the BBR Group?
A That is a group that is assigned toc work on the
Mannnein project in Germany.

Q The Brown Boveri Reactor: - .
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Q I am still not clear as to what Mr. Goslow's
involvement in Training was.
A Okay. At one time when he was in Training, I

believe he was chief or senior instructor down there.

Q Down where?
A In B&W's training for the operators.
0 So he was in the Training Department?
A Yes.
Q And you indicated dates of '72 to either

late '76 or early '77?
’ That is correct.
Q Was that the time period when vou believe

he was in the Training?

A Yes.
Q Full-time?
A Yes.
Q And then he either came directly to Nuclear

Service or came by way of some other department briefly?
A That is correct.

Q Do you know what Mr. Goslow's specializa-
tion was with respect to training? Did he focus on
any particular area?
A I do not know that. I am not familiar with what
his specialization is.

Q But he is an engineer, is that what you
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said?
A He has the title with B&W as engineer. I do not
know if he is a formal college graduate, if that is

what your guestion asks.

Q Why did you consult Mr. Goslow?

A Because of his past training and experience
with the operators here at B&W.

Q When you censulted with him, did you show
him the Kelly memorandum?
A Yes.

Q And then did you show him the draft of
your response, or were you formulating your response
at that point?

A I was formulating my response at that time.

Q ‘What was his reaction when you showed him

the Kelly memorandum?

A I don't remember at this time., We discussed,

you know, the general context of what the statements
were and what they would lead to in our opinion, but

the specifics I don't remember.

Q Did he end up making any suggestions to
you?
A I don't remember.

Q You just draw a blank as to the substance

of your conversation with him, is that what you are
saying? 1 26
o
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A That is true today, yes.

Q Have you ever made any notes as to what
the substance of your conversation with him was?
Have you ever written anything down that you remember?
A Nothing more than this memo tou Kelly.

Q After you wrote your memoc to Kelly, did
you send Goslow a copy?
A No, I did not.

Q To the best of your recollection, did you
talk to Goslow once or more than once?
A Mcre than cnce.

Q That was your idea to talk to him because
of his b;cquound in Training?
A Right.

Q Mr. Herb Smith was another person that
you indicated you talked to?
A Yes, sir.

Q What was Mr. Smith's positicen at the time
you talked to him?
A I don't know his exact position. He is employed
in the Mechanical Egquipment Section of Customer Service.

what his title is, I don't know.

Q Is he still there?
.\ Yes.
Q And how about Mr, Goslow; is he still
in his oosition? iijC‘
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A Yes.
Q Was Mr. Smith one of the perscns who

was an ex-*trainer?

A Yes.
Q Wwhat was his background in training?
A His background, as far as I know, is he is

ex-Navy, and he had alsc been a senior instructor
in the B&W Training Group.

Q And during what years, to the best of
your knowledge, had he been senicr instructor in the
B&W Training Group?

A I am not sure exactly when he arrived as
gsenior instructor. He was in the Training Group from
'71 to '76, too, I reckon; in that area.

Q Did you show him Kelly's memorandum when
you spoke with him?
A Yes, I 4id.

Q And do you recall what his response or
reaction was?

A I believe his response was that there was too
many "and's"™ in the instructions from Kelly.

Q Yes. What does that mean?

A Well, the scenario here was that we were t. "ing
to understand what was being said, and how could we
break it down in simple and straightforward instructions

to the operatnors? IYA}

1881 3
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We thought that there was too much for him to
remember in the particular instructions that Mr. Kelly
had written about it. We were trying to find a simpler
way of passing it on to the operators.

Q Did Mr. Smith gquestion the underlying
assumption or concern of the Kelly memorandum, or
did he accept it as being valid?

‘e I think he accepted it as being wvalid.

Q Did it appear to you to be valiad?
A The concern, vyes.
Q How about Mr. Goslow;:; didi he appear to

accept the concern as valid, to your recollection?
A I think so, to the best of my recollecticn.

Q Were the substance of your conversations
with Goslow and Smith addressed to the instruction that
Mr. Kelly had formulated and its appropriateness?

A Would you repeat that.

Q Yes., Was the substance cof your conver-
sation with Goslow and Smith addressed more to the
instruction, to what should be told to the operators?

A Yes.

Q And you consulted Goslow and smith
because of their contacts with operators in the past?

A Because of their past training and experience,
yes. « A0S iap

| 86 | )
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Q You thought they would be able to help
you formulate that instruction in terms which might
be clearer?
A Yes. Mr. Kelly was asking for comments on
this subject, and we were trying to draw together
someth’ang that we thought would be very easily
remembered by the coperators, something that we
could give to them, in effect.

Q How about Street? What was his position
at the time you talked to him?
& I'm not sure what his position was, but I knew

he was in the New Equipment Section of Customer

Service.
Q Was he a former instructor?
A Yes.
Q In the B&W Training Section?
A That is correct.
Q And to the best of your knowledge, when had

hs been an instructor in the Training Section, what

years?
A About the same time as the other two, the same
area. I don't know exactly when he came.

Q Do you have any understanding as to why

Goslow, Smith & .d Street had moved from the Training

Section to the section where they were when you talked
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to them?
A I did not know their reasons for moving, nc.

Q Did you show Street the Kelly memorandum
as well?
A My best recollecticen would be yes, but I am
not sure.

Q Do you remember what his reaction was to

what you told him and what you may have showed him
in the form of the Kelly memorandum?
A No.

Q Taking all three of the conversations that
you had with Goslow, Smith and Street together, what
is your recollection of their collective advice or
wisdom on the subiject?

A I think our total input from them was essentially
that there should be an investigation made as to
whether or not this -- we should go ahead and pass

this along. I don't remember exactly what we

talked about.

Wwhat I did was think over what they had told
me and then draft my letter to Kelly, but trying to
take back and remember specifics from what each one
of them told, I can't remember at this time.

Q When you say there was a sense that an
investigation should be made before you passed it
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along, what do you mean by that?

A 1 meant that we should follow up and pass along
to them, to Kally or to Plant Integration, our
thoughts on what he was asking, as an instruction to
give the operator.

(Continued on Page 15.)
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Q Did you talk to Hallman at all before you
forwarded your memorandum, which is marked as Exhibit
35, to EKelly?

A I don't remember.

Q Do you remember whether you talked to
Hallman at all from the time you received Kelly's
memorandum through Hallman up until the time of, say,
January 1, 1978, about this subject?

A I don't remember, but I would say yes, I had to
tal’) to him sometime, but I don't remember the details
or the time.

Q why do you think you would have had to
talk to him?

A Hell ==

Q Would you normally send out a memorandum
such as you sent to Kelly without Hallman's reviewing
it?

A Yes, I could have.

Q Is there some other standard procedures
within your group which, lead you to believe you would
have talked to Hallman?

A No, not really. On this particular memo, that
Kelly memo, I'm not sure that I talked with Hallman at
all on it.

Q After you sent your comment to Kelly,

1681 44
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I see that you sent a carbon copy to Finnin?

A Yes.
Q Is Finnin in your Nuclear Service Depart~
ment?
A At the time of the memo?
Q Yes.
A Yes.
Q Why did you send a copy te him? ad you

consulted with him?

A No, I had not.
Q Do you recall why you sent him a copy?
A Because he has the same position 1 aic, except

with some startup reactors, instead of operating reactor
group. I became aware that the subject, since he had
not seen this memo =-- yes, he must have seen this memo.

Q When you say "this memo" vou are referring
to Exhibit No. 24?

A Right. I must have copied him on it because he
was copied on this one.

Q But you didn't copy any of the other people
on the distribution cof the Kelly memorandum. ~ just
wonder why you sent it te¢ Finnin. What did vou have
in mind, if you can remember?

A Eecause he is essentially in the same position

=

am within Service, except he has two startup plants.

mar wam
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So for his information, my comments on this particular

letter.
MR. EDGAR: He was your counterpart for
startup?
THE WITNESS: Yes, for startup plants.
Q Why would he need toc see your memorandum

a:v more than any c¢f the other people that received

the Kelly memorandum?

A I reckon the answer to that is he didn't.

Q It was just that he was in your mind
particularly?
A Yes, he sits right beside me.

¢ Did you ever talk with Mr. Finnin about

e.ther the Kelly memorandum or about your response to it?

A I don't recall.
Q I mean did you ever talk to him about it?
A I don't recall. I may have.
Q Did Kelly get back to you after he received

your memorandum?
A I don't remember whether he did or not on this
particular item. It is a little confusing in my own
mind, going back this far, versus the next round of
memos that came out.

Q We will get to those in a minute. By "the
next round of memos"”, I take it you mean the first and
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second Dunn memos?
A That is correct.

Q Up to the point of the first Dunn memo-
randum, which was on February 2th of 1978, do you
recall any other discussion or any other guestions
raised about the Kelly memorandum o< your response to
it or the issue in general?

A No, I do not.

Q I am showing you now what is marked as
Womack Deposition Exhibit 23, identified as the first
Dunn memorandum, dated F. bruary 9, 1978.

A Yes.

Q Did you receive a copy of it or read it on

or about the date it was put out?
A Yes, I did.
Q And once again you are not shown on the

distribution, are you?

A That is correct.
Q How did you receive it?
A I think Bill Street brought it over to me, and,

we conversed, and the area of the procedures was

probaktly more in my area than in his particular area.
Q How did Street get a copy of it?

A He received it from Mr. R. F. Pittman, who was

on the carbon copy.
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Q Pittman is in your department as well?
A He is in the Customer Service Department.
Q Did Hallman get a copy of the Dunn memo-
randum?
A To the best of my knowledge, he did not.
Q Once it came to your attention, did you in

turn bring it to Hallman's attention?
A Yes, I did.

Q Did there follow a series of discussions
with Bert Dunn about the prescription which he offered

on Page 2 of his memorandum?

A Yes. There were ensuing discussions about those.
Q Who was involved in these discussions?

A I think mainly Cal Goslow and Bill Street were.
Q How about yourself?

i No, I never talked to Bert Dunn about that

particular memo.

Q How about Hallman?
A T don't Lelieve that at the present time, but
later on, within two or three weeks of that, I did.

Q No, the guestion is whether Hallman talked
to Dunn and was involved in the discussions with Dunn.
A I am not aware of any.

(Continued on following page.)
1001
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Q Afte~ Street showed ycu the Dunn memo,
did you do anything in particular?

A Yes, I asked Cal Goslow and Mr. Street, "What
shall we do about this?" because it did raise a couple
of gquestions in our minds, and Mr. Street and Mr. Goslow
went down anéd talkedé to Mr. Duain about his particular
suggest ons on Page 2.

Q Did they tell you what the result of
their discussion with Dunn was?

A The best I remember, they came back and said
they agreed upon changing his present suggestions in
his February 9th memo, and there was still some
uncertainty as to how we should actually phrase it,
if we send it out to the operating plants.

