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'

E D G A R A L L E N W O M A C K J R.,

3 having been duly sworn by Mr. Rockwell, was

4 called as a witness and testified as follows:

5 DIRECT EXAMINATION

6 BY MR. ROCKWELL:

7 Q Would you state your full name and would

g you spell it?

A My full name is Edgar Allen Womack, Jr.
9

Q And your current business address?

A Babcock & Wilcox Company, Old Forest Road,
11

Lynchburg, Virginia.

12

Q And your current employer?
13

A Babcock & Wilcox Company.

14
Q And your present position?

15
A I am the manager of the Plant Design Section,

16 Engineering Department, Nuclear Power Generation

17 Division.

18 Q That is Plant Design Section?

A Yes, sir.yg

Q Nuclear Engineering Department?

Engineering Department.A Excuse me --

21

Q Did you bring with you today a resume

outlining your employment and educational history?
23

A Yes, I did.

24
MR. ROCKWELL: We will mark that as

1881 22425
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1

Womack 4,
.

Exhibit 20
3

(Above-described document was marked
4

Womack Deposition Exhibit 20 for identifica-

5
tion, this date.

6
Q Mr. Womack, your resume, which is

I Deposition Exhibit 20, has been marked with the under-

8 standing that you have already penciled in some changes,

9 and it will be retyped, and we will substitute your

revised version of this resume as an exhibit.
10

11 A very good. I will correct any typos.

a' Q Is this resume which we have marked as

13 Womack Deposition Exhibit 20 complete and up-to-date?

A Yes, I believe it to be. Of course, it is an
74

abbreviated description of duties. I would be happy
l a_

to cupplement.
16

Q Could you describe for me what your respon-
l.e

sibilities as manager of the Plant Design Section
18

are here in the Nuclear Power Generating Division of

19
B&W are?

'O~
A Yes, the Plant Design Section is a group of

'l approximately 120 personnel, primarilyengineers.-

22 We are responsible, as the title implies, for the

23 design and overall analysis of the B&W nuclear steam

34
system products, for the engineering of that design.

25 We have six units within the section. Four

i88i 225
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2 Womack 5

3 of these units perform engineering analysis work.

One of them performs structural mechanical analyses,
4

. system mechanical analyses. Another perfcrms what
a

we call control analysis, which is the analysis of
6

power plant behavior.
-

i
A third analysis unit is called the Safety

8 Analysis Unit and performs primarily analyses for

9 demonstration of the plant safety and for presentatior.

10 of licensing documentation of the customer.

11 The fourth analytical unit is the ECCS, or'

12 Emergency Core Cooling System Unit, and that unit

13 performs analyses related to loss of coolant-type

events in reactor plants.
74

Two more units complete the section. Cne of
l a.

them is called Plant Integration, and this unit has
16

the responsibility to achieve a unit of design, both
17

within the Plant Design Section and within the

18 Engineering Department as a whole for our domeE*ic
19 NSS products.

"O~ The sixth unit is called International Program

ol Engineering, and it performs a similar system inte--

22 gration and project engineering type function for

23 our internationa] licensees.

(Document described below was marked34

Womack Deposition Exhibit 21 for identification,
n.

* 9 Q 'I 92hiUV 'this date.)
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2
-

Womack 6

3 Q Mr. Womack, I am shewing you what has

been marked as Womack Deposition Exhibit 21. It
4

.
appears to be a chart showing the structure of the

a

Plant Design Section of Babcock & Wilcox, is that
6

correct?
7

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

8
Q Okay, I take it it is up to date with

9 respect to the six sections you have just described?

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

11 sir.

73 Q Is it up to date with respect to some of

the personnel listed under those sections?

A That is correct.
14

Q But structurally it is accurate?
15

A Structurally it is accurate, at least to the

16
unit level.

17
Q Can you tell me in more detail what

18
Plant Integration does? You say it is responsible

19 for the unity of design within your section?

~O
'

A Within the department as a whole.

21
Q Within the department as a whole?

no
~~

A Yes, sir.

23
Q And that would be the Department of

24

@ Engineering?
188,1 2,m27
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2 Womack 7

3 A Yes, sir.

4
do we callQ Does the Plant Integration --

5 that a unit?

6 A Yes, sir.

Q Does the Plant Integration Unit work with

8 other portions of the B&W organization outside of the

9 Department of Engineering?

A Yes, this a es occur.
10

11 Q Which ones would those be?

A Well, they can, as required, work with the
13

Service Group. They can work with any of our depart-

with whom they may need toments that may need --

14

interface to discharge their jobs. They work very
15

closely with the Project Management Department.

16

Q What kind of occasions would the Plant
17

Integration Unit have to work with the Service Group?

18
A When called upon to assist in evaluation of

19 an engineering problem or an engineering question

20 that may have come through the Service Group, which

21 performs our marketing function, or when called upon

to perform an engineering evaluation of any site33

problem for a plant which may still be in startup,g

for example.

Q So Plant Integration works with they

i881 228
~"
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Womack 8o
-

3 Service Group. Would this primarily be where Service

comes to Plant Integration and says, "We have a prob-
4

.
lem, and can you help us solve it?"

a

A Yes.
6

Q Does Plant Integration initiate contact
.

t

with the Service Group in any particulai- areas?
8

A They may do so if they see the need to inter-
9

face through a function that the Service Group

10
performs,

11 (Continued on Page 9.)

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24
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o -

Womack 9-

2.1
3 Q Within your organization, plant design, is

4 there a mechanism for translating the aspects of plant

5
design which impact on operation into the training

program, both run by the utilities and those training
6

programs run by Babcock & Wilcox?

A No formal mechanism that comes to my mind. We

8
supply occasionally on request instructors to the

9
training program.

10
Q And that would be at the request of the

11 Training Group?

12 A Yes. May I ask you to clarify. Let me clarify

13 - t h e question. As I understood your question, it was

related directly to the training program of B&W?y

Q That is correct, and training programs for
l a.

the training requirements of your utilities that have
16

NSS systems from B&W.

17
A That is right.

18
Q And would Norm Elliott be generally who

19 would make the request for an instructor from within

20 your department or within your section?

21 A Yes.

no Q Is there any work between the Plant Design

Section and the Norm Elliott Group, Training?
.n ,a

A From time to time Norm may conduct internal

programs for our people to give them a view of the kind
n-
mJ

i88i 230
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o
Womack 10-

2.2 3 simulator operator training that he performs for ouron

4 customers.

5 2 When was the last time such a program was

ducted?
6

A Well, there is one going on now.

Q Okay, and what is that devoted to?
8

A It is devoted at this particular time to a brief
9

introductory session for some of the engineers to the

10 simulator operation, to the control room operation.

11 Q Are these engineers which are now in your

12 section or engineers who simply haven't been exposed

13 to the simulator before?

A Both.1,,

Q Before the one that is currently in session,
la.

that is currently going on now between your engineers
16

and the Training Department, what was the last one
17

before that?

18
A I would have to check my training records.

10-
Q Can you give me your best estimate?

20 A I really can't. I'm sorry. *

21 Q Do you think there has been one within the

n.o
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 consult with Norm
25
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o
- Womack 11

2.3 3 to get the record.

4 Q You have been at Babcock & Wilcox how long?

A Since 1975.5

Q What is your estimate of how many meetings
6

_
there have been between the Training Group and members

i

of your department for this kind of an instruction
8

session?

9
MR. EDGAR: For the record, he has been in

10 the Engineering Department since August of '78.

11 Q Correction noted. Since August of '78, how

12 many such sessions between training and your Engineering

13 Group would you say there have been?

A I could not guess.g

Q Do you have any idea?
l a,

A No, sir.
16

Q Does the Training Department ever pass on

17
to your Plant Design Section proposed training materials

18
for your review?

19 A I don't know that I can answer that question

20 factually. I will be glad to find out the answer for

21 you.

Q As of now you don't know?

A That is r:o rre c t .

Q Oces the Training Department have a contact

person within your Plant Design Section for discussion
25

188i 232
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- Womack 12o

2.4 3 of issues that arise in training which may relate to

4 your Engineering Plant Design Section?

- A Not formally designated.
O

Q Is there outside of your --

A Excuse me. Let me explain that answer slightly.
7

We have recently established a Power Systems and
8

Controls, and I probably should go back (indicating

9
chart).

10 MR. EDGAR: What Exhibit?

11 Q We are referring to Womack Deposition

12 Exhibit 21.

A We have recently established from this Contre 2
13

and Analysis Unit what we call a Power Systems and

Controls Group. It embodies the functions of the

Control Analysis Unit, as I described them to you
16

earlier, and it also establishes a et e direct connec-

17
tion to operational and operating experience issues,

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

19 would expect that the Training Department would form

20 a primary contact with the manager of that unit. That

is a recent change.ol

Q When was that change made?
,

A About a month ago, but that is, of course, not

an exclusive one.
24

Q Was there to your knowledge in the Plant
n-
=O

1881 233
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n Womack 13-

2.5 3 Design Section anyone whose responsibility it was,

g whether formal or informal, to review operating

. procedures being used at B&W plants to see if they were
a

,

consistent with current thinking within the Plant
O

Design Section?
7

A No, sir.

8
Q Do you know whether in any of the other

9
engineering sections there have been people designated

10 to review operating procedures to see if they are

11 consistent?

12 A I do not.

13 Q Have you discussed the issue of interface

between engineering and training at all since TMI 2 't

A Certainly.

Q Can you tell me who you have had these
16

discussions with?

17
A Discussions with Dr. Roy, Mr. Kosiba, Mr. Elliott,

18 Mr. Carlton, and general discussion with many members of

19 my staff. Those are the principals.

20 Q Can you tell me who Mr. Carlton is?

A Mr. Carlton is the manager of Power Systems and21

Controls.,,
..

Q Who initiated the discussions and I am--

23

referring now to the time period since TMI 27
24

A Goodness, I suspect at various times almost any of

i88i 23425
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n Womack 14-

2.6 3 us on the list would have had the initiative in these

4 discussions.

- Q There have been meetings in which the
a

yourself, Kosiba, Roy, Elliottpeople you indicated --

have sat down where the primary subjectand Carlton --

7

of this was the interface between engineering and
8

training?

9
A I would describe these discussions as incidental

10 to other meetings in which we were treating many TMI 2-

11 follow-up matcers.

12 Q Can you tell me the substance of the discus-

sions and also can you tell me when you first recall
13

this subject being raised after TMI 2?

A I can't tell you an exact date when I recall the
15

subject being raised, but certainly we began discussing
16

among ourselves the interfaces between the analyst,

17
designer and operator shortly after it became clear

18 what the sequence of events had been at TMI 2, and as

19 soon as we had some time to devote to other than direct

20 support of the TMI 2 site operation. I think I

answered the second part of the question. Could you
71

repeat the first part and I will try to answer that.

(Previous question was read back.)
23

A (Continuing) The substance of the discussions
24

has been in general what can we do to improve the

o5 ,881 q3r.c 3
c

-

i

BENJAMIN R EPO RTIN G SERVICE



1

o Womack 15-

2.6a 3 likelihood that, faced with any transient in an operating

4 nuclear power plant, that the operator, as well as the

- systems we have designed, will properly recognize,
a

respond and manage the transient safely.

#3 Q Was there ever articulated in any of these
7

discussions or meetings a specific problem or specific

8
failure in the TMI 2 sequence that was a primary concern

9
to you all?

10 A certainly the concern over the operator's response

11 to the low reactor coolant system pressure safeguard

12 actuation has been meticulated and discussed a number

f times.
13

Q Eas there been discussion of the operator's

attention to the pressurizer level indicator in making

decisions during the TMI 2 sequence?
16

A Yes.

17
Q And who has expressed among the group--

18 a concern that there was athat you have identified --

19 failure to recognize-

20 A I believe that has unif'rmly been discussed.

21 g sy all of the people you have mentioned

specifically?no
__

A Yes.
,,
.J

Q Was there discussion that or concern that
24

knowledge which may have been available to Engineering

25
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2 Womack 16

3.8 3 Department with respect to the reliability of the pres-

4 suriser level indicator may not have been transmitted

- to operators at B&W Plants?
3

,
MR. EDGAR: Could you define " reliability"?

6

THE WITNESS: Yes, I need a definition of
7

" reliability."

8
Q What I mean by " reliability" is the

Q
'

operators' understanding of when they could rely on the

10 pressurizer level indicator as an indication of condi-

11 tions in the core and when they should not rely on

12 pressurizer level indicator as an indication of condi-

ti ns in the core.
13

A We have certainly discussed the concern that the

knowledge that is available within the Engineering
l a,

Department was apparently not functionally used b: the
16

operator in his management of the high pressure injec-

17
tion system, yes, sir, in that sense.

18
Q Has there been any analysis here at B&W as

19 to why that knowledge never reached the operators, at

20 least at TMI 27

31 A I am sure that there has.

Q And what has been the substance of that?nn
..

A Well, I don't think I can give you the best

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

24
attempting to answer the question which I.gave you

1de1 237
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- Womack 17

3.9 3 earlier as to the substance of our discussion, we have

4 taken steps to attempt to reinforce the transmittal of

- that kind of information with the general objective of
a

,
improving on offering to our customers such

b

materials as might provide the operator with a better
,

4

perhaps physical concept of the system, as one thrust
8

of what we are trying to do, and to look in some

9 instances that possibly, to look at some instances of

10 degraded failures similar to the one we saw on March 28.

11 Q Would it be a fair statement ; hat the

12 Engineering Department had a clear understanding as

13
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?
15

A Well, I think it would not be fair to refer to

16
the Engineering Department as a monolith with respect

17
to any given opinion. I think it would be fair to say

18 ' hat I can't agree with that statement, no, sir..

19 Q Would it be fair to say that there were

20 members of the Engineering Department, in particular

at least some unit managers within the Engineering
31

Department, who understood that?

A Okay. If you will repeat the question, then I

will ,nswer it again.
24

back. ). 8. 2 3 8
(Previous cuestion was read

18 i
-

23
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2 Womack 16

3.10 3 A In an effort to be precise, I would say that

4 there was a knowledge in the Engineering Department by

- certain parts of the Engineering Department cognizant
a

of, who would be knowledgeable in this general area,

that pressurizer level alone was not a good indicator
7

of reactor coolant system inventory and should not be
8

relied upon for that purpose.

Q
'

Q Wher. that knowledge was first available --

10 and it may have been earlier than 1978, but let us

11 assume it was available in early 1978 do you know--

12 whether any steps were taken at that time to transmit

that knowledge out to the operating utilities and their
13

control room operators?-

A I cannot answer that question comprehensibly.
la,

There were communications which did in fact transmit
16

this knowledge from one part of the Engineering

17
Department to other groups.

18
Q And to what other groups was the knowledge

19 transmitted?

20 A Well, I believe that this information was trans-

31 mitted originally to distributions which may have

included the Servicing Department, the Licensing

Section and parts of the Engineering Department and

others.
24

Q So that would be within B&W?
25 i88i 239
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3 A res, sir.

4 Q Do you know whether any steps were taken

e to transmit that information outside B&W?

A I do not know, sir.

Q Do you know whether any consideration was
,

4

given, whether or not in fact it was done, to trans-
8

mitting that information outside of B&W?

9
A I do not. I would speculate affirmatively but

10 do not know.

11 Q Before TMI 2, was there any recognized

12 method to your knowledge in any of the departments of

13 the Nuclear Power Generating Division of reviewing

questions that arose that might have an impact ony

operator actions in your operating utilities, and
l a.

reviewing whether that information was available to
16

operators, and if it was not, seeing to it that it was
17

transmitted to operators?

18
A Well, you have narrowed it with your question a

lo- great deal. Certainly methods exist for communicating

20 to our operating groups site instructions, and those

21 site instructions are not limited either to operations

or to design.no
--

Q What I am asking is cas there any systematic
,s,
-

method for et11ing out of the Nuclear Power Generating
24

Division that information which ought to be known by

25
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-

womack 19-a

3 operators and transmitting it to them in a timely

4 fashion once it was known?

A A systematic method which would have come closest-

a

to responding to your question is a site problem report

system, which is not exclusively aimed at that.
,

t

(Continued on following page.)

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23
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2
4 SR Q The site problem report system, as I

3
understand it -- and correct me if I am wrong -- this

4 involves reports generated at sites of your operating

5 utilities and sent back to Lynchburg?

6 A That is correct.

I
Q So that is not a communication generated

8 by the Analytical or Engineering groups within the

9 NPGD?

10 MR. EDGAR: You mean " originated" rather

11 than " generated"?

MR. ROCKWELL: Originated, yes.yn

A That is correct.
13

Q What is the responsibility of the
74

department at NPGD for analyzing those site problem
l a_

reports and getting them back out to other operating
16

utilities who might be interested in them?
17

A The responsibility for that a n a.1.y s i s and
18

follow-through lies with the Service Group, the
19

Service Department.

20

Q Who particularly in the services
21

Department?
no

A Well, there are several people involved, and~~

o
- I would have to refer to organizational information

24 to be able to give you the titles and names.

n
-

Q Well, presumably the head of the Services
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2

Department would have some responsibility. You

o
don't know beyond that? Who is head of the Services

4

Department, Mr. Olds?
3"

A Mr. Kosiba is head of that department.
6

Q
But you don't know who of those working

7 for Kosiba would have this responsibility, is that
8

it?

9 well, I thi:9: that Mr. Spangler has had key
A

10 responsibilities in this area.

11 Q What if information comes to the Nuclear

12 Power Generating Division, which does not originate

13
with a site problem report, %ut which originates simply

.

in analysis by engineers, which may require transmittal
74

of information to operators? What is the process

l a.

there for getting information to operators?
16

A If there is a recognized need to do so, then
,

La

the process would be to communicate it through the
18

Services Department.

19
Q

How do you recognize the need to do so?

A It depends really on the individual's analysis'O~

"1 engineers judgment of the question.- or

22 Q
In other words, if I understand correctly,

23 up until at least recently, there was essentially
workingparticular personan ad hoc system, where if a

34

particular problem felt that it invclved informa-on an.
.3

operating |ggj )/}tion which ought to be transmitted to
BENJAMIN R EPO RTING S ERVICE
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2 Womack 22

3 utilities, then it was that person's responsibility

or that person's option to try to do so?
4

. A Yes, that is right.
a

6 Q And w uld that be then run through the

- management structure here at NPGD to be cleared before
t

it is sent out to the operating utilities?

MR. EDGAR: What do you mean by " management
9

structure"?
'

10

Q Would the person making the determination
11

that something ought to be done to get information

12
to the operating utilities make the contact himself?

13
A To the operating utilities?

.

14
Q Call them up?

,

15 A No, sir.

16 g How would the information get out?