Q Did they tehn work with you in terms of
an effort to rephrase it?

A Not as I remember.

Q To your understanding, did Goslow and
Street continue to work, either among themselves or
back with Dunn, to work out the final wording?

A I think the best I remember is that that
brought it to a halt until Mr. Dunn produced a second
memo.

Q And would that be the Februarr 16th

memorandum f£from Dunn to Taylor, which we have marked

881 749
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as Exhibit 367

A Yes, it is.
Q Did that document come to your attention on

or about the date that it was distributed?

A I am not sure when it came tc my attenticn, but

it was in that area, yes.

Q Wwithin a few days or a few weeks?
A I can't recall, but I'm sure it must have, yes.
Q What was the next thing you understood to

have happened?
A Well, I think Mr. Goslow and I talked about the
situation. We still -- I had reservations about a
couple of things thatthis would get us into.

Q I want to make sure I understand where
you are. You are now talking about it in the light

of Dunn's second memorandum?

A That is correct.

Q Okay. You still have a couple of
reservations?
A Yes. I reckon I still had reservations that

they didn't like the two recommendations as worded, as
Dunn had worded it in the second memo. We discussed
this, and I told them=-~I think I instructed Mr. Goslow
to see if we coulln't get agreement between Services
and Integration and ECCS Analysis on my concerns and
1881 350
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see if we could come to an agreement on some solution.

Q Did Goslow proceed to do that?
A To the bast of my inowledge he did.
g What did he do?
A That I'm not sure. All I can say is that he did

have conversations with someone in Integration and
with Bert Dunn. I am not sure at what time or the
details of conversations he went into. This is like
occurring over the next, I don't know, two, three,
four months.

Q You say there were more discussions with
Bert Dunn in two to four months fcllowing Dunn's

second memorandum?

A To the best of my knowledge.

Q Were you ever a participant in these
édiscussions?
A No, I wasn't.

Q Once the first Dunn memorandum ¢ me into

the Nuclear Services Department, who in the department

was in charge of coordinating the response to iz?

A I reckon the answer is really, no one was.
Q who was taking the lead?
pN T reckon once Mr. Pittman gave the letter to -

Bill Street, he came over and talked with me, and I

accepted responsibility for acting on it. p )
'OCG' zﬂ’}
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(o} Pittman talked to Street? Would you ray
that again?
A Bill Street at that time worked for Roger Pittman.

Therefore, he gave the memo toc Bill Street. Bill

Street looked it over and talked to Pittman and said,

"This is more in the area of Plant
He therefcre brought the memo over
and I told him I would take action
£0 it.

Q Then after that point,
and instructed Geslow to follow up

resolve the concerns you had still

Performance Section.”
to me. We discussed

on it or respond

you went to Goslow
with Lunn to

remaining, even

after Dunn's second memorandum, about the recommenda-

tion to the opezatcrs; is that accurate?

A Yes. I instructed Mr. Goslow to talk with

Bert Dunn and Integration, I think,

cencerns, yes.

to discus. these

Q Did Goslow~ report back to you from time
tc time?
A Yes

Q What did e tell you was happening?
A I remember very little of what he told me, to

tell you the truth.

o) Dc you remember anything of what he told you?

A Mainly it was that he came back to me and said,

1681 352
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"1 have talked with certain people, Integration
pecople, or with Bert, and we finally came to the
conclusion that Integration is the best area to recon-
cile the concerns I had had and the concerns that
Bert Dunn had."

As I remember it, he said he then took over
with people in the Integration, Plant Integration, to
try to resclve this problem. Goslow sai. that.

Q At what point did he start having dis-

cussions with people at Plant Integration? After

February?
A The specifics I don't remember.
Q Referring to Deposition Exhibit 37, I

think that Hallman came back onto the scene with
respect to their discusrion at some point, is that
correct?

A Yes.

(Continued on Page 25.,)
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Q How did Hallman get brought in?
A Well, I had discussed before August 3rd, when

this memo was written, I discussed with Mr. Hallman,
I don't know how many times, but a few times,
concerning the Bert Dunn memos and the reactions we
were getting from Plant Integration.

Q What did you tell him?

A I told him that I thought we were getting little
response and that we needed to take more action on
them.

Q Then what happened when you told him you
were getting little ;esponse? What was his reaction?
A I am not sure, but I think it was along the
lines of "what should we do to see if we can hurry it
up and get a response to it," and evidently the answer
was, "Let's try writing a letter to Karrasch, manager

of Plant Integration."

Q wWas that your suggestion?
A Yes.
Q Actually it was a memo to Karrasch?
A Yes.
Q Wwhe haé you been dealing with up to the

time the memorandum went from Hallman to Karrasch on
August 3rd? ho had you or Goslow been dealing with
in Integration? 10
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A I am not sure. You have to ask Goslow that.
I believe it was a guy named Lou Cartin, I believe,
in Integration. Somebody had been in contact.
Q I take it Goslow had had a number of

conversations with Cartin?

A As far as I know, yes.
Q What was Cartin's position?
A That I don't know.
Q Mr. Hallman's memorandum to Karrasch was

sent to Mr. Karrasch because Mr. Karrasch is head of

Integration?
A Manager, Plant Integration.
Q Is it fair to say that the memorandum was

sent to shake some action out of FPlant Integration?

A The memo was written tOo express twO concerns
that we had over the suggestions or instructions from
the Bert Dunn memos and ask Integration to let's try
to reconcile these so we could establish either a
change in our policy or a change in the procedures to
our operating plants if they were indeed needed.

(o) I take it the original reason for sending
the memorandum, although the memorandum addressed
certain technical issues, was tc prompt some action?
A Yes.

Q The technical issues addressed in the

1881 355
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memorandum had already been raised in discussion
petveen Mr. Goslow and Mr. Cartin, to the best of
your knowledge?
A That is true.

Q Then what happened after this August 3rd
memorandum went out?
A Very little. Nothing is written down. Mr.
Hallman told me that he had contacted Bruce Karrasch
a couple of times on the memo. I, in turn, talked to
Joe Kelly once or tw.ce about the memo and later it
surned out that Joe Kelly had no previous knowledge

of this particular memo, but I didn't know it at that

time.
Q 0f the August 3rd memo, you mean?
A That's correct.
Q What did Mr. Hallman say his conversations

with Mr. Karrasch covered?
A He never said anything of any particular nature.
He said I contacted him, and that was about it.
Q Contacted him in what regard?
A We were coing to supply a resolution or answer

the particular memo.

Q Did you ever go to Plant Integration and
talk to someone and say, "Hey, are we going to get a
response”? ‘ dd.‘ sbé
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A Like I said a moment ago, the only person I was
going to was Joe Kelly, and at that time he was not
awvare of the memo I was talking about.

Q Wwhen did you speak to him?

A Sometime during the summer. I said, "Hey, Joe,
when are you going to respond to that memo ," and he
didn't know what I was talking about.

Q Had Joe Kelly told you that he was
continuing to be involved in the issues raised by the
Dunn memorandum?

A No, he had not.

Q You just addressed this comment to Kelly
because you knew he had been involved in the previous
fallz
A I assumed that he wrote the November 1, 1977
memo, that he was still invelved, which was erroneous.

Q He was never invec'ved after that, is that
what you learned since?

A That is what I thought it was, but I didn't say
he was never involved; I do not know.

0 Do you know if anything else happened
other tian what you have told me, between the time of
the August 3, 1978 memo and March 28, 1979, and when
I refer to "anything else happening,"” I am speaking
in terms of advancing the resclution of the issues
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outlined in the August 3rd memo?
A 1 am not aware of anything else that followed up
on this or preceded the August 3 memo.
Q To the best of your knowledge, when this
issue came up again following the TMI 2 accident, as
of that moment had Plant Integration done anyting

toward resolving the issues?

A I can on.y speak to what I am aware of, and as
far as I know, no. I can't speak for the whole
company.

Q Did you talk to anyone in Plant Integration

on the day or two or three after the Three Mile Island
accident about this subject?
A Tc the best of my knowledge, no.

Q Have you ever talked since the accident

with anyone from Plant Integration?

A Yes, I have.
Q Tell me who you have talked to?
A Joe Kelly. Joe Kelly is the only one.
Q Wwhat was the occasion for your conversation

with Joe Kelly?
A General discussion of the TMI 2 accident.
Q Who brought up the guestion of the Dunn
memorandum, you or Mr. Kelly?
A I think I did.
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Q What did you say, or what did you ask him?
A I don't remember what I asked him in particular.

It had to do with pressurizer level and the ensuing
scenario from TMI 2; the specifics I do not know.

Q Were you relating the Duni memorandum to
the TMI accident? Was that the subs.ance of your
discussion?

A No, really I wasn't.

My two concerns are really not LOCA .oncerns as
Bruce Dunn's memo's addressed. My two concerns were
straight hot and normal cperation with some minor
transient that diéd not result in a LOCA such as an
overcooling transient getting us into a more serious
problem because of the Bert Dunn recommendation, so my
memo, the August 3rd memo, really does not intend to
address a LOCA as such. It really is trying to ask
the question, coculd we cause a small break or LOCA
through the Bert Dunn recommendation during normal
operation cause a trip of the plant and overcooling
transient ensuing and therefore get 6urselves into a
bigger problem than would be necessary.

e Has your concern been resolved as of today?
A I think I have been on the periphery of the
subject of the TMI 2 analysis only but I think the
concerns have essentially been resolved now, yes.

1881 359
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Walters 31

Q Are they resclved insofar as there is a
prescription in Bulletin 79-05? Are you satisfied
with that prescription? Are you familiar with that?

A I am not sure I know what is in 79-05.

Q Let me refer you to a supplementary
operating instruction which was sent from Babcock &
Wilcos to the operating utilities approximately a week
after the accident. (Handing.)

Were you involved at all in reviewing and
approving the operating instructions set out in that
document which is Olds Deposition Exhibit 102?

A I was not involved in the review of this.

Q Those recommendations reflect substan-
tially the recommendations that Bert Dunn had arrived
at back in February 1978, is that correct?

A I think that is correct.

o} Dc you know whether those recommendations,
as they are set forth in Olds Deposition Exhibit 102,
are acceptable to you or resolve the concerns that
you had during 19787
A No, they do not resolve my specific concern.

MR. EDGAR: Have ycu read that completely?

Take your time.

A Well, the one particular item in it, the leaving
of HPI pumps on for 20 minutes, is the guestion I was

1881 360
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walters 32
asking essentially in my August 3rd memo, and that has
not been resolved.

Q So if I understz..d >rrectly, your concern
remains, although the instructicon nas gone out to the
operating plants?

A Yes.
MR. EDGAR: On the basis of that instruc-
tion and that instruction alone?
THE WITNESS: Yes.

Q Now, referring you to Olds Deposition

Exhibit 103 which is a revision in the operating

instruction would you take a moment to review that

Exhibit if vou are not famil .ar wit. it. (Handing.)
A All right.
Q Do the changes reflected in Olds Deposition

Exhibit 103 address your concern?

A I think they do address my concerns, yes.
o} Do they resolve it?
A Yes.
Q Were you involved in the revision in the

procedure from the form it took in the April 4th
distribution to the form it tock in the April 17th
distribution, referring respectively to 0Olds Deposition
Exhibits 102 and 1r3?
A To the best of my “nowledge, I wasn't.

1882 G0I
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Walters 33

Q You were not?
A I wvas not.
»
Q Did you ever talk to Bert Dunn after the

August 3, 1978 memorandum from Hallman to Karrasch
about the subject of his memorandum and hefore March
28, 19997

A If I remember correctly, I have never talked to

Bert Dunn about his memorandum or the August 3rd

memorandum.

Q Would that be true up to and including
today?
A Ch, about the specific memos, that is true, I

have not talkad.

Q Have you talked with Bert Dunn about the
general subject matter addressed by the memos?
A I have talked with Bert about: the general subject
matter of TMI 2 when we were rewriting procedures or
right after the event up there. Now, whether or not
these particular memos or the subject came up, I

don't know.

(Continued on following page.)
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3 Q To the best of your knowledge, had the
4 subject of the concerns raised by the Kelly memcoranda

and the two Dunn memoranda, and the information re-

o

6 flected, ever been transmitted to any of the operating

. utilities before March 28, 19792

8 A To the best of my knowledge, it wasn't.
Q It was not?

’ A It was not.
W Q You referred to Exhibit 37 as "my memo-
1 randum.” Did you write it?
12 a Yes, I d4id.

. 13 Q And it went cut over Mr. Hallman's
14 signature?
15 A Yes.
16 Q Aftee that memoraadum went out, did you
. talk to anybody again between August 3, 1978 and
v March 28, 1979 about the subject that you had been
” addressing through the Kelly memorandum, the Dunn
19 memoranda and the August 3rd memoranda?
20 a The only person I remember talking to after

91 +this was asking Hallman had he gotten a reply from

) Karrasch.

23 o) An¢ Mr. Hallman said that he hadn't?
o4 A He had contacted him verbally, and no, he
. had not gotten a written reply from him.
" 1882 003
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Walters 3%

Q You made that one comment to Mr. Kelly

which apparently Mr, Kelly did not understand because

he had never seen the memorandum, is that right?
A That is correct.

Q Lo you remember any other actions that
you tock in that time period from August 3, 1978 to
March 28, 1979?

A No, I did not take any.

Q Do you know whether Mr. Hallman tock any

actions during that time period other than his conver-

sations with Karras.a to which you have already
referred?
A I am not aware of any. He may have.

o] De you have any other knowledge of any
other facts which would shed any light on the
handling of the Dunn memoranda cother than what we
have already covered, anéd I am talking about your
own knowledge, obviously?

A Would you repeat the guestion.

(Last pending question read.)
A I do not have any other information concerning
what Mr. Dunn might have done. My own knowledge is
as I have already stated.

Q Has anybody told you anything which we
have not covered which would shed any light cn the

handling of the Dunn memoranda? 25;;
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Walters 36
A No.
Q In other words, the picture we have drawn

in the deposition up tc now is a complete picture?

A As far as I know.
Q As far as you know, that is right?
B Yes.
Q Mr. Walters, since the accident at Three

Mile Island, have you rade any statements concerning
your knowledge of any of the events surrounding the
Three Mile Island accident and including the whole
sequence of events involving the Kelly memorandum

and Dunn memoranda and on through, and by "a statement,”
I am referring tc anything you have written down

which is a recounting of your own know!edge or an
interview which you may have given which may have been
recorded or transcribed?

A No, I haven't.

Q Mr. Walters, we are going to recess your
deposition at this time, leaving you subject to
further recall for testimony, should the need arise.
We will let your lawyer know if the need arises.

MR. EDGAR: Off the record.
(Discussion held off the record.)

Q If there is a gquestion in your mind as

tc what I am referring to, for instance, have you

1882 05
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Walters 37

been interviewed by the NRC?

A No.
Q Do yvou wish to add to your answer in any way?
MR. EDGAR: Do you understand the gquestion?
THE WITNESS: Yes, I understand the
guestion.
A I have not had any deposition taken, nor have

I talked to anyone on the subject of TMI outside of
Ba&W, nor have I talked to anyone about all these
memos we have talked about here.

Q HEave you written down anything regarding
the history of the handling of these memos, or given
any of your superiors a recounting of how the memos
were handled, or whaf anybody's actions were in regard
tc the handling of the Dunn memoranda?

A I have written nothing down, nor gave to anybody
anything ¢ca the scenario cf these memos.

Q How about the TMI 2 accident generally?

A Have I written anything down? I have produced

a sequence of events for the TMI 2 accident scenario,

is all.
Q How detailed is that sequence of events?
A It is a compilation of what carme off the plant

computer during the incident, trying to explain,

because of a lot of excess information in there,

-~
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Walters 18
exactly what happened, at least as far as what the
alarm signals that came on the plant computer was.

MR. ROCKWELL: Was this the sequence
that was produced to us, Mr,., Edgar?
MR. EDGAR: No.

Off the record.

(Discussion held off the record.)

Q Mr. Walters, in constructing the segquence
of events which you constructed, did you find anything

which you thought was significantly new or different

£rom what you may have been exposed to in other
sequences of events?
A No == no, I have not.

Q Have you had a chance to review other
sequences of events in putting yours together?

A I have seen them all, I think.

Q Wwith that, we will recess your deposition

with the gualifications already stated.

(The deposition was adjourned at 1:30 p.m.)

- ——————————— -~

James Franklin Walters

Subscribed and sworn to

before me this_ day

Notary Public
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STATE OF NEW YORK

COUNTY OF NEW YORK

40
)
) ss.
)

We, STANLEY RUDBARG, Certified Shorthand
Reporter and Notary Public of the State of
New York, and ROBERT ZERKIN, Notary Public of
the State of New York, do hereby certify that
the foregoing depousition of BABCOCK & WILCOX by
JAMES FRANKLIN WALTERS was taken before us on
the 6th day of July 1979.

The said witness was duly sworn before
the commencement of his testimony. The said
testimony was taken stenographically by outselves-
and then transcribed.

The within transcript is a true record of
the said deposition.

We are not related by blood or marriage
to any of the parties hereto nor interested
directly or indirectly in the matter in contro-
versy, nor are we in the emplov of any of the
counsel.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, we have hereunto set

A
our hands this "-dr_ day of July 1979.

Q R
STANLEY R BARG, CSR.
A
%
A i lw(r 2
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PROCEEDINGS

DIRECT Eisﬂ;gATIOK CCNTI&UE&A 3
MR. ROCKWELL: 1Is Mr. Walters ready to go?
MR. MULLING: Yes he is.
MR. ROCKWELL: OQkay. At this time we are re-

| conveneing the deposition of James Franklin Walters, which

was originally bequn on July 6, 1979, and recessed at 1:30 p.m.

on that date.

Mr. Halters, because we are taking this deposition

. over the telephone, it is particularly important that you vait

urtil I finish askirn_ my question until you begin to respond

; and if you do not hear my guestion, will you please tell me

so that | can repeat it. Is that agreeable?

THE WITNESS: Yes.

MR. ROCKWELL: For purposes of having the proper
appearances, am | correct in understanding that John Mullin
is on the other end at this point as counsel for B&W and that
Mr. Walters is the only cne in the room?

MR. MULLINS: Mr. Kelly is also present.

MR. ROCKWELL: Is Mr. Kelly staying for this
deposition?

MR. MULLINS: Yes he is.

MR. ROCKMWELL: The appearances ‘hould reflect
that fact.

Whereupon,
JAMES FRANKLIN WALTERS,

Having been iously sworn, resumed the stand and testified

1882 014
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as follows:
By Mr. Rockwell:

Q. Mr. Walters, do you recognize that you are still

{ under oath?

A. Yes, | do.

Q. Mr. Walters, do you have before you, deposition

. Exhibit 35, which is a November memorandum from you to Kelly?

A. Yes, | have a copy, yes.

Q. Mr. Walters, there has been some confusion in the
date of your memc andum. [ had thought that it was November
18, others had thought that it was MNovember 10. There is a
little difficulty in interpreting your handwriting. Can you
resolve the conflict.

A. I am sure that it is November 10.

Q. November 10? Okay.

Referring you to Exhibit 35, the first paragraph,

' let me cuote it. "In talking with training personnel and in

the opinion of this writer, the operators at Toledo responded
in the correct manner considering who they had been trained
and the reasons behind the training?”

How have you determined, Mr. Walters, how the

! operators ahd been :rained?

I TE—

A. As 1 have testified before, 1 had talked with
X-trained personnel about a particular subject that was

addresse? to Mr. Kelly's letter. We discussed certain things,

1882 015 |

|
i

m——




- —— o ——

-

5

not all inclusive of whicr was ho. ir training of the
operators when here for training; our discussions ran .essen-
tially along the line, as I remember it, of my concerns as
are addressed drafted in that particular memo. What I, at
this point remember, as I came to the conclusion, since |
was not; I had done no direct analysis of the Toledo tran-
sients that were in Jim Kelly's memo, that they had, indeed,
responded to the situation that they were in, maybe not in

the correct order, but they had found that they had a, either

- stuck-ren release valve or a small LOCA, had closed the

release valve, and then had throttle back on their HPI.

0. Okay.

Referriny again to your phrase in the first para-
graph, "considering how they had been trained,” what did you
determine before you wrote that memorandum, as to how they
had been trained? What specifically did you understand with
respect to their training when you wrote that memorandum?

A. [ am not sure at this time what I had in mind at
that time. What I actually obtained from the training people
I can list as point XYZ. That is what they had trained.

9. Mr. Walters, the court reporter is not clear on
your answer, would you please repeat it?

A. [ said that I was not sure at this time, what
information that ! can quantify to you that they gave me. [t

was a general conversation, and when I went back and drafted
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this memo, | so stated the words that were in question, but
to try to go back and pu 1 out what actually we talked-about
in detail, I cannot do that.

Q. Did you have an understanding when you wrote the
memo as to how the operators were trained with regard to the
subject of your memo, the subject matter covered by your
memo?

A. I must have, but like I say I can't go back and
give you details of it.

Q. Are you saying that all you know about how they
had been trained is reflected in the memo?

A. And with my previous statement just a few moments

ago.

Q. So, am | correct in understanding that, in fact,
as you are seated here ncw, you don't know, you don't know
how they had been trained, at least at that time, specifically.