17 A The information would be transmitted ultimately

t the Service Group, and it would then be transmitted
18

by a site instruction or information letter.g

oO 9 Was there a procedure within the NPGD

that basically instructed people, "If you feel that

you have information which changes current understanding
n__o

of operating instructions or which ought tc be trans-
23

mitted to operating utilities, that you ought to

'l
report it to the Services Group? j{{] ](f

~

25
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2 Womack 23

3 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
a

procedure in that regard?
6

A That is right.
7

Q Again, it was a matter of individual

8 decision-making as to whether a particular person

9 thought that something ought to be done?

10 A yes,

11
Q Was there any indication given by NPGD

12 management to the engineering group staff as a whole

13 that they ought to be alert to in:ormation which was

14
important for the operating utilities to know with

respect to the operation of their plants?
la,

A I think that has always been a part of the
16

general management cuidance, yes, sir.
17

Q Was there ever any statement made that

if new information becomes available which changes
19

operating procedures or suggests a possible change

20 in operating procedures, that it was a matter of

"1- some importance tha t it be transmitted immediately to

22 Customer Service?

n3- A I cannot recall such statements specifically,

o4 Certainly anything that would be -of a safety concern-

25 could be processed through the safety concerns.
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3 Q Is there any document that you can

4
point to which articulates the flow or the process

.
for the flow of information from the Engineering

a

Group through to the managing, to the operating
6

utilities with respect to operating instructions?
7

A With respect to operating instructions per

8
se?

9~

Q Yes.

10 A I believe that would be covered as a part of

11 the site instruction requirements. That would be

the document I would look to to articulate.lo

13 Q site instruction procedures?

14 A Yes.

15
Q Can you describe what are the site

16 instruction procedures?

and17 A I am answering the question or questions --

pri-I have answered the last ten or so questions --

lg

marily in connection with plants which have completedg

their startup process and essentially have gone
20

into commercial operation, not in connection with
21

the process by which a plant is originally designed
no
~~

and brought into service.

^3- There are procedures by which the Service

24 Department provides draft operating information to

25 our customers, but this is done prior to startup,

4 e n. 7
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3 and this information is then used by the customers

themselves to prepare their procedures.
4

5 I have assumed and, I hope, assumed correctly --

that yourand fn t, I want t review my answers --

6

last series of questions is really related to plants
7

which have been in operation for some time.
8 ,

Q I think that is correct.
9

A Okay. Fine. If that is understood, I think I
10

have not given you an incorrect answer.
11

(Continued on Page 26.)

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

_on
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RC4.1 3 Q You referred to site instruction procedures.

ew 4 What are they? Is that something that is written and

- created by B&W?
3

A It is part of our administrative procedures for

the Operational Division.
7

Q Do you have a set?

8
A Yes. I don't personally have a set, but a set is

9
available.

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

11 to point out what you were referring to?

12 A I believe so.

13 - 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
15

these documents?
16

THE WITNESS: I think we should be able to.

17
MR. ROCKWELL: Perhaps, at a recess we can

18 go back and pick that up rather than take time

19 now.

20 MR. EDGAR: Off the record.

o} (Discussion held off the record.)

MR. EDGAR: We will make an attempt to

locate the manual in cuestion prior to the end

of the deposition.
24

Q Tell me in more detail what specific

25

dpl ? or
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4.2 3 mechanism has been set up in the discussion since TMI 2

4 for transmission of information from the Engineering

- Group to the operating utilities and to your own
3

Training Department.

A We haven't formally changed the mechanism in the
,

i

sense that the information would be transmitted as it
8

always has been from engineers who have either been

9
requested to perform evaluations of operating events

10 at transients or who otherwise formulated information

11 which they feel needs to be transmitted, and it would

12 be transmitted to Mr. Hallman and Mr. Spangler within

the Services Group and issued as site instructions.
13

You may be thinking of the Power Systems and

Control Unit.
15

Q You indicated that the Control Analysis
16

Unit --

17
A It had its name changed, and some expansion of

18 responsibilities.

19 Q What is its name now?

20 A Power Systems and Controls. .

31 Q I think you were referring to it as Control

Analysis Unit.n,
__

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

Q And we can say that they are the same thing;
24

that the Control Analysis Unit and the Power Systems

25

i88i 249
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4.3 3 and Controls are two different names for the same unit,

4 but simply the name was changed?

- A There was an expanion of responsibilities. The
a

function of the Control Analysis Unit was incorporated

into the responsibilities; the personnel were incor-
7

porated, and there has been an expansion of personnel.
8

Q Using the name, Power Systems and Controls,
,

I understand that you said earlier that there had been

10 established since TMI 2 a more direct connection

11 between operating experience and engineering under-

12 standing and the operating utilities?

A Right, and I believe this is at that particular
13

point-in time. I was referring to a question you had

asked about focal point within engineering for ques-
la,

tions which might come up for service relating to
16

operating experience in transients. The other aspect

17
cf the more direct connection is that we are formu-

18 lating plans and discussing with our customers the

19 implementation of a more systematic -- of a systematic

20 analysis of plant transients and operating experience

31
within their plants on a continuing basis for which

this Power Systems and Control Unit would be the focalno

point for the collection of data. Those connections
ne
=O

are still being formulated. We are working hard with
24

our customers on them, and it has not really so far

n"- i88i 250
-
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4.4 3 yielded or in my view necessitated a change in the

4 method of communication and service although it may

- in the future.
O

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

8
transmission of information, and second that there is

9 an effort to create a more systematic analysis of

10 operating experience; is that a fair restatement?

11 A There is an intention to do that, to offer that

12 service to our customers.

13 Q Let us take first the focal point question

you described.

A Yes.
15

Q How will the Power Systems and Control Unit
16

become more of a focal point? What will it do?

17
A It is too earl- for me to say exactly how ourj

18 planning will shake out at this point in time. I am

19 really looking to this unit to formulate, and the

20 manager of this unit to formulate approaches -- to

21 examine the present arrangements, to formulate approaches

by the way, the managerwhich he believes will lead to --

I notice you are writing down Mr. Davis' name --that --

the manager is J. D. Carlton. I am looking for him to
21

formulate the means for doing this, and he has been in
n-
O 7re31, d e, .i

pe

I
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4.5 3 discussions with the training group here. He has been

4 deeply involved in follow-up on failure mode and effects

- analysis experience data collection from all our
a

utilities since TMI 2, communicating with our owners,

and I would have to say that the initiatives that have
,

i

been underway are still being formulated.
8

Q You indicated Mr. Carlton has met with

9
Mr. Elliott to discuss these issues?

10 3 y,,,

11 Q Have you asked Mr. Carlton for a plan

12 which would describe how he would implement this focal

13
p int discussion?

A I have discussed with him, and I am looking for

him to formulate such a plan.
l a,

Q Has he given you anything in writing with
16

respect to how he intends to proceed, or his thoughts

17
as to how the interface between engineering and the

18 operating utilities can be improved?

19 A I don't believe he has.

20 Q Have you given him anything in terms of a

21
memorandum describing what you think is necessary, or

s

what you think he ought to be looking at?

A Well, I have formulated the outline of a plan
a

which we are discussing internally here, which we have
24

d i s c u:s s ed in a very preliminary way with our customers
o-ma

Ibc, b i -) Q }e e
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3 for addressing transient operating guidelines and the

4 follow up on those guidelines, making that connection

- between B&W and its customers on a continuing basis,
O

,
and giving it more attention.

o

Q That is something you wrote?
,

t

A Yes, sir.

8
,

Q Is that a m emo r and um to Mr. Carlton?

9
A No. At the present time it is in the form of a

10 kind of draft task description which we are working on

11 here, which will be worked into a proposal, and it will

12 involve others. It will involve Mr. Cartlon and other

13 P* Pl**

(Continued on following page.)
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R 5 3 Q That would be a task description of

how to implement the functioning of the Power Systems
4

.
and Control Group as a focal point?

a

A It is broader than the Power Systems and Control
6

Group.

7

Q Can we please have a copy of the current
8

draft.
9

A May we go off the record.

10 g Yes.

11 (Discussion held off the record,

12 following which a brief recess was taken.)

13 (Document described below herein marked

14 Womack Deposition Exhibit 22 for identification,

15 this date.)

16 Q Mr. Womack, showing you what has been

17 marked as Womack Deposition Exhibit 22, would you

18
please identify that.

A Yes, this is an excerpt from the Policies and
79

Procedures Administrative Manual of the Nuclear
20

Power Generation Division, entitled " Preparation and

21
Processing of Site Instructions," and bearing the

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

23
Q Is this a current up-to-date version of

24 the policy and procedure which you have referenced?
25 188i 254
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3 A : believe it to be since it was obtained

4 from a manual in use in the building.

5 g : believe the subject of this site

6 instruction came up when I asked if there was any

7 general guideline in written form which would relate

to the transmission of information from the engineeringg

group to operating utilities, and you said that this
g

would be the written basis for the transmission of
10

that information, is that correct?

11

A Yes, I said that dus would be an instruction
12

which would apply, in answer to your question, yes.
13

Q Can you tell me what part of the instrac-
14

tion would apply to the transmission of information
15

that operating utilities ought to have and operators

16
ought to know about from the Engineering Group?