A. I reckon the answer to that is I do not know
exactly what was taught to them in their training classes
here within the training department. Most of my information
that 1 probably used in referring to -- writing this memo.
was obtained from contacts in talking with people, were they
operators, or from our training personnel or other engineer-
ing peuple. | was never present, that I know of, during
actual training sessions involving our training personnel and

customer operators. 7

\ 100 u]
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Q. Well, is it then fair to say that the first para-

graph of your memorandum is simply a repetition of what some-

. body else told you?

A. Mo, I don't think so. I think it's truly, my

op nion, as [ said in the first line,

tions that I have had over a period of years with quite a

. few different people.

Q. Let me go back to my first

the agenera’

question.

conversa-

In reference

to the phrase you used, "considoring how they had been train-

ed", did you have any specifics in mind when you used that

phrase?

A. Well I think that my conversations with many

. people over many years, led me to believe that operators had

' that not to be the correct reaction, but | do have that

the idea that they followed pressurizer level doing quite a

few transients. That was the information that I remember

from the many years of talking with different people.

14

it

know

infermation. At least | see, over a period of years, that's

. my sum of what | have heard.

Q. You said you know that not to be the correct

reaction. VYou mean not to be the correct reaction by opera-

tors when faced with certain loca circumstances?

A. Well, I car also state that I know other things

within the, what [ do know to be the cases of training.

are picking out a specific point here.

We

e are talking about

168¢
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| a specific case, whether we are talking now of normal opera-

i tions or of abrormal transients, how much have the operators

been trained or taught to. | know that they have been taught,

at least from my own training and assumptions for quite a few

| years, that they should not, in all cases, depend upon one

single piece of instrumentation.
Q. Well, let's go back to that first paragraph. You

indicated in that first paraoraph that they, "the operators

. responded correctly in light of the.. training”, correct?

A. As 1 previously stated that the Toledo operators

found that thay had a leak, they did find it, they shut it

! off and then they throttled back on HPI when tley saw pres-

surizer level recovering.

Q. What specifically in their training, led them to
do that, to your knowledge?

A. I can't testify as what specific knowledge they
have had from the training department, only by my assumptions
in talking, in general conversations.

Q. What specifically did you rely on other thar
assumptions and general conversations in making the statement‘
that "the Davis Besse operators responded correctly in light
of their training?” Can you qgive me any specifics?

A. I think the sum of my response was essentially
like ! said. My training, my understanding with conversations

with people, whether it be operators.‘or people within the

1882 U19
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B&W organization, and the brief exposure to, I reckon, it was
the first Toledo transients, at which I saw the variations in
pressurizer Jlevel, and had only walked away with the idea
that once the operator found his leak, once the pressurizer
level and pressure was recovered, or at least pressurizer
level was recovering, that he then, his response was to take
the HPI off. That's all at this time I know | usecd in making
that paraqraph.

0. You said that you had a ceneral understanding
based on your own training, understanding and conversations,
that the response of the Davis Besse operators to the Septem-
ber 24 transient was correct in light of their training,
Okay.

Yhat, in your own training, your own personal
trainina, led you to beleive that they were responsive and
correct in light of their training?

A. I reckon my assumption is that I had thought and
had been convinced by conversations that operators would rely
on pressurizer level as indication, as an indication during :
certain conditions.

0. llas there an operating instruction or procedure
that would have led them to rely on pressurizer level?

A. I know of no procedure that states that they
should only rely on pressurizer level, no.

Q. Were you taught, in your own training, to rely

1882 920
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on pressurizer level in throttling HPI?

A. No, the, I can only respond to that in that the
procedures and all that we have written do not entail an
instruction that should be considered that the inventory at
RCS is dependent only on pressurizer level. The emergency
procedures do state that the -- both pressurizer level and
RCS pressure should be used.

Q. But, that's not what you say in the first para-

graph of your memorandum? Is it?

r. I reckon that can be said. g
0. You reckon what can be said?
A. That my paragraph, my first paragraph contradicts

known documents.

0. Let me come back to the guestion that I have been
asking. Can you give me any specifics on which you bascd the
conclusion in the first paragraph that the Toledo cperators
had responded correctly in light of their training? ;

A. The only specific that | can testify to is that,
as | have already stated, that | assumed that the operator
was responding correctly as he did in taking HPI off after
the pressurizer level had started to recover and he found
his system leak. i

Q. Okay, and when you make that assumption, what do
you rely on?

A. I reckon the inadegquate training or conversations

1862 021
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that I have had throughout the number of years.

Q. What conversations, specifically?

A. Conversations with most anybody within this
industry that I have been in contact with that we may have
developed a discussion over some subject along this line.

I don't know generally, whu with, engineers, operators.

Q. Can you name one person that you have had these
conversations with?

A. What conversation?

Q. You just referred to the fact that you relied on
conversations with people in coming to the conclusion that
the operctors at Davis Cesse responded correctly in light of
their training. Now [ want to know who you had those conver-
sations with?

A. I don't know that I had conversations with any-
body that I went away with the idea that the operators at

Davis Besse had responded correctly. As | said, that was my

opinion.
Q. ¥hat did you base your opinion on?
A. I reckon my lack of understanding of the particu-

lar information that we were talking about.

Q. I will say the question again. Uhat did you base
your opinion on?

A. Well, as [ have already stated, it's just my

general understanding of the, what I felt to be the training

N Y 35" & Gt B
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the operators had received.

Q. And where did you cet your general understanding,

from conversations?

A. Yes, more or less.
Q. Okay, conversations with whom?
A. That's a very difficult question to answer. In

| fact, I can't answer it. ['ve been to two or three different

sites, was there for years at a time, I've been employed

. with B&4 for 10 years, and 1've talked to probably a thousand

eople in that time. [ am not saying, and have not said that

any one person gave me information that I wrote in this memo.

" This memo is my opinion. It would be very difficult for me

to try to cive you one person's name at this point in time.

Q. I am not asking for only one person's name, [ am
asking you if you can remember any names?

A. Asking me of one name of the discussion that
occurred on what subject?

Q. I am asking you if you can remember any person
with whom you had a conversation wnich led you to believe and
contributed to your general assumption that the operators at |

Davis Besse responded correctly in light of the training they

received?
A. I can't give you any name on that.
Q. Okay.

Would it be fair to say that the first paragraph
L
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0f your memorandum is based on the sum total of your experi-
ence, conversations and trainina while you have been at B&W,
and that the sum total of those experiences, conversations

and training, is that, in your mind, the operators at Davis

- Besse responded correctly in light of the circumstances they

~were faced with?

A. Hell, I reckon I'11 have to answer yes to that.
Q. Okay.
A. My reaction in November, '77, was, once he had

found the leak, he closed it, the pressurizer level had

recovered, that [ thought he had acted in a correct manner.
Q. Would it be fair to say that the throttling back

of HPI in those circumstances, to the best of your knowledge

and understanding at that time, was based on pressurizer

level?
A. That is true.
Q. And that it should be based on pressurizer level?
A. My knowledge says that it sould be based on

pressurizer level. 5

Q. That is right, your knowledge back in the fall of
1977? 1s that correct?

A. I reckon that is correct. I think so, yes.

Q. And, is it correct that to the best of your
knowledge and understanding, based on your experience and

training in the Fall of 1977, was thag HPI could be terminated

1862 024
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based on pressurizer level alone?

A. Well, 1 can't answer that. That is what I.said,
but I know that is not the case.

Q. I am asking you about your knowledge in the Fall
of 1977, not what you know.

A. No. Like I said previously, the operators had

" had more training, I have more training. And just to relieve

pressurizer level -- but when you ask me the question I have
to say yes.
Q. You have to say yes, that determination at HPI on

the basis of pressurizer level alone wcs appropriate in terms

of your rnowledge in the Fall of 1977, is that correct?

A. Yes.
Q. Referring you now to paragraph two of your memo-
randum, first sentence:
"My assumption in the training assumes first that
RC pressure and pressurizer level «~ill trend in the same
direction under LOCA".
Is that an accurate reading of the first sentence
of the second paragraph?
A. Yes.
Q. And that was your understanding in the Fall of
1977, correct?
A. That is correct.

n. And to the best of your knowledge at that time
L

1882 025 - |




-

R s . PR

B I

the training assumed that as well, correct?

A. You said the training assumed that as well. You
mean the B&W training department?

Q. Well, I refer you to the sentence: "You said my

assumption and the training assumed that RC pressure and

pressurizer level were trend in the same direction under LOCA",
|

correct?
AL Right. That sentence should read: "My assumption
and training”. 1 am referring to my own training, and that

is correct.

Q. You were referring to your own training?

A That is correct.

Q. What traning?

A Since 1 have never been qualified as an operator,

I have never had formal operator training from B&W instructors.

Q. Well, you just indicated that you were referring
|

to your training.
|

A. That is correct. My training comes from what

knowledge I had gleamed in the period of time working within |
|

the B&W, conversations I have had with different people within
mainly service organizations, I reckon. E
Q. In preparing this memorandum you did confer with

three former training instructors in the B&W training depart-

ment, is that correct? 186 (/7

A. I did, yes.
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16

In referring to the first sentience of the second

paragraph, you say in part, "th2 training assumes that,

pressure and pressurizer level would trend in the same direc-

tion".

Was that based on your conversations with those three

former instructors?

A.

No, I would say not. That is my assumption and

my assumption alone.

Q.

Pid you ask those former training instructors

| what the training did assume?

A.
0.

I can't remember, but I do not be ieve [ did.

When you refer to "tho" training in the first

sentence of your second paraqraph, you were referring to B&Y

training,

A.

is that correct?

As | stated a minute ago, the sentcnce should read,

“my assumption and training", the training I have had.

Q.

A
Q
A.
Q
A

But that is not it says, is it?

That is correct.

It says my assumption and "the" training.
That is correct.

Were not you referring to B&W training? i

I am referring to my training received as the

sole experience by working here for the numbers of years.

Q.
'i you used the term “the" training?

A.

Were you referring to the utility training when

You mean the B2&4 training of the utility operators?
.

1882 (27
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(Discussion off the record).

)

' 2 Q. I mean the training given by utilities to their

z ‘ 3 ; own operators.

; o A. No, I am not. |

| MR. ROCKWELL: Off the record.

: |
|

: ' By Mr. Rockwell:

Q. Peferring you to the third and fourth paragraphs i
of your memorandum, what did you mean "hydroing? |
|

v | A. Okay. There is about three words left that I am

1 | using synonymously here, the word "solid", the word "hydroing",

. L,

' and I can also inject loss of indicated pressurizer level.

B

To me in the context or in the concerns [ had mean essentially

the same thirg. This is that we would have enough water to put
‘ ~into the RCS, reactor coolant system, such that we would go

up against the code release valve, essentially a solid

water system.

R

i 7 Q. A1l right. And you indicated in the first
% !Ti sentence of your fourth paragraph, the fourth paragraph is the
; s | 1ast paragraph: |
i _~ "If you intend to go solid what about problems
g ‘ with vessel mechanics".
Bl
& - What problems in reference to vessel mechanics
! 2

' were you concerned about?
A. I was concerned about the problem of availabilitly,

if you want tc so-call it as such, in the scenario that we
\

~

18872 (28
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? are talking about, when we go against the code's you are qoinag
| 2500 pounds or above it. The instrumentation is ranged only
zero to 2500 pounds. hen you do this [ was asking the question
“What would we have to do to get the RCS back available to

produce power, would it be a simole reanalysis of the vessel

.

| mechanics", meaning what stress had we put the RCS itself and
the core under through doing this, and secondly was it

possible for us to do any damage to the RCS by putting it

through this transient.

Q. Did you have any knowledge at that time of what

damage might be done by qgoing solid to the RCS and the core?
, A. The only thing that | had in my mind, that | can
think of is,if we do do this we would go up against the code
release valve or the electrostatic release valve and whether
or not they opened and whether they would be damaged so that
it wouldn't receive -- so you would have cool down and repair
| them. That was first and foremost, ! reckon, in my mind.
Secondly, | reckoned the fuel itself.
Q. kere you concerned that the PORV or the code
safety might not open if you went solid?
' A. No, | wasn't concerned that they would not open.

1 was concerned that they would open and then not receive and

therefore you would have a lnss of coolant. |
Q. But referring you again to the first paragaraph,

the first sentence of your fourth parqgraph, you were

. P -~
|
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referring to a problem with vessel mechanics. Do you in-
clude the problem of receding of the valves as a problem of
vessel mechanics?

A. Well, the only thing I had in mind, the only

thing was that I did not know whether or not this code release

valve could release the quantity of water that the HPI pumps
could pump into the RCS. 1If they could not then yes, it
might cause some problems. I don't know, I have no idea.
That is the reason why 1 asked the question, could it cause
a problem in damaging the RCS.

Q. Am | correct then, that the problem you foresaw

| is that if your HPI is shoving more water into the system

' than can be discharged through the PORV and the two code

. safeties, that you might potentially face a situation where

' the reactor and the pressurizer vessels would be over-
pressurized above 2500 pounds which might stress them and

dc damage?

.% A. That is correct.

Q. And the specific damage that you were concerned
about was damage to the core, is that correct? ;
A. Yes, in that I do not think we would cause any
physical damage but it is probably outside of what the plan
is licensed by the technical specification requirement, there-
fore it might be that the plant would have to shut down and

stay down long enough for us to rectify the problem paperwise.

1862 030 i
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Q. And if the system was pressurized above the
acceptable levels, whatever they are, the shutdowns would be
a lengthy one, is that correct, because all parts of the
system would have to be examined to make sure that there had
not teen any overstressing which might lead to failure down
the road?

A. Essentially, yes, that is what I had in my mind,
yes.

Q. Okay. How long does that kind of analysis, to
the best of your understanding, take?

A. I can't really say. 1 would say at least, you
know, my own experience would be that it would be greater

than a couplie of weeks.

Q. Could it be a matter of months?
A. I think with NRC involvement it possibly could be.
Q. Did you check to see whether the rated flow,

| maximum flow of HPl would exceed the rated maximum discharge

of the three valves in question, the PORV and the two safeties

the two codes safeties?

A. Yes, | did check with certain peopie, probably

. not the correct people, but I did talk with certain people.

Q. Who?

A. My answers were -- iaka (331
Q. Who?

A I don't remember who, but.X suspect it was the
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same three quys that I talked about in this memo, the
X-training personnel, Cal Gos'ow, Herb Smith and 8ill Street.

0. And what did they tell you?

A. I think the result of the conversation was that
if the release isn't steamec Engineering had told us we had
no problem, but we were never sure vhether or not we could
| pass the amount of water through these valves, solid water
that is.

Q. Was this analysis based upon the assumption that
there was no main feed, no aux feed?

A. I have no idea. 1 do not know.

Q. Okay. And the subject we Jjust have been talking
about is the subject addressed in the last sentence of your
memorandum, is that correct?

A. That is true.

Q. Going tn the last sentenc~ of the first paragraph

' which is on page two of your memorandur:

L

“If this is the intent of your letter and the
thoughts behind it, the operators are not taught tc hydro
the RCS every tine the HPI pump is initiated."

llere the operators tauqght to iydro the RCS at any
time?

A. No, the operators are not tauaht to hydro the
RCS at any time. 1882 032

Q. In fact, would it be fair to say that they were




never taught to hydro the RCS?

A. I think that is a fair statement.

Q. Under any condition?

A. That is true.

Q. That is your best knowledg2 and understanding

- based upon some ten years at BAW?

A. That is true.

Q. Why do you think, or what do you think the reasons
were that operators were taught never to hydro the RCS?

A. The first thing that comes to my mind is essen-
tially you have two situations, one would be when your reactor
is critical and at one point is not. Both problems gel
together most of the time. Mainly, you do not want to go

solid because you have no pressure control.

Q. Any other reasons?

A There is no reason for it during normal operations.
Q. What about non-normal operations?

A. Well, my memo was addressing this type of thing.
0. What type of thing?

A A overcooling transient at which time you loose

' pressurizer level or close to loosing pressurizer level and

. the recommendation that, if you do get low pressure in

energize -- you might leave the IIPIs off for some long period
of time. In a case like this [ expect you would wind up going

solid in the RCS and it is not something that you want to do.

188 033
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Q. So that is another reason why operators were
taught never to hydro the RCS because of the danger that might
arise from hydroing the RCS in an overcocling transient,

correct?

A. Again, | can't address that they were trained not

' to do that. To me as a engineer, that is something that you

 would not want to do. That is true.

Q. And you believe in your own mind that that would
be one of the reasons why the operators were taught never to

hydro the RCS?

A. In my own mind that is true.

Q. Is it your impression or understanding, Mr. Walters,

that your own training and understanding, that you should
never hydro the RCS is a reflection of training and under-
standing of operators in the field at the various utilities?
A. Would you repeat that?

(Whereupon, the pending question was read by the
reporter.)

MR. KOCKWELL: Did you understand that or do you
want it read back again?

THE WITNESS: Please read it back again.

(Whereupon, the pending question was again read
by the reporter.)

THE WITHNESS: That is true.

By Mr. Rcckwell:

—
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Q. Mr. Walters, directing your attention from the
time period from February 16 to August 3, 1978, do you have
any direct knowledge that Mr. Dunn was ever informed that you
were not satisfied personally with the prescription outlined
in his February 16, 1978 memorandum?

A. I cannot. [ did not know personally that he was
instructed as to my concern. | assumed that Goslow conversed
j with him on the matters of these concerns.

Q. Have you ever checked with Mr. Goslow and asked
him whether he ever did advise Mr. Dunn that you all were nct
yet satisfied with the prescription as outlined in Dunn's
E February 16 memorandum?

Al To the best of my knowledge, I did talk with
Kal and Kal did converse with Mr, Dunn about these concerns.

Q. When? When did Goslow indicate he conversed

"' with Dunn?

A. It must have been early '78. [ cannot give an
exact date.

Q. But has Goslow told you he conversed with Dunn

after February 167

A. To the best of my recollecticon he said he did,
| yes.
Q. You specifically asked him that?
A. I think 1 probably asked him about had he talked

| with the people in encgineering in that context.

1882 035
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Q. I think we have established that Mr. Goslow may

| |
‘ ‘ii have talked with Mr. Dunn between February 9 and February 16
: in arriving at a realized instruction, is that correct?
f A. That is correct.

Q. And now specifically my question is, has Mr,

Goslow told you whether he talked to Dunn after February 16?

A. To the best of my recollection he says he has,
 he had talked to Mr. Dunn and Mr. Cartin at plant integration.
' But I only knew of Mr. Cartin in the last month,

| Q. Wwhen did Goslow say he talked to Dunn after

February 167

°T T

A. I didn't get the first word.
Q. When did Mr. Goslow say he talked to -- strike
. | that. Let me rephrase the question.
|
|

Did Mr. Goslow say at what time after February 16
f of 1978, he talked to Dunn?
:

A. It is certainly possible that he did tell me such,

- ————

| but I do not remember at this time,

f
. Q. Did he tell you how many times as of February 16,
' 1978, he talked to Dunn?

|

A. I testified already that at least once or twice.

' More than once. 4

' Q. And what did he say that he told Mr. Dunn in those‘ |
|
i conversaticns after the 16th? |
= A. [ don't remember the ﬂmciﬁcs of his conversations
24 a nth” ‘.‘\ { E
‘ 2 |




to

6

10

M)

26

or any of the conversations. All [ remember is that he did

say he talked with him about the concerns and essentially.

i
' that is it. He talked to him about the concerns.
{

0. What specifically were your concerns about the

Do vou have that available to you now?

. Yes.

prescription as set forth in the February 16, 1978 memorandum?

My specific problem was related to what we have

just been talking about a few minutes ago and that was

. Mr. Dunn recommended that once HPI had been put on that it

be left on for some period of time. And I think here he says

10 minutes.

Now, we “~ave got to realize that Mr.

referring to a LOCA incident.

problems there.

188
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Dunn

minutes ago, of going solid in the RCS and the ensuing

4
/

is

I have never, and I'm not, addressed a LOCA.

talked about an overcooiing transient. And in that case,

I
I

was concerned that if I left the HP! pump on for some period

of time as that I would then get into my scenario of a few

At no time did we ever disagree with his scenario
on the LOCA. MWe were simply addressing a problem where we
did not have a LOCA, a normal transicnt, overccoling transient.
.,‘ .

going solid with an overcooling transient, is ther2 any way
]

Let us assume, Mr. Walters, your concern about




27-
t-*t an operator ~ould know, during the course of the
transient, whetaer he was faced with the danger of an over-
cooling * ~ansient and therefore know that going solid should
be avoid vn those circumstances?

A. ]I think it depends mainly on what time period we
are talking about. If we are talking about, say, less than
two minutes, maybe not, say, in a period of five to ten
minutes, certainly, yes.

Q. Is there any instruction or operating procedure
that distinquishes, and I am referring now to the Fall of
1977, that distinquishes between those situations where an

overcooling transient is possible, and therefore, those

. situations where going solid is to be avoided from those

situations where an overcooling transient is not a concern?

A. I think there are. But, I'm not familiar with
very little information. || believe the main-steam line
break scenario and a few other ones are covered, but I'm not
familiar with any of the details.

Q. Am I correct in understanding that to the best
of your knowledge, because of the danger of qoing solid durinag
an overcooling transient, and because of the concern that
going solid leaves you without pressurizer control, that the
operators were instructed that you should not go solid at
all?