17
A As the instruction states, it is intended to

13
define the actions and responsibilities necessary

19 for processing this information which is defined

20 within the instruction as information and/or action

21 items transmitted from NPGD to the site in the form

33
of a memo containing general information, measurements,

data, plant operation information, recommended,,
a

revisions to customer-prepared site support documents,
'4

i881 255et cetera.
o-
O
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3 Q Is there anything in Womack Deposition

4 Exhibit 22 which instructs the Engineering Group to

5 see to it that information which is for operating

utilities is transmitted?-

o

A I don't see anything that goes directly to
,

i

that point.
8

Q Would it be a fair statement that this
g

is primarily a document which addresses itself to
10

procedures --

11
A Yes.

l ~' rather than the underlying questionQ --

13 of what ought to be transmitted, or the importance

14 of the information transmitted?

15 A Yes.

16 Q While we were in recess, I believe you

17 obtained a copy of a draft task description which you

have authored, which is essentially a plan for imple-ig

menting improved communication between the Engineeringg

Group and operating utilities.
20

Is that a fair description?

21

A Improved communications is a part of this plan,
an
__

yes. It also goes to an expansion of the examinaticn
23

of the basis for operational procedures. information

24
which may be available to these cus tomers .
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3 MR. EDGAR: Let me make a statement for

4 the record.

5 We are furnishing to the Commission in

c nfidence f r their inspection, an information
6

presented preliminarily which has commercial.

t

implications. The disclosure could compromise
8

B&W's position in the marketplace. The
o

information is such that the disclosure of that

10 information may affect the ability of public

11 agencies to obtain information of a similar

12 kind in the future; and finally, to the extent

13 that the information might be characterized as

remedial in nature, there may be public policy
14

considerations which would militate toward,.

.3

maintaining confidence of the information.
16

MR. ROCKWELL: The Commission reserves

its rights to have an independent determination

made as to the issues raised on behalf of
19

Babcock & Wilcox by Mr. Edgar, but agrees that

20
t for the time being, the document would remain

'l- in the custody of Mr. Edgar, and that it will

22 be the subject of continuing discussion between us.

'3 MR. EDGAR: Let me add that Babcock

24 & Wilcox has voluntarily made the information

Commission 'f2 5 7
25 available in confidence for the

i68
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3 use, and out of a sense of cooperation with

the Commission.
4

5 MR. ROCKWELL: Off the record.

(Discussion held off the record.)6

(Continued on Page 36.)
-
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R"6.1 3 MR. ROCKWELL: For the record, let me simply

ew 4 identify the document which we have been talking

ao ut, and that document is a document entitled
5

" Response to TMI 2 Concerns, Task Description,"

dated 6-18-79, and it contains a three-page text
,

t

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.)

Q Let me ask you, Mr. Womack, whether you
14

have made an analysis yourself of the TMI 2 sequence of
l a.

events, and whether you have reviewed the findings of
16

other groups with respect to the TMI 2 sequence 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 least

at this point, have you distilled out what you think
73

some of the major findings of those groups have been,

and some of the major questions raised by the TMI 2

1881 259sequence?
o-
=O
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6.2 3 A well, especially in the area of abnormal transient

4 operation, I have done so, and have formed some pre-

- liminary conclusions aimed at answering the question
a

which was in the record earlier concerning the Power

Systems and Control Group which was, how could B&W
,

t

assist in making this a more conplete reliable process.
8

Q Before we get to specifically what B&W can

9
do, can you tell me what you have distilled out in

10 terms of major areas that you think out to be addressed.

11 A One area which has been addressed by a number of

12 groups, that transients at TMI 2 and other transients

involved multiple failures during the course of the
13

transients, and these kinds of failures are not always

explicitly addressed in the engineering design basis
l a,

analysis which is done for licensing and done for the
16

design of the engineering systems that go into the

17
plant; having the designer address sequences which might

18 go beyond the single failure event and go beyond single

19 failures and include operators' failures, or operations

20 actions when not called for, and which appears to many

31
of the groups who have reviewed TMI 2 to be in order.

~

Q Are there other areas which you think need

to be addressed?
23

A Yes. Having made this examination, it would be
21

important to supply information which resulted from it

s i88i 260

B ENJAMIN REPORTING SERVICE



1

2 Womack 38

6.3 3 in a manner which the operators who can use it to be

4 furnished to the operators so they could take advantage

- of it to use the fullest capabilities of their nuclear
3

plants to avoid and handle safely any transient that

might be initiated, and that would involve supplying
,

i

training materials which would relate to this.
8

In addition, it has seemed to a number of groups

9 that have reviewed TMI 2 and have thought further about

10 the whole sequence of events suggested by TMI 2 that

11 additional emphasis should be given to training the

12 operators and providing an understanding of the funda-

mental systems operational concepts with respect to
13

,
how the system behaves in response to transients in

14

certain events on a relatively fundamental conceptual

basis.
16

Finally, a program, or an objective such as I

l~
have summarized for you would certainly be useful af

18 performed in a once-through operation, but to maintain

19 their utility through the years that nuclear plants

20 are operated, it is important that the basis so formu-

31
lated be continually upgraded as new operating experi-

ence is gained, or as information which may ben

developed in the engineering state of the art may indi-

cate the need for changes in the area.
24

Q Could your last point be summarized by
n-
.3

188i .,61z
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6.4 3 saying that what these groups have perceived to be

4 needed, and I take it what you perceive to be needed,

- is to get the benefit of the experiences that you have
c

, and plug it back into the system so people can use it
0

in practice, is that right?
,

<

A That would be a very valuable area, yes.

8
Q Having those issues in mind, which I take

9
it you have distilled out, would you tell me what you

10 think B&W can do to address them.

11 A Yes, sir. I think that we have to recognize that

12 B&W's role in the design of the plant is limited to a

13
p rtion 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
l a,

addressing the plant as a whole in a systematic way
16

with the specific objective of determining how the

17
plant can best be managed to respond to the kind of

18 transients we have discussed earlier, I think B&W has

19 substantial engineering design analytical experiencea

20 which can be applied to that, 'and in the process the

31 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
24

involve systems analyse _ co assure that transients which
n-
O *r ne qfq

! h fj I /h/

BENJAMIN R EPO RTIN G SERVICE



1

o Womack 40-

6.5 3 might not have been addressed in the original licensing

4 basis, such as the multiple transients we have

- mentioned before, are properly understood in terms of
a

the system behavior that is predicted for those

transients. Then I think through a close cooperation
7

with the licensees, with the owners of our operating

8
plants, a close coupling of these engineering basis

9
findings needs to be made to the operating procedures

10 that are formulated by the utilities and used by them

11 to train the operators of their plants.

12 I would propose that that be done by providing,

n the basis f the analysis that I have just discussed
13

with you, operating guidelines which I would envision

as outlines of strategies for operation, not explicit
l a,

to the detail of instrument number or valve number, but

16
defining che basic approach to operating the plant in

17
response to these transients. These guidelines would

18 then be utilized by the utilities to prepare the exacc

19 appropriate or the operating procedures appropriate--

20 for their specific plant, and B&W would serve a

31
consultative and checking role in that interaction,

s

Having done that, then it would be important to

assure that on a continuing basis operating experiences

fit into those processes, and the guidelines are
24

updated, and that the continuing training programs and

25
.-,, , ,
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3 and procedure revision programs, and indeed the occa-

4 sional hardware component design changes which might

5 be made, are fit in to keep the guidelines up-to-date,

6 current and appropriate.

#7 -

4 Q Do you see also a role for B&W in terms

8 of additional improved training of the operators as

a result of all this?
9

A I think that that is potentially a role which

might be there. I haven't fully explored what might
11

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

12

Q Is it fair to say that these problem
13

are a s .that you have identified and the actions that

14
you think B&W can take to address them arise out

15 of a concern that they had not been adequately

16 addressed before?

17
A I would say that certain of the bases that I

18 have mentioned to you at the beginning of the dis-

19 cussion are acknowledged not to have been explored

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

21 Q In your analysis and the conclusions
s

22 which you have arrived at and which you have just

23
expressed, have you been in touch with others in

the industry, either NSSS suppliers or utilities?

TML ' 8 ,i c 4I know you have reviewed analyses of the
18 74

_a
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3 accident, and I am not talking about that.

A You are talking about the kind of conclusions

b that I have personally just expressed?

6 g yes.

7 A I have not personally reviewed this with

utilities. An outline, a very brief outline of theseg

ideas, has been presented in a very preliminary way
9

to Power Operating Utilities Owners Group.
10

Q Do you have in mind a mechanism for imple-

menting what you think B&W can do to address these
12

problems?
13

A Yes, sir. We will be formulating and pre-

14 senting a proposal along these lines when we have

completed our internal evaluation of these ideas to

16 our operating plant owners group and recommending it

17 for their adoption and support.

18 Q Do you have any understanding as to where

19 the other NSSS operators stand with respect to the

20
kind of program you envision?

A No, I don't.

'

Q Have you made any inquiry to find out
no
__

whether they are already doing it or not doing it, or
23

whether they have it under consideration?

24
A No, sir, I have not.

_a
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3 Q You indicated to me that there have been

discussions among yourself, Mr. Kasseba, Roy, Elliott
4

,

and Carlton about the concerns that you all have that
a

there had been essentially a gap in communication
6

between engineering and training, is that correct?
7

A I don't think I used that word.
8

Q Is that an accurate description, however?

A There have been discussions between engineering
10

and training, yes.

11
Q How have these men characterized the

l ~' relationship between engineering and training in

l"' light of the TMI 2 sequence of events, and I will

14 go through specifically:

13 Mr. Roy?

A That is a very difficult question for me to
16

answer. I presume you will be talking with these
1_4

individuals yourself.
18

Q Do you have any recollection of what

Mr. Roy has said about the relationship between
20

engineering and training in light of TMI 27
21

- A I believe that these gentlemen would unanimously
no
..

agree that this relationship needs to be strengthened,
23

and I believe that for the most part they would
'~4 sympathize in principle with the points I have outlined

jhh) 26hto you.
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3 g Do you recollect any specific discussions

4 that have been had with you and/or any specific state-

5 ments which have been made on this subject since TMI 2,

and specifically Mr. Roy?
6

_ A I don't recollect specific quotes, but this
<

plan certainly has been discussed with Dr. Roy, and
8

my general impression is that he is in agreement
9

with the principles.

10
MR. EDGAR: Referring to the recommenda-

11
tions and plan that you have outlined, I take it?

12
THE WITNESS: Yes.

13
Q I am not talking so much here about the

14
prospective view in terms of what you are going to

15 do, but what your perception of the communications

16 between engineering and training is, pre-TMI 2.

17 Has Mr. Roy made any statement about his opinion

as to the communications between engineering and
1g

training up to the time that TMI 2 occurred?
9

A Yes, I dunk I characterized that statement
20

that it does need, and presumably did need to beg
' strengthened, and internally, we certainly will take

--

actions to do that by having more of our engineers
23

spend more time just physically looking at t h'e

24
training program.
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3 Q Did Mr. Roy have any specific comments

4 about the relationship between engineering and

5 training? I understand that he said he felt it

needed improvement, but specifically did he say we
6

have got to look at this area, or we have got to.

t

look at that area?
8

A Yes, I think that one of the areas that we have
9

especially discussed is the area of the interaction

10 of the opeaator with the instrumentation and equip-

11 ment in the control room.

12 Q Which instrumentation and which equipment?

13 A The general presentation of the instrumentation

and equipment.
14

15 Q Do I understand you correctly to be

16
referring generally to the control room design?

A The general control room design, yes, sir.

}g Q Has Mr. .o y focused more specifically

on any of the other issues that arise out of the
g

TMI 2 sequence of events?
20

A les, he has certainly focused on one that we

s

have already discussed, and that is the feedback of

operating experience from our plant to engineering.
23

(Continued on following page.)-n.
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: 8.1 3
Q Did Mr. Roy ever ask whether the information

4 from the Davis Besse September 24, 1977 accident got to

5 the operating utilities, and if not, why not?

6 A He didn't explicitly ask me that question. I am

7 sure he asked that question of others.

Q Have you ever heard him ask that question ofg

others?
9

A I can't recall that I have.
10

(Document described below herein marked
11

Womack Deposition Exhibit 23 for icentification,

l'~
this date.)

13 Q Let me show you what has been marked as

14 Womeck Deposition Exhibit 23, anJ for the record, let

15 me identify it as a memorandum from bert Dunn to Jim

16
Tay1 r, dated February 9, 1978 and distributed to a

, number of people who are indica ed on the se:ond page

of this two-page Exhibit.
18

Have you ever seen this document before?
19

A Yes, sir.

20
Q When?

'l- A I saw it sometime in March,
s

-

22 Q Before the accident at TMI 2?

23 A No. I mean sometime in April, excuse me. The

og dates are fu::y.

\bb b92 AP"1 f '979?'5
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8.2 3 A Yes, after the accident at TMI 2.

4 Q Has there been any discussion of this

. memorandum since the TMI 2 sequence?
a

A Yes.
6

Q Have you ever discussed it with Mr. Roy?
7

A Yes, sir.

8
Q Let me read a couple of sections of it so

9
that we focus on wnat we are talking about.

10 At the beginning of the first paragraph, it

11 states:

12 "This memo addresses a serious concern with

ECCS Analysis about the potential for operator action
13

to terminate high precsire injection following the

initial stage of a LOCA.'

Is it fair t*, say that there was serious
16

concern about the potential for operator action to

17
terminate high pressure injection following the initial

18 stage of a LOCA?

19 A I certainly think it was.

20 Q And the concern expressed was a prediction

31 of the sequence of events, at least in that regard?

A Yes.-

.on .

Q Has anyone, to your knowledge, in the B&W

organi=ation specifically asked what happened to this
24

h memorandum and why wasn't that information passed onto
. ,-
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8.3 3 the operating utilities?

4 A Yes, I believe they have.

. Q Have you been a participant in any of those
a

discussions?
6

in the extentA Yes, I have participated in the --

,

i

that I have understood some of the findings in those

8
discussions.

9
~

Q Could you tell me what they are.

10 A I believe this memorandum was preceded by another

11 from Mr. Kelly that you have.

12 MR. ROCKWELL: Please mark that as

13
Dep sition Exhibit 24.

(Document described below herein marked

Womack Deposition Exhibit 24 for identification,
15

this date.)
16

Q We have now marked as Womack Deposition

IT
Exhibit 24, a November 1, 1977 memorandum to Distribu-

18 tion, and the distribution is identified on the memo-

19 randum from Mr. Kelly.

20 A Yes.

31 Q That is the memorandum that you had refer-

ence to a moment ago?nn
__

A Yes, sir.

Q I believe the cuestion that was pending
24

before we marked that was, had you been a participant

_o -a
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8.4 3 in any discussion as to why the information, and we

4 will now modify it, why the information in those two

- memoranda was not gotten out to the operating utilities
a

before TMI 2?
6

A Yes, I think you had asked me to outline what my
,

a

understanding was of the course of action with respect
8

to these memoranda.

9
Q Would you proceed to answer the question.

10 let me state inA The original memorandum --

11 answering this question, that my knowledge of this is

12 secondhand; that at the time that these memoranda were

13
initiated, I had a different responsibility than my

present responsibility and, therefore, I am giving you

what may be an incomplete picture, hat my understanding
l a,

is that Mr. Kelly's memorandum, perhaps directly, or
16

perhaps indirectly, led to Mr. Dunn's memorandum to

17
Mr. Taylor, which I think you marked Exhibit 23.

18
Q Let me stop you for a moment for a point of

19 clarification.

20 To your knowledge, were there any inter-

31 vening memoranda --

A I am not aware of any.nn
--

Q So that the record is clear, the question
,a,
_

was going to be, any intervening memoranda between
24

Mr. Kelly's November 1, 1977 memorandum and Mr. Dunn's
25

l d o *i ?72u <
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B.5 3 February 9, 1978 memorandum, and I think your answer

4 was that you are not aware of any?

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

my remarks, that this may be an incomplete recounting.

Then, as i understand it, discussione did --

7

ensued following Mr. Dunn's memorandum between, and I
8

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

9
between Engineering and Nuclear Services, and I now

10 understand there was a memorandum written back from

11 Services to Plant Integration about the beginning of

12 August in 1978 concerning the subject, and thereafter

I haven't detailed knowledge of the handling of the
13

subjec' at this time.

Q Do you have any understanding of the discus-
l a,

sion, and specifically the discussions that arose out
16

of these memorand?

17
A I don't think my understanding is good, no.

18
Q Was there a meeting that arose out of Bert

19 Dunn's February 9, 1978 memorandum?

20 A I can't confirm or deny that. I don't know the

21 answer to that question.

(Continued on following page.)

23

21
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'R 9 3 Q Has any explanation emerged, to your

knowledge, as to why Mr. Kelly's and Mr. Dunn's
4

memoranda did not go through the system to the
,

o

point of reaching the operating utilities?
6

A The only explanation which has emerged, to
7

my understanding, is that simply the matter was in

8 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 utilities.

12 Q And when you say the matter was being

reviewed, I take it that from November 1, 1977 until

March 28, 1979, was a matter of something in excess
14

of 15 months, is that correct?

15
A Yes, I think it is correct.

16

Q Therefore, the matter apparently was
17

under review for that period of time without any

18 action having been taken to inform the operating

10' utilities of what Bert Dunn described as "a very

20 serious matter deserving of prompt attention and

21 correction"?

n 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.
24
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3 g Have you ever talked to Mr. Roy about

whether he read the Bert Dunn February 9, 1978
4

.
memorandum, in light of the fact that he appears

a

on distribution?
6

A I don't recall whether I have asked him
I

whether he read it or not.

8
Q Have you ever talked with Mr. Norm

9 Elliott, the head of your Training Department, about

10 whether he read Kelly's November 1, 1977 memorandum,

11 which was apparently the first flag about the

12 problem arising out of the September 24, 1977 inci-

dent at Davis Besse?g

A No, sir. I don't believe so.
14

Q You never talked to Mr. Norm Elliott
l a-

about that?
16

A No, sir..,

}g Q Do you know whether anyone asked Mr. Elliott

whether he ever read that memorandum?g

A No, sir. I d o n '. t know that.
20

Q We have been advised, Mr. Womack, that

21
- you prepared a memorandum to Mr. Byron Nelson, who

no
~~ is in-house counsel for DaScock & Wilcox, at

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

'l dated May 11, 1979. Did you prepare such a memorandum?-

bb25 A Yes, sir.
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3 Q Was it prepared at Mr. Nelson's request?

A Yes, sir.
4

. Q Was it given to anyone other than
a

Mr. Nelson?
6

A No, sir. I don't believe so.
7

Q Were there any ca. con copy distributions

8
shown on that memorandum, te others?