A. Would you repeat the question?

18872 (38
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(Whereupon, the pending question was read by
the reporter.)

MR. EDGAR: 1In those cases or evar?

THE WITNESS: Well, --

MR. ROCKWELL: Ever, at all is the question.

THE WITNESS: Well, I can only speak as an
engineer. | do not know that was or was not addressed within
the training department. To me, as an engineer, no, I would
not.

MR. EDGAR: Mr. Walters, there is at least some
confusion in my mind at this point as to where we are and
I wonder if you could explain the basis of your concern?

Am I correct that the basis of your concern is
that if tne Dunn prescription were applied literally without
regard for a class of initiating events, such as undercooling,
that that prescription could lead to overpressurization. Is
that what your concerns consist of?

THE WITNESS: VYes, George, that is essentially
it. My problem was, at no time had we brought into the situa-
tior a2 LOCA. That is Bert Dunn's area. Ile were saying if
you do bring this prescription, can we indc=d get into a
problem with an overcooling transient where we still have
the inventory in the RCS and we know as soon as you can
stop the overcocling transient that the pressurizer level, as

well as the fluid in there is going tg expand and you are

1887 039

T G ————————




6 |

29

going solid in the RCS.

By Mr. Rockwell:

Q. Mr. Walters, you stated earlier in this deposi-
tion, that to the best of your knowledge and understanding,
operators understood that they were never to Qo0 solid and
you sited a couple of reasons for why they were never to go
solid.

And my question now is, those reasons were,
number one, the loss of pressure control and number two, the
nossibi ity of going solid during an overcooling transient,
is that correct?

A. Yes.

0. And for those reasons the operators have a
gene al understanding, although they may not understand those
reasons, they do have a general understanding that they are
never to go solid, correct?

A. I do not know that the cperators have an under-

standing that they are never to go solid.
Q. But you said you thought that was your under-
standing, correct?
A. Yes, that is my own assumption.
Q. Okay.
Assuming that is true, assuming that the opera-
tors believe, based upon their training and instructions and

so forth, that they are never to go s?lid, would it be

o
~
o
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possible to create instru..:ons which distinquish for them
those circumstances where going solid is a danger, and. therc-

fore, it should be avoided and/or distinguish those situations

' where going solid is not a danger?

A. Yes, | think that procedures and instructions

can be worked out if it is not a problem.

Q. To your knowledge, has that every been done before

| March 28, 1979?

A. To my knowledge, no.

Q. During the time period from February 16 to August
3, what specific efforts did you make to get a response from
plant integration to your concerns, your continuing concerns
about the Dunn prescription contained in this Feburary 16th
r morandum?

A. The only contracts I had were with Gosiow through
inteqgration.

Q. What efforts did Goslow make?

A. As | repeated earlier, he says, as far as I
remember, that he contacted Mr. Cartin in plant integration
and talked about the subject. Later on this was interrupted
by times when he was sent out of town to diff "2nt sites for
work, came back and so it was interspaced wita maybe three
or four weeks from time to time. We would go back and ask
again. We were not getting what we considered resolution on

the subject. Then | went to Mr. Hol]Tan and said that we

1882 041 |
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should maybe draft 2 memo and send it out to Mr. Karrasch to
see if we could get some, a response to it and we did, and
that was in the August 3 memo as a result of that.

Q. Did you ever take any steps personally to get
plant integration or Mr. Cartin specifically to respond before
the August 3 memo?

A. No, 1 took no personal conversations, had no
personal conversation with Mr. Cartin.

Q. Following the Auoust 3 memo, did you personally
take any steps to followup on it, to see that plant integra-
tional finally did respond?

A. I think as | have already testified before, 1
talked to Mr. Kelly a couplie of time about whether they were

going to respond to that particular memo which | now =--

Q. Right. Other than your conversation with
Mr. Kelly?
A. No, | did not talk with anybody else.
Q. And | think you indicated before that Mr. Ho]lman‘

' may have contacted Mr. Karrasch a couple of times, is that

correct, after the August 3 memo?

A. That is correct.

Q. And that he mentioned that he wanted a response
from Mr. Karrasch, is that correct?

A. That is correct.

Q. And, what was Mr. Karrascg's response as best you

Lo/ U4/




‘ 2t understand it?

‘ o A. I['m sorry, | missed the first word. 4 |
' Q. What was Mr. Karrasch's response to Mr. Hollman's
contacting him to the best of your knowledge?
A. To the best of my knowledge, I don't believe
Mr. Hollman ever conveyed to me any conversation with
| Mr. Karrasch other than to say he had contacted him on the
| subject.
Q. You were present during the depusition of
| tr. Kelly this morning, correct? |
o A. That is correct. i
Q. Did you hear the exchange in which Mr. Kelly

indicated that Xarrasch had called Hollman around the turn

|
| of the year, Christmas time, of '78, and told Mr. Hollman
‘ y t:hdt he, Harrasch, had no problems with the Dunn prescription? |
h ' A. Yes, I heard him testify as to such.
U n. Do you have any independent knowledaqe of that :

cammunication from Karrasch to Hollman at around Christmas

time of 19732

FI L

A. I have no independent knowledge .f what the con-
vgrsation was about and I don't know the exact date that he
; may have talked. That may have been one of the conversations
~f; where he had talked with Mr. Karrasch. ! !
Q. Did Mr. Hollman ever tell you that Karrasch had

' | gotten back to him and said no problem, go ahead?

| ’ |
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A. That is cocrrect.
Q. Mr. Hollman did tell you that?
A. He did not. At no time did he tell me that

' Mr. Karrasch had said that.

Q. At any time before March 8, 1979, did you under-
stand that plant integration through Mr. Karrasch had

essentially cleared the Dunn memorandum, the Dunn prescrip-

- tion?
A. No, I have no in‘ormation that that ever occurred
Q. Have you ever asked Mr. Hollman about that?
A. I only asked Mr. Hollman, had we got any informe-

tion back from Mr. Karrasch on the Auqust 3 memo.

Q. And what was Mr. Hollman'<c response?

A. The only response that I can remember is that he

' said he had not received anything definitive from Mr. Karrasch,

Q. That is up to March 28, of '797?
A. That is %, uc.
Q. Do you know whether operators at any of the BA&W

' operating utilities were ever instructed before March 28, 1979,

to ignore pressurizer level in those situations where reactor

, coolant pressure was dropping?

A. ' have no personal knowledge they were every
told so.
Q. To the best of your knowledge, they were not told

so, is that correct?

: ig82 44 |
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A. That is correct.

34

Q. Mr. Walters, I am going to recess your deposition

at this time as we have in the past, leaving the subject to

further recall should we need additional testimony from you,

in that event, we would contact your counsel and let you

know what that means.

Thank you for being available this morning.

(Whereupon, at 1:45 p.m., the deposition was

recessed, as above noted.)

Subscribed and sworn to

before me this .... day

Notary Public

- e e e e e e e e e e e

James Franklin Walters
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PROCELCDINGS

DIRECT EXAMINATION CONTINUED 3
MR. ROCKMUELL: The records should reflect that at

' this time we are resumina the deposition of Joseph Johﬁ Kelly,

Jr.., which was recessed at 12:30 p.m. on July 7, 1979.

Mr. Kelly, are you able to hear me?

THE YITNESS: Yes, I can hear you.

MR. ROCKWELL: Because we are taking this deposi-
tion over a conference call, it is particularly important that
I finish the question before you beain to answer and that I
will try to let you finish the answer before 1 start another
question, Okay? |

THE WITNESS: Okay, 1 understand.

MR. ROCKLELL: 1f you do not understand the
question, please tell me and I will be glad to read it back
or repeat it so you will have the question rlearly in mind
when you respond, Okay?

THE WITNESS: Okay. !

MR. K CKWELL: The appearances for this deposition
would be the same tere in Washington. |

Are the appearances still the same, John, in
Lynchburg, namely, are the people in the room the same?

MR. MULLIN: Mr. Dunn has left. !Mr. Kalters and
1 are present with Mr. Kelly.

Whereupon,
JOSEPH JOHN KELLY, JR.,

having been previously sworn, resumed the stand and testified
.
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| as follows:

By Mr. Rockwell:

Q. Mr. ¥elly, you understand you are still under the

' oath administered to you at the beginning of your deposition

on July 7?
A. Yes, | understand.
MR. ROCKWELL: I gquess the record should also

¥ reflect that the continuation of Mr. Dunn's deposition and
v Mr. Kelly's deposition and Mr. Walter's deposition, is pro-
v, ceeding under agreement of counsel.

Is that correct, George?

MR. EDGAR: Yes.
] | By Mr. Rockwell:
’. :'  0. Mr. Kelly, referring you to deposition Exhibit 24.‘
- which is your memorandum of November 1, 1977, to distribution.
' | Do you have that exhibit befcre you? \

16 | A. Yes, 1 do. r

Q. You refer in that exhibit to, primarily to a

refer to a transient which occurred on October 23, 1977.

|
IR, September 24, 1977 transient at Davis Besse, but you also
19’

Do you have any more details on that October 23rd
20 ‘

| transient since your last deposition? |

. — oy s — e

A. No. | don't know anything else about it since

b ““ | my last deposition.

r

’ 1“ q. I telieve we have covered this around, but let
1
|
|
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me just cover it again, quickly.

PORV?

feed?

A.
feed water.
If you mean

water also,

| water,

feed.

A.

Do you know whether it involved a fail-tc-open

Mo, I do not.

Do you know whether it involved the loss of all

1 seem to recall tha. the incident started on a loss of
I don't remember any details about "all" feed.
by "all" feed you are including emergency feed

! don't remember hearing anything about emergency feed

By “all" feed, | do mean main feed and auxiliary

Would your answer still be correct assuming that?

If I understand your question, [ will repeat my

answer. | seem to remember that the incident started with a

loss of their normal feed water, | don't remember specifics,

any specifics about what happened to emergency feed water.

Q.

pressurizer
low?

A.

Q.

premature termination of HPI in that transient?

Okay.

Do you know whether that transient reflected a

level high and a reactor coolant system inventory

No, I was never told any of those details. :

Is it your understanding that there was, however,

-

52

—
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A.

My understanding is that it was bypassed

and never allowed to initiate in the October 23rd transient.

Q.

to put out your November 1 memorandum,

A.
Q.

That was a concern of yours in making the decision

Yes, that is correct.

is that correct?

Did you make, at that time, an investigation as

to why HPI had been by-passed?

A.

No, | did not. As I stated in my earlier testi-

mony, someone else would have been assigned to investigate

that transient. [ would not. My only interest was that here

was a second relatively close together incident of what I was

concerned about, the operator reaction of high pressure

injection.

Q.

about the October

Do you know whether at the time that you heard

23rd transient, you went to the licensee

event report or site problem report for information on that?

A.

Q.

A.