9
A No, sir, I don't believe so.

10 g Have you personally made it available

11 to anyone else here at B&W7

A No, sir. I don't believe so.13

9 "*" "#" "* * ^ #*9"****d * ** #"" "
13

A Yes, sir.
14

Q Had he asked you to make an investigation
15

of the handling of the so-called Michaelson Report

16
within Babcock & Wilcox?

l ''
A No, sir. He did not ask me personally to make

18 such an investigation.

19 Q Did someone else ask you to make that

20 investigation?

A Not in that way. I certainly in my presentg
- position have become aware of the Michaelson

__

Report and had the interest and responsibility to
23

assure that a followup on it from that point forward

21
was certainly complete.

i88i 27623
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3
Q It had become a matter of some public

4 discussion. What was Nelson's request that you were

5 responding to through this May 11, 1977 memorandum?

MR. EDGAR: Off the record.
6

(There was discussion off the record.)-

t

g Q Mr. Womack, do you have an understanding

as to how the Michaelson Report was handled within
9

B & W?
10

A Yes, I thinkI have a basic understanding of
11

how it was handled.

12
Q Could you outline for me each step that

13 ~

occurred?you understand

14 A Okay.

15 My knowledge of the dates is approximate, and

16
I w uld like to reserve the privilege of checking

these for correctness in your transcript.7,

Basically, my understanding is that what has

been called the Michaelson Report is a document
10

of some length, probably on the order of 30 to 40

20
pages, prepared by a staff member of the Tennessee

'l- Valley Authority, and concerning the general subject

22 of extremely small reactor coolant system breaks.

23 Q Let me just say I am generally familiar

24 with what Michaelson addressed. To the extent that

,. you need to outline in order to explain how it was
_a
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3 handled, fine, but you don't need to educate me on

the subject.
4

. A All right, I will try not to be too didactic.
O

This report was addressed to us under a cover letter
6

in the normal project management communication chain.
7

The report is primarily addressed at our 205

8
Fuel Assembly Reactor System.

9 or two such systems, actually--one such system --

10 are being provided by Babcock & Wilcox to TVA.

11 In the course of construction in Alabama-Belafonte,

13 which is the name of the plant. It was under that

contract that this Michaelson analysis was provided,g

and if I recollect the covering letter, it requested

comments from B&W on the analysis.
15

The approximate time of that was the spring

16
of 1978 -- was it May? I would have to check it.

The time of receipt was in the spring of 1978.

18 My understanding was that it was quickly re-

19 viewed by the ECCS group here, and that they find no

20 generally surprising concerns in that document, and .

. it was then treated as an action item to be asked3

as time permitted in the course of other work.
__

! believe, and I have been told, that one or
23

more telephone conversations between TVA representa-

24
tives and our engineering people took place on the

25 i881 ?78
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3 subject of that report or aspects of that report,

between the time it was received here and the time
4

.
that an initial written answer, a brief written

a

answer, was prepared, which I think was about
6

January 1979.
"s

Q Were these telephone conversations

8 between Paterson and someone in your group?

9
A Well, that I can't confirm about the TVA

10 respondent. I believe tnac :. c perton in our EccS

11 group would have been involved in those conversations,

12
yes, sir.

Q Do you know who in your group?
g

A No, I don't, but I would imagine Mr. Dunn or
14

one of his staff.
15

Q So if I understand correctly, the

16 Michaelson report was transmitted in the spring of

1978 and was reviewed by ECCS group, and there were

18 c number of telephone conversations between ECCS, you

19 think, and TVA, and the first written response went

fr m B&W to TVA in January 1979?
20

A Yes. I think the written response may have

(' gone in February, but it was in that time frame,
_on _

yes, sir. I wes going to continue.

23
Q Yes.

24
A I believe there was a response back from T"s,

25
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3 which was in the spirit of "You have answered most

4 of our questions, but there are a couple of items

5 we don't understand. Please clarify these for us."

6
They had requested a response, I think, by the

end of March, and we had not completed that response.

a

back to them by the end of March, and that work did
3

get disrupted.
9

Then following the heightening of interest in

10 this whole subject as the result of the TMI 2 event

11 of March 28, that was the point in time at which

12 I first became aware of this seris of correspondence

13 that I have just recounted to you, in that context.'

I had been asked by the project manager of
;3

TVA to ask Mr. Dunn to participate in a conversation
l a.

with some TVA people, which I did not then know
16

applied to the Michaelson Report.
IT

But I think ir retrospect, I understand that

18
it did. I was simply asked to ask the ECCS unit to

19 support a conversation with TVA, which I did.

20

21

(
22

23

24
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10.1 3 Q When was that conversation?

4 A Probably in January or so of 1979, to my recol-

- lection.
3

, Q Did you sit in on that conversation?
6

A No, I didn't, nor did I really get into the
7

material which was to be discussed, but simply asked

8
Mr. Dunn to support the project manager. Shall I

9
continue?

10 Q If there is more in the understanding and

11 the handling of the Michaelson report, I wish you would

12 continue.

A Well, the action that was taken af*.er that, as I
13

said, with a heiyhtening of interest and specific ques-

tions from the Nuclear Regulatory Commission was to
l a,

prepare materials responding more copiously on a point-
16

by-point basis to Mr. Michaelson's analysis.

17
That response was prepared by our ECCS unit. I

18 par. cipated in the review of the response, and it was

19 submitted along with others to our customers and to

20 the Nuclear Regulatory Commission about the 7th of May.

31 Q Is that the t'.ree-volume blue --

~

A At that time it was two volumes, but the third
g

one was added later. This particular item is Appendix 5

I think of that volume. Further discussion on the
24

O- technical points have been held, which have involved

2' i88i 28i
BENJAMIN R EPO RTIN G SERVICE



1

Womack 59o
-

10.2 3 both us and Mr. Michaelson, primarily in the arena of

4 meetings of the Advisory Committee on Reactor Safe-

- guards. Additional analytical information was prepared
a

and was also submitted as a part of that May 7th

compendium, dealing with transients, specifically
7

addressing some of the concerns raised by Michaelson.

8
Q What was the occasion for the conversation

4' in January that you described between your ECCS Group

10 and TVA; was that an in-person meeting or was that a

11 telephone conference call?

12 A That was a telephone conversation, and my recol-

lecti n f it was that I don't remember who in the PM
13

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
16

been discussing, and can you ask Mr. Dunn's group to

17
support us," and I did.

18
Q How had that other group gotten involved

19 in the Michaelson issue?

20 A Which other group?

31 Q My recollection fails me, but you indicated

someone had come to you and said they needed supyort
.

of ECOS.
23

A Our communication on contracts which are in the
24

construction phase is through our Department of Project

25 i88i 282
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10.3 3 Management. All such correspondence and communications

4 come through that group, at least initially.

- Q I see. Had they been the original recipient
3

,
of the Michaelson report?

O

A Yes, sir.
7

MR. EDGAR: Off the record.
8

(There was discussion off the record.)

9
Q You made a raierence, 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. Ebersole?

A No, not in the meetings that I participated in,

all of which have been after the 1st of April. In

fact, I don't recall Mr. Ebersole as a participant at
16

any of these meetings

17
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, yes,

31 that is right.

'
Q Do you know whether Mr. Ebersole's comments

before the ACRS, in connection with the hearing

concerning Pebble Beach, came to the attention of your
'l

department before the TMI 2 event?

25 188i 283
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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 with

respect to Michaelson. Did you acquire that information.

a

because you made a deliberate effort to investigate and

learn what had happened?
7

A I acquired the information that I thought was
8

important to deal with the technical issue, which was

9
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

t ree nstruct the handling of Michaelson in terms of
13

understanding how it had occurred?

A Yes, I would have to say that I did. I didn't
15

make that in the investigative depth which I think
16

would be more sa 19 factory to you in the sense that I

17
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 also try to go back and reconstruct the handling

of the conce.rns arising out of the Davis Besse incident
31

'

on September 24, 1977?,,
__

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.
n-_a
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10.5 3 Q Well, tel; me what you did do to recon-

4 struct the handling of the concerns arising out of the

- September 24, 1977 incident at Davis Besse.
a

A Well, I have looked at the site problem report

and noted who was involved.
7

As I have recounted to you earlier, I have become
8

aware of these memoranda and the discussion that

9
resulted from that.

10 MR. EDGAR: Which memoranda?

11 THE WITNESS: I think we identified them

12 as Exhibits 23 and 24. I haven't really had

time to go a great deal further than that. That
13

is about the size of it.

Q I may have asked you this question, and if
la,

I have, excuse me, but had you ever seen either of the
16

memoranda marked as Exhibit 23 or 24 before March 28,

17
19797

18 A To the best of my knowledge, I had not.

19 Q Were you familiar with the fact that there

20 had been a transient at Davis Besse in September 1977

21 in which there had been loss of pressuriser level

s

indication high?nn
_

A Yes, I was familiar tith the fact that this

transient had occurred, familiar to some degree with
24

the details, but not detailed analysis.
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10.6 3 Q Had Bert Dunn ever commented to you that

4
he was concerned about the potential for operator error

- in light of his analysis?
o

MR. EDGAR: At what time?
6

MR. ROCKWELL: Before March 28, 1979.

7

A Not to my recollection, no, sir.

8
Q Mr. Womack, I take it you were aware of the

9 meeting between the NRC, B&W and a number of operating

10 utilities in February of 1979 in connection with the

11 Davis Besse transient that occurred in November of 1977?

12 A Yes, I was aware of that meeting.

13 Q I take it you did not attend the meeting?

A No, I don't think I dif. .No, I'm pretty sure I

did not.
15

Q Did you attend the planning session for that
16

meeting?

17
A I did attend the planning session, yes, sir.

18
Q Did the question ever arise in the planning

19 session as to whether attention ought to be given not

20 only to the Davis Besse transient in November 1977,.but

31
also to the Davis Besse transient in September of that

year?-

.n.n

A I can't recall whether it did or not, but it

certainly would have been our attempt to use all the
24

information we had, so I wouldn't be surprised if it did.
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3 Q You have no recollection?

4 A I just am not able to recall precisely enough to

give yu an abs lutely verifiable answer, but please
5

follow up if it is relevant.

Q I am showing you what has been previously
,

t

10.7 marked as Willse Deposition Exhibit 5, which is Mr.

8
Willse's summary of that February 14, 1979 meeting.

9
You were shown on the distribution of that memorandum?

10 a yes,

11 (Continued on following page.)

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21
s

22

2?

21
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E 11 Q Am I correct that no reference is made
,

3

in the memorandum to any discussion of the September
4

Davis Besse transient?
5

A You will have to permit me to read this

6
memorandum.

I
Q Please do.

8 A Actually it is difficult to tell from this

9 memorandum what transient might have been discussed

10
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
12

Davis Besse transient at that meeting, would you

13
have any basis for disagreeing with me?

14
A No, sir.

15
Q Would it be fair to say that the

16 purpose of that meeting was to discuss concerns with

17 respect to pressuriser level indication?

A I think the purpose of the meeting as stated in
18

the memorandum was pretty much as I understood it,
9

and that was that the representative of the NRC
20-

wished to investigate an allegation that B&W had not
21

responded in timely manner to resolve the loss ofx

no

pressuriser level indication concerning DB 1.
~~

'3~
Q So the central issue was with respect

n4 to the loss of pressuri=er level indication?

Obl 200
25 A Yes.
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3 Q The purpose of the meeting was to

discuss whether B&W had responded adequately to that?
4

. A Yes, sir. That is what I understood,
o

Q And four of the operating utilities using
6

B&W plants were present at that meeting, is that
7

correct?

8
A Yes, and responded themselves to the first

9
' four of the five questions that were of interest

10 to the NRC visitor.

11 Q Do you have any explanation as to why a

13 meeting devoted to the discussion of pressurizer

level indi ati n at avis Besse didn't address the
3

other Davis Besse incident, which also involved
14

loss of' pressurizer level indication?
15

MR. EDGAR: He didn't attend the meeting,

16
and he also doesn't know whether they discussed

the high-incident.

18 Q You attended the planning meeting, is

19 that correct?

20 A Yes, I think I attended the planning meeting.

Q Do you have any understanding, takingg
' Mr. Willse's testimony at face value, which was

22
that the September Davis Besse accident was never

23
discussed in this February 14th meeting with the

21
NRC, do you have any explanation as to why that
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3 wasn't brought out?

4 A Have we determined the pressuriser level was

5 lost in that transient?

6 Q In which transient?

_ A September.
t

Q I believe the Site Problem Report
8

indicates that.
9

A I would like to review that. That might be one

10 response or reason. Again I am speculating. I assure

11 you that it was not because of an intention on anybody's

12 part not to discuss something that they thought was

13 relevant, if that is where you are heading.
_

14 Q Well, have you ever asked anybody, or

have you ever had any discussion with anybody, about
l a-

whether that other Davis Besse transient was discussed
16

at that meeting, and if not, why not?
17

A No, sir. I really haven't. I had not, until

18
your line of questioning this morning made that

19 connection.

20 (There was discussion off the record.)

21 Q I refer you to the second paragraph of
(

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

sentences.

A To what point in particular are you referring,

sir?
~ i88i 290n5
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3 g Based on sert Dunn's review of the

4
September Davis Besse accident, would it be fair

. to say that there was an inadequate indication of
- a

pressurizer level indication in that it was h!.g he r
6

than operators would normally expect?
7

A I think that the thrust of what you just stated

8 can be a conclusion; that the paragraph really says

9 that the operator might, if we looked only at

10 pressurizer level in such an event, be misled by

11 high level and might have been led in this event to

throttle high pressure injection. That would appear
13

to me to be a different concern than the matter ofg

loss of pressurizer level indication, which was
14

really aimed at low level, which was the central
15

focus of this meeting we have been discussing which

16
took place on the 14th of February.

17

Q Would it be fair to say that the underlying

18
issue in each of the Davis Besse transients was a

19 prescurizer level indication which was not what

20 operators would normally expect, -and which would not

21 give an accurate indication of conditions in the
s

og core?

A No, I don't think so.
23

Q Why?

A Well, I think the issue in this particular
25
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3 meeting of February 14th was really in co es in

which the secondary system might act in such a way
4

_
as to lead to over-cooling of the reactor after a

a

reactor trip, of primary system after a reactor trip,
6

and shrinkage in the primary system occurs, due to
7

decrease in the average temperature of the coolant

8
In such cases it has occurred that the

9 pressuri=er level has gone down below the indicating

10 range of the instrumentation. This does not indicate

11 that the pressurizer level indication is unreliable,

or even, in that particular instance, up to a point,
13

an inadequate indication of the system inventory.

The question originally was, is this a matter of
14

very serious concern, or is it an operational incon-
15

venience.

16
We had performed some analyses and supplied

them to Toledo late in 1978, relative to how far

18 the level might have gone down in the pressurizer

19 after it was no longer within the indicating range.

on the basis of that, they had some discussions, and
20

the meeting on the 14th of February was to review

these discussions with a visitor from NRC.'

22
When the question, I believe, was interpreted

23
generally by the participants at that meeting, and

24
I believe that was the intent of the NRC, to discuss
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what previous experience there had been on loss of
3

pressurizer level, that is, going low and outside
4

,
the indication range, that particular set of circum-

o

stances did not, I suspect, appear directly connected
6

to the set of circumstances in the September 1977

7
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

11 meeting, that during a discussion of pressurizer

level indication might be a good opportunity to adviseg

the operating utilities present of information avail-

able with respect to the September Davis Besde
14

incident?
15

A If you mean in connection with the kind of

16 information we have identified as Exhibits 23 and 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

this particular inb reation since the 28th of March
20

incident.
21

Q Do you know, referring to the final
22

period before the Three Mile Island incident, whether

23
any of the engineers in your Plant Design Section

'~4
ever had any exposure to the simulater training being

i881 29123
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3 conducted here at B&W7

A I am confident that out of the engineers there
4

.
that a number of them have, yes, sir.

a

Q Was there any systematic way or systematic
6

approach to informing the engineers about what
7

operators were being told by the B&W training people

8
here in the simulator?

4
' A The definition of the word " systematic"

10 troubles me.

11 (Continued on Page 71.)

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23
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12.1 3 Q I can restate the question.

4 A Well, I be happy to try to answer the question in

- terms that I think I can.
a

.
Certainly the conduct of such training would be a

b

part of making such a connection at least to individual
,

i

engineers. To state, however, that there was a focused,
8

responsibility-defined program for having the

9
Engineering Department review the simulater training

10 program in that way, I'm not aware that there was one,

11 no, sir.

12 Q Did Norm Elliott ever attend on a regular

basis any meetings within the Engineering Department to
{ 13

keep abreast of developments within the department?

A Again let me answer with the best precision I
la,

can. There are many dozens of meetings within the
16

Engineering Department every day. I had no such

17
generalized contact on a regular basis and wasn't aware

18 of them.

19 Q Do you know whether Norm Elliott ever

20 attended a meeting of the Engineering Department?

21 A I would be very surprised if Norm Elliott never
s

attended a meeting in the Engineering Department.

Q In other words, you think he did?

A Oh, yes, certainly. But the subject of the meeting
21

might have been anything from budgeting to personnel
25 i88i 295
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12.2 3 rotation to the operator training program.

4 Q Do you know if Norm Elliott was on any kind

f distribution list for information generated in the
5

Engineering Department?
g

A I am sure he is. Excuse me. Let me not be quite
,

I>

so certain. I would not be surprised that he is, but
8

if you will ask me to identify what distribution list,

9
I can't specifically.

10 But I would note that he was among the addressees

11 of the memorandum we have identified as Exhibit 24.

12 Q Is there any requirement or practice in the

13 Engineering Department to have a certain number of

engineers licensed as operators?
74

A No, there is not such a requirement.
l a_

Q Do you have any licensee operators in the
16

Engineering Department?
17

A Yes. We have some, either presently licensed

18
operators or formerly licensed operators.

19
Q Do you know that there are presently

20 licensed operators in the Engineering Department? .

21 A I can't confirm that. I will be glad to do so

-

later for you if you want.no
..

,

MR. EDGAR: You don't know?

THE 'ITNESS: I don't know.
24

Q Is there any practice in the. Engineering
25
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12.3 3 oepartment for your engineems to go out to oparating

4 plants and simply spend time there to inform themselves

5
of what it is like to be at an operating plant and what

, it is like to be an operator in a control room?
O

A Yes, we try to achieve that primarily through the
_

i

use of through the loan of engineers for field assign-
8

ments, short-term, and through programs of rotation
9

into longer term assignments through the Services

10 Department,

11 Personally I believe it is very important, and it

12 has been, of course, an objective of mine to make that

13 happen to the extent that I could, since coming into

the department.
14

Q At the time you arrived in the department,
l a.

what proportion of your engineers would have had that
16

kind of field experience?
17

A I don't know, sir.