Q.
standing of

A.

heard that they by-passed high pressure injection.

No, I did not.
Did you do any reactimeter data?

No, I did not.

Did you go to any source to flush out your under-

that transient?

No. My only interest in it again was when |

concerned about any more details of that incident.

Q.

Referring to Exhibit 24, which is you
Al

-
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November 1, 1977 memorandum, you state, | believe in the third

sentence, the operator stopped HPI when pressurizer level began'

to recov:~ without reqard to primary pressure,.
Was that an inference on your part, or was that a

matter of direct knowledge of what was in the mind of the

" operator?
A. That was an inference on my part.
“i Q. How did you draw the inference?
‘ A. Now, we are talking about the September 24th
' ,”é incident? ‘
ll; Q.  That is correct. |
| A. Having reviewed that in sume detail at the time,

| 1 knew that they had resaturation in the, saturation condi-
‘ Hé tions in the reactor coolant system loops when they had turned
f high pressure injection on. 50, I was inferring from that

" that they could not have recognized the relationship between

. saturation temperature and saturation pressure in the primary

B
-

= loop when they turned high pressure injection on. |

Q. Did you attempt to confirm the inference which

- ——
¥

| you have advised me that you drew, by calling or contacting
the people at Davis 3esse in an attempt to find out what had
been in the operators minds at the time they made the decision

to terminate HP! in the September 24th transient?

e et e—
te ]

A. No, I did not.

Q. Did anybody else make any contact with Davis Besse
: 4

l
!
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|

|

in order to determine what, in fact, the operators had been
looking at and relying on, to your knowledage?

A. Not to my knowledge.

Q. At the time, did you make any review of operator
procedures to see what thov might have been relying on?

A. No.

Q. Would it be fair to say that you did not take
any of those steps, either with respect to the October &
1977 transient?

A. After the October 23rd transient, I did go down as
I previously stated, to the nuclear service area where the
simulator 1instructors work and talked to them about what
they were teachina operators on when to secure high pressure
injection.

Q. And that was your conversation which you already
told us abo .t with Mr. Lind?

A. Yes, that is correct.

Q. Did you ask Mr. Lind or anyone in the training
department, to simulate on the B&W simulator, either the
September 24th or the October 23rd transients?

A. Mo, no | did not.

Q Do you know whether anybody eise did?

A. I don't know.

Q 0id you know Mr. Lind before you went down and

talked to him that day?
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A. ['m sorry, | missed the first word of the question.

Q. Did you knuw Mr., Lind before you went down and

talked to him in reference to the transient?

A. Yes, John Lind worked with me at Crystal River,

Unit 3 starc-up for a pericd of time.

Q. How long have you known John?

A. Excuse me. Did you say how long did I kiow him?
Q. Yes.

A. Tt's in the order of magnitude of months as

opposed *o years. | would think he was down there, tc my
krowledge, maybe six months at the same time [ was.

n. Had you had much contact with him during that
period of time?

A. [ saw him frum time to time during the week, yes.

Q. In what regards? What kind of dealings did you
have with him?

A. John Lind was o shift supervisor augmentor in
Crystal River Urit 3, and he was in those responsibiiities
in the control room, often providing advice and consultation
to the Florida Power Corporation shift supervisors on watch.
In that respect, and my duties as tecnnical cuperintendent
during that period, placed me in the control room quite often
in th.%t con-

monitoring the progress of various tests. So,

text, I ran into John, as [ said, several times a week,

normally.
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Qs You had occasions to talk to him and discuss

things with him?
A. Yes.

Q. Have you ever known John to express any doubt about

a position he held?
A. Can you rephrase the qguestion? I'm not sure 1
understand what you are asking?

Q. Sure.

Had you ever known John Lind to express any doubts
about his opinion on a subject, or his knowledce or under-
standing of a subject?

B, I can't recall any incidences. John rormally
spoke positively.

Q. When you had the conversation with him at Lynch-
burg in reference to the two September and October t:ansients,
did you ask :‘n specifically how the operators were instructed
with regards to termination of HPI?

A. I asked John what instructiun they gave to the
operators, if that is your question.

Q. Yes, it is.

A. That is what I asked him, what instructions did
we teach operators on when fo secure high pressure injections.

Q. And he gave youv an answer that indicated what
the instruction was that they were to look at pressurizer

level and reactor system pressure, is that correct?

1882 057
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A. Essentially, that was correct. [ don't remember

the exact words.

Q. Did you ask him to show you where in the materials

- — ..?. -
to

| used in the training program that instruction appeared?

§ : A. Ho, 1 did not.

Q. Did you ask him to show you where in operator proce-

dures that instruction appeared?

A | A. No, | don't remember asking that either.
9 | Q. Did you ask him whether sifficient emphasis, in
. his opinion -- I think [ misstated my guestion. Let me start

again.

Did you ask him whether sufficient emphasis, in

' his opinion, was being given to that instruction so that the

13| . 2
. i operators, in fact, understood it?
i A. Didn't ask that specific question, but [ was
|
!

15 | after that type of answer and John said that he was convinced
that they taught reliance on both pressurizer level and pressure,

|
|

. and that they taught that enough or sufficiently so that the

‘ operators should have known what was happening during that

IS 5

transient.

Q. Did you tell John Lind, that in your view, some-
body wasn't telling the operators about that procedure with
‘:j sufficient clarity to prevent at least two incidents where

high pressure injection had been terminated prematurely?

A}

1882 0958 |
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, | John to begin with, and I told him that.

S —

Q. Did you emphasize to him that somewhere that
instruction was not getting across to the operators?

A. I may have. [ don't remember using those words
either. | remember leaving there with the impression that
the subject was being taught by the simulator instructors, and
I felt that if ! could qet appropriate words, if they were needed,
published, that in my mind, it would have been adequately
covered at that point,

In other words, | thought the operators were

being taught it in the simulator, but maybe it needed to be
reinforced in writing.

Q. Did you tell John that he ought to take immediate
steps to reinforce that instruction?

A. No, I did not. | told him I was going to write
a letter to Don Hallman or nuclear service, maybe I didn't
use Don's name. Again, as | stated earlier, | cannot get it
straight in my mind whether I was talking in future tense,
or past tense. | either had just written that memo or was

going to.

Q. Did you tell Lind that there ought to be a review
within the training department to see what, in fact, had been

put out, and to make sure that what was being put out i

to operators was sufficiently clear and precise, so that there

would not be a repetition of the kind of premature termination
\ |
|

]
|
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of HPI that had occurred in September and again at October

at Davis Besse?

A. I don't remember making such a suggestion to
John Lind.
Q. At the time you wrote your November 1 memorandum,

Mr. Kelly, were you aware of a procedure available within
the B8&Y organization for handling basic concerns?

A. Yes.

Q. Were you aware of the existence of something
called a preliminary safety concern form? 1

A. I don't recall ever having seen one but [ am sure
that there must have been a form that went along with it.

Q. Were you aware that Mr. Taylor, in the licensing
section, was the in-house administrator of that procedure?

A. Yes.

Q. Did you consider putting your November 1 memo-
randi'm on a preliminary safety concern form?

A. No, I did not.

Q. Did you believe that your MNovember 1, 1977 memo-
randum wou.d be plugged into the system for handiing basic
concerns that was then in existence within B&U?

A. Would you repeat the first part of that. |
don't know what you were asking me.

(Whereupon, the pending question was read by the

reporter.)




-
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By Mr. Rockwell:
Q. Do you have the question in mind?
A. Yes, [ do.

When | wrote that memo, [ didn't know whether it

. would be a preliminary safety concern or not. My intent was

to get it in front of the people who wculd know. I think my

memo says that additional guidance may not even be required.

| In other words, there was doubt in my mind, and [ thought by

| writing this memo, that I would get to the people who would

know what information was being put out in detail, and that
if it had to be revised, they would revise it. And, as to
whether it was a preliminary safety concern or not, [ didn't
feel like i1t was of sufficient importence at that time. I
mean, [ didn't feel I had enough information even to make that
decision. [ didn't know whether we were telling the right
things or not, and that's why | wrote the memo.

Q. Did you talk with anyone before you wrote the memo-
randun or after?

A. ] talked to, as I pointed out, [ talked to my
immediate supervisor, Eric Swanson. |

Q. I am sorry. I did not finish the question.

Did you talk to anyone before you wrote your memo-

randum or after as to whether the concern you had was the kind
of concern that ought to be expressed in a preliminary safety

concern form?

o
o
1~
)
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My

E A. I don't remember considering that.
E Q. 1 know we have gone through who the people on the
. distribution of your memorandum are, and what positions they
" hold. I don't have that directly in front of me. But, my
recollection is that one of the persons On distribution is
| in the licensing section, am I correct?
A. Not on my November 1 memo, no. There is no one
in there that at the time was in licensing.
Q. Okay.
Referring now to deposition Exhibit 35. Do you

have that exhibit befor2 you?

E A. Is that Frank Walter's memo?

| Q. Yes. That is correct.

f A. Yes, | have that.

! Q. Let me read the first paragraph of the memorandum.
! A. Was that a question? |
! Q. No. I am just getting something.

A. No, | don't remember discussing that.

concerns at the time you wrote your memorandum?

15

Q. Did you have that preliminary safety concerh pro-

cedure and form in mind as a possible way of pursuing your

Let me read the first paragraph of the memorandum.

And this is a memorandum from Mr. llalters to yourself in

response to your November 1 memorandum, is that correct?

A. Yes. \

18682 062
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Q. "In talking with training personnel and in the
opinion of this writer, the operators at Toledo respond in '

a correct manner", it may be "responded”, "in a correct manner
considering how they had been trained and the reasons behind
the training.”

Is that an accurate reading of the first paragraph
of the memo?
Yes.
Did you understand what he meant by that?

1 think I do.

=y W .

What did he mean? | am referring to your know-
ledae at the time you received it?

A. Frank is saying that he talked to traininag people
and whoever he talked to, and Frank both believed that the

Toledo people did the right thing. If I'm answering your

question.
Q. The riaht thing in light of how they had been |
trained? ;
A. That is what he is saying. i
0. Did you ever ask Mr. Walters how the operators |

had been trained which would suggest that they had responded
properly?

A. [ never talked with Mr. Walters about this memo
at all until in the past couple of months.

Q. Did you wonder when you read that paragraph, what
)
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training the operators were getting which would suggest that

their reaction had been correct in light of their training?
A. No. I had already talked to Jo“n Lind by this

.‘ time, and when I read this I just got the impression that

| Frank Walters was confused and decided to go ahead and esca-

| late it after talkina to Bert Dunn.

| Q. Did it ever occur to you that John Lind had been
| confused?
| A. No, because at the time | was talking to John

'@

10

11

19

20

Lind,

believe | mentioned it the last time, Harry Helmyer was one

of them and there was more than two, and they were all

there were other simulator

instructors there,

agreement that they were teaching the correct things.

Q.

graph in his memorandum is in direct conflict with what Lind

Would it be fair to say that Walters' first para-

had told you when you went to talk to Lind?

A.

Yes, ! would think that that is a fair reading

of the words.

Q.

And did you understand that Walters had written

and 1

in

his first paraqraph after talking with three former B&W train-

ing instructors?

says "with training personnel”, I don't know who he talked to.

A.

I don't know who Frank talked to about when he

|

Q. At the time you read the memorandum? f
A. At the time I read the memorandum I did know. What
1}
1Q '
1387 064 f
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I am saying is I don't believe that now | still know who he
talked to.

MR. ROCKWELL: Off the record.

(Whereupon, there was a brief discussion off the
record.)

(Whereupon, the pending question was read by the

. reporter.)

1y |

19

)

MR. EDGAR: And you do not today, is that correctf

THE WITNESS: I don't think so. [ don't think I
do. If you ask me to name those people, I couldn't say who
Frank talked to, even right now.

By Mr. Rockwell:

Q. Would it be fair to say that at the time you

. read the memorandum, you did appreciate that Walters' first

paragraph was in cirect conflict from what Lind had told you?
A. Yes. That was in direct conflict with what John
Lind had told me.
Q. Did you take any steps to try to resolve that

conflict at the time?

A. I talked to Eric Swanson, my supervisor, about
it, and we decided to go ahead and | told Eric at the time,
that [ thought that Frank was confused about what my intent

was and Eric and | agreed that we should go ahead and escalate
it and get Bert Dunn involved, because Bert Dunn was the unit

manager, have him write a letter to try and get someresolution
\ !

-

65




S—

19

on my concerns. That was the steps | took.

Q. Did you realize at that time that if Walters$ had
been talking with trainina personnel and had arrived at the
conclusion that he expresses in his first paragraph, that one

group of people who, at least at one time had been training

instructors at BAW, and then the current training instructors,

| through Mr. Lind, were saying things about what operator

instructions were directly in conflict.
A. Reading the entire memo | got the impression that

Frank may have not even been asking the correct questions of the

' training people.

R I——

Q. Did you ever go back to him and point that out and try

to get it resolved as to whether he was asking the correct
questions of the training pecple that he was talking to?
A. No, I did not. I just escalated it to Bert Dunn.
1. Referring to the second paragraph.

"My assumption in the training assumes, first,
that RC pressure and pressurizer level will trend in the same
direction under a LOCA for" -- I am having trouble reading
this. Let me ask you to read it, the second paragraph.

THE WITNESS: "My assumption and the training
assumes, first, that RC pressure and pressurizer level will
trend in the same direction under a LOCA. For a small leak
they keep the high pressure system om up to a certain flow to

maintain pressurizer level".
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Q. Thank you.
A. Do you want me to continue?
Q. Let me ask you a questicn now.
MR. EDGAR: Joe, let's make certain we understand
what words we are dealing with here.
This is how you read the words, is that right?

THE WITNESS: Yes. I am trying to read the words as

. they look to me. By that I mean he didn't say "high pressure

—

system, he said "HP" system and he has run the words "a" and
"small" together.
By Mr. Rockwell:

Q. We understand your reading of that paragraph is
what you see there and is your interpretation of what is
written down in the sense of what it says =--

A. Gramatical corrections and things like that.

Q. (continuing) -- there may be, there may be some
difficulty in reading some of the handwriting here | under-
stand, but referring to that second paragraph, the second
sentence indicates for a small leak they keep the HP meaning,
high pressure systems, up to a certain flow to maintain
pressurizer level.

What was your understanding at that point of
what operators were supposed to do in term: of maintaining
pressurizer level?

A. You mean back in November.when I read this?

Helo R ’
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Q. Yes, all the questions are directed to your
knowledge at that time.
Let me try a different question.
A. Okay. |
Q. Has it your understanding at that time that the i
training of the operators focused and emphasized the necessity

ror maintaining pressurizer level?

A. During a LOCA? 5
9. Yes. ?
A. I'm sorry. Does your question mean, are they :

trained to maintain pressurizer level during a LOCA?

Q. Yes, were they at that time?

A. Not to my knowledge, they were not. This is again
as a result of conversations with the simulator instructors.

Q. So, again, with respect to what Walters has in his
memo, and what you understood from Lind, there was another

direct conflict in what you were getting, is that correct?

A. That is a fair statement, yes.

Q. Referring to the first sentence of that szcond

paragraph, and I will read it again so we will have i* in
mind:

"My assumption and training assumes first, that
RC pressure and pressurizer level will trend in the same
direction under a LOCA". |

Is that a correct reading of the sentence?
.

1882 068 |
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A. Yes.

Q. Was it your understanding,at the time, that.RC

pressure and pressurizer level would trend in the same direc-

tion?

A. Not under small LOCA conditions, no.
, Q. In fact, you have gotten that understanding conly
" from your review of September 24th and October 23rd transients,
| is that Correct?

A. That is correct, except that [ never reviewed the
October 23rd transient. But my information at the time was
based on the September 24th transient.

Q. Okay. But at least on September 24th transient.
you had gained clear understanding that pressurizer level in
the RC system pressure had not been trending into the same

. direction?

A. That they do not necessarily trend in the same

direction under those conditions, that's right.
n. In fact, under those conditions, they had not
trended in the same direction?

A. Right. i

Q. Did you make 2ny inquiries of John Lind as to
whether the training program instructed operators that under

certain circumstances, at least includina the kind of cir-

cumstances that occurred in September 24th Davis Besse transient,

| that pressurizer level and RC pressure would not trend in the

1882 069 |
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same direction?

A. I don't remember asking John Lind that, no.

Q. Did it occur to you that that question ought to
be asked of the training program at that point?

A. That's why I wrote my memo, yes, to see if we were
covering adeguately what the operators should be getting on
guidelines to secure high pressure injection,.

Q. And is that why you put Mr. Norm Elliot on
distribution of your memo?

A. At the time I put Mr. Elliot on the memo more for
information. My intention was to get the procedures written and
If they needed to be, to get the procedures changed first, and

then through the system that would filter down to Mr. Elliot

' and into his training program, if his training program was in-

!

adeguate.
Again, I thouqht, after having talked to instruc-
tors, ! thouaht his training program at that time was adequate.

Q. Did you recognize at the time you read the

Walters' memorandum, that the first sentence of the second

paragraph -- l
A. Was that a question?
Q. I have not finished it yet. }

(Continuing) -- that the first sentence of the
second paragraph made an assumption about training or made

an assumption about what the operator§ were trained to do

R ,
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| that was not reflected in the training program at that time?
; Mo, that question is wrong. Just a second, Mr. Kelly.-’

i Did you realize when you read the first sentence
of the second paragraph that there was an assumption in the
training program which was no longer accurate in light of
the Davis Besse transient. namely that pressurizer level in
RC pressure would trend in the same direction when, in fact,
the experience at Davis Be:se was that they would not, at least
under certain conditions?

A. I still didn't hear that as a question. I'm
sorry. Could you have him read it back and see what you are
askino?

(Whereupon, the pending question was read by the
reporter.)

A. Okay. | understand the question.

When | read that sentence it says "my" assumption
or "my" as beina Frank Walters. And | had read the entire
memo once Oor twice at that point before | made up my mind,

| |

and my assumption, Joe Kelly,was that Frank Walters was con-

!

fused, not the training department.

Q. In other words, you understood or you believed at
that time that Walters' assumption about what the training
was, was simply inaccurate?

A. Yes, | believe that Frank Walters' assumptions

. were wrong,

1 .55 . %7
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2 | Q. Again, did you go back to training in order to
rationalize or to resolve this apparent conflict between what
Walters was saying and what John Lind had told you?
" A. I made no attempt to do that because it was John

Lind and Harry Helmyer and others who, Harry talked to them

. as a group, convinced me that they were teaching it. So, I
just assumed that frani was the one who was confused.
Q. But you did not go back and present them with

' this memo, | take it, and ask them for an explanation?
10| A. No, | did not.

1 % Q. What does Mr. Walters mean when he refers to
"hydroing” in the third and fourth paragraphs of the memo,
x‘: and if you want to take a moment tc review those paragraphs,

' | please do.
A. I'm reading that right now.
(Pause.)
When | read that, to me, Frank is saying, that
1" leaving high pressure injection on will fill up the reactor
:,j coolant system completely, including the steam volume and 1
pressurizer and continue when it gets into a solid water con-
dition, continue to increase reactor coolant system pressure up to
- code safety pressure and that is what he is saying when he
| is sayina hydroing, hydrostatically testing, this is what that
“ | words means to me. '

Q. So hydroing means taking the system which includes

|
|
» | 1882 U/
‘ |
|
|
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the RC coolant system and pressurizer us to a solid condition

., and bringing it up against, presumably, to set points for the

M

. various release valves, is that correct.

|
I
|
|
|

A. Yes, of course, in a formal system hydro, you go
to much higher pressures than the code safeties. But you have

to take them out of the system and blank them off. In this

' case, I understood that he meant going up to the code safety

release valve at that point.
Q. Then, referring you to the fourth paragraph.
Let me read it.
“If you intend to go solid, what about problems
with vessel mechanics".

What does he mean by that?

A. I assume he was talking about brittle fracture.
0. And what do you mean by "brittle" fracture.
P. Hardened steel under conditions of pressure at low

temperatures will break brittlely like glass.

Q. S0, you understand that he was expressing a concern;
in the first sentence of the fourth paragraph about potential failure?

A. This confirms a more of -- in my mind about the
confusion that | thought Frank was under because in the con-
ditions we are talking about, reactor vessels would be hot

enough so that brittle fracture would not be a problem. So,

again, on that statement, [ was under the impression that

)
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Mr. Walters was confused. s BB ¢ ;3
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Q. Did you go back and attempt to clarify that con-

o
¥

|
1% fusion or that apparent conflict with your own understanding ' i
|
|

with Mr. Walters?

-

A. No, | did not, because at that time | dismissed ; 1
that concern as a result of his confusion and it really was
' ms. in the realm of my objective of giving guidelines on when i j

to secure high pressure injection. To me it was a different |
type of problem when you talk about brittle failure, and even
% talking about brittle fracture had nothing to do with letting
1y 1 the high pressure injection system run even up to the code

safety problem, code safety check points, because the vessel

was hot under those conditions and brittle failure would not

]

be a problenm.

|
|
1
(I | }
‘ 5 Q. Referring you now to the second sentence of the :
. ' fourcth paragraph. Let me read it: 1

|

b il “"Also, will the code in the electromatic valves

'6 ' relieve water (via steam) at significant flow rates to keep
17| the RCS from being hydroed." |
Is that a correct reading of the last sentence i

o of the memorandum? !
L |