18
Q Aside from field assignments, was there a

19 practice or effort to have engineers simply visit

20 operating plants to become familiar with and talk to

21 operators and become familiar with the problems that

33 they deal with on a day-to-day basis in the control

room?g

A Visitation of operating plants, yes. These kinds

of discussions with operators, I am not at all sure.
25 i881 297
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3 I would be inclined to a negative answer on that.12.4

4 We have provided opportunities for engineers

5 especially and people in general within NPGD to visit

plants under construction.
6

It is frequently more educational for an engineer,
.
i

who may never have seen a nuclear power plant within
8

arm's length, to visit the plant before it is started
9

up and before fuel is loaded because then he has access

10 to the components in the system physically and can see

11 them, which he designed; whereas after startup, the

12 containment would be closed and his visit after startup

13 as part of a field support assignment would allow ~him

to get into the containment and witness re-fueling
34

operation and participate in re-fueling and maintenance
l a-

in the Service Department direction.

Q Do you think there would be value to
l~

engineers being exposed to operators and seeing how

18
operators understand and deal with the system that the

19 engineers design?

20 A Definitely.

21 Q How are you and the E n g i'.. e e r i n g Design
s

;2 Department educated about what happens in the field?

Where do you get your information?
23

A Primarily from site problem reports a n'd summaries

of field operation, plant operational status, which are
25 i88i 298
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12.5 3 prepared on a weekly basis by the Service Department.

4 Q And is it the Service Department's function

then to pull all of these together and to try to-

o

analyze them and then to circulate what appear to be

important concerns through the Engineering Department?
-

4

A That is'something that they do. The Service

8
Department is the conduit for this kind of information.

9
Q How do they pass the information along?

10 Do they simply pass along the site problem report,

11 itself, or do they do some sort of analysis of what it

12 means and what its significance may be, for enstance,

t the Engineering Group?
13

A They can go both.

Q Do they do both?
l a,

A 2 expect we could find instances of both, yes,
16

sir.

17
Q Is there any regular forum or format for

18 them doing that?

19 A The site problem report is such a format, and

20 then there is an abbreviated review of operations, as

31 I said, on a weekly basis, which is about a pcge to a
s

page and a half long, that indicates what the status

and principal actions in the operating plant may have

been for the past week.
24

Q Is there a function where some one person

:s
a.. o o: oo,
/7tUU1
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12.6 3 or group of persons has the responsibility of reviewing

4 these site problem reports and then bringing specific

questions to the attention of specific people. whether-

O

in Design or Engineering or any other department here

at the Nuclear Power Generating Division, and say,
7

"Look, this is something you ought to look at"?

8
A Yes, that function is discharged within the

9
Services Department.

10 Q How is it discharged?

11 A Well, I think the best reference again for that

12 would be to look at the site problem report procedure.

13
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
l a,

question of routing site problem reports to people or
16

is there also an analytic function there?

17
A There is a closed loop, when it is requested, of

18 engineering by the Service Department for analysis or

19 evaluation of a component failure, and when that is

20 requested, there will be an engineer completion closure,

21 usually initialled off on the SPC.

MR. EDGAR: What do you mean by analysis'

nn
_

in the context of service? Can we define the
a

term " analysis"? That may help.
24

Q I guess what I am trying to get at is --
n-

i881 000,
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12.7 3 and let me try to state a question which gets at it --

4 are the site problem reports simply routed to people

r is there a process by which they are looked at by
5

the Operations Group and perhaps analyzed and passed
6

along with comments on a regular basis that specific

people or specific departments ought to pay attention
8

to this, and that this, for instance, may require

9
contact back to one operating utility or back to all

10 Operating utilities?

11 A Well, there is a process. I don't know what you

12 mean by "the Operations Group."

13 (continued on following page.)

14

15

16

17

18

19

20 .

21,

<
22

23

24
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SR 13 3 Q service Group operator.

A There is a process by which the Service
4

.
Department makes such assessments, and that process

a

does frequently involve censultation at their request
6

in the engineering groups. They will similarly decide
I

what kind 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"

or completed, action within B&W is completed, a dis-
13

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

copies of those in Plant Design and Plant Integration
14

groups.
15

Q Whose responsibility is it for processing

16 information that may come to you from sources c*her

than site problem reports?

18 A The individual whc well, there are a lot of--

19 answers tc that question. A lot of people handle

20
information, depending on where it comes from. We

talked about Michaelson a few minutes ago, and a
n.

conduit to information coming into the company was'

the project management group. It was again processed
23

by the Project Management Department to the engineering

24
unit that the p r o ,4 ect manager felt was appropriate
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3
to deal with the question at issue, and the process-

4
ing was handled in that way.

b
Q Have you ever observed, yourself, an

6 operating reactor when it is critical?

7 A Yes.

g Q How recently?

A I think the last critical operating reactor I
9

visited was TM-1.
10

Q When would that have been?
11

A Last year. It would have been before I took
12

the job as. manager of Plant Design.

13
Q Have you ever observed any other operating

14 reactors critical?

15 A The answer is yes, and I will just have to

16 reach back in my memory to see which one. I visited

Toledo before they were critical, Davis Besse No. 17-

unit, that is. I visited TVA-Belafonte in the

Construction stage. I'm sure that during the period
19

of time that I was at the Atomic Energy Commission,

20
I probably visited Fort Belvoir and other locations

'l- which had nuclear reactors in the process, ranging

no
-- from zero power units to power plants.

23 g of those that you mentioned, Toledo is

24 a B&W plant, is that correct?

A W uld y u like to know what B&W plants I have
25
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3 Q Yes.

A I have seen TVA-Belafonte in construction. I
4

.
have seen TM-1 in operation and TM-2 in construction,

a

or it was ready for startup at the time I was there,
6

in the early stages.
-

I have mentioned that I have seen Davis Besse
8

1 again during final stages of construction.
9

Q It would be fair to say that basically

10
you have only visited one B&W reactor while it was

11 in operation and critical?

12 A Yes, sir.

13 Q What about your unit managers; do you

know whether any of them have observed'B&W plants
14

*

_ during critical operation?
13

A Yes, sir. I am sure they have, but I can't give
16

you the details.
17

Q Is there a regular effort? Do you know

18
whether Bert Dunn has ever gone out to visit an

19 operating critical B&W reactor and talked to the

20 control room operators and tried to find out what -

21 they understand about ECCS?

3; A No, I don't.

Q Has there ever been any suggestion that
'3

the unit group managers ought to do that kind of
'4

. zf) ,, bdthing from time to time? >

25

BENJAMIN R EPO RTIN G S ERVICE



1

2
'

Womack 81

3 A Well, I'm sure there was. If not before, I'm

sure I have suggested that we do that in the past
4

. month or six weeks.
a

Q Is there in-house here any safety review
6

group that an engineer can take a problem that he
7

is concerned about and present it to the group and

8
say, "Take a look at this problem. I think it is

9 something of concern"?

10 A Not a group per se, no. There is a Licensing

11 Section in the Engineering Department that handles

13
this, that is generally -- that handles such problems.

Q Licensing Section?

A Yes, sir.
14

Q Why would the Licensing Section handle it?
15

A Well, that is just the way in which we have set

16
it up to handle safety problems generally. That is

1 not to say that other groups aren't concerned about

18 safety, but generally I would think that the focal

]9 point, insofar as the group, would be in the Licensing

Section for a separated safety problem.
20

Do you know, I have a unit called Safety Analysis.
n1_

,

\ Needless to say, they concern themselves very much'

_no_

with the design basis for the safety systems.
23

Q I take it, though, that then there is no

24
central clearing. house for safety concerns within

)bb) Jthe organization?
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3 MR. EDGAR: A person?

4 Q Or a group.

. MR. EDGAR: Like an ombudsman?
O

Q Or a group which would be available to
6

review and to comment on specific concerns that
7

engineers may raise in their particular areas.

8 I take it, rather, that it goes up essentially

9 through the command structure?

10 A No, I think the Licensing Section is viewed as

11 such a clearing house, and I so used that.

13 Q Who in the Licensing Section?

A I think that Ed Kane, manager, has delegated
3

responsibility for Mr. Taylor, but I chould confirm
14

that with Mr. Taylor.
15

Q It is generally known within the Nuclear

16
Power Generating Division that Mr. Kane is a person to

whom you can go with a concern like this?

18 A I believe so, yes, sir.

19 Q How is that made known?

A Well, it is made known by management guidance
20

relative to identification of safety concerns.
3

<

,

Q What kind of management guidance?'

__

A We have a procedural approach for identification
23

of safety concerns which individuals within the

188i 706a ' '

organization may feel are important.

25 Q Is that a part of the policies and procedures?

A Yes, sir.
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14.1 3 Q Do you know what the name of the particular

4 policy or procedure would be?

A No, I would not be able to quote it with preci-
5

sion, but it is the identification of preliminary safety

concerns and potential safety concerns.
,

i

Q Could we have a copy of that procedure or
8

policy?

9
A I can see no reason why not.

10 (Mr. Rockwell left the hearing room briefly
'

11 and then returned.)

12 Q Is there any group within B&W which is

13 e mposed of representatives of various departments or

various sections or units within the Nuclear Power

.
Generating Division specifically and, for instance,

10

thermohydraulics, core analysis, structures, control,
16

ECCS, training, to which safety concerns can be
17

referred and which can give an overview of the impact

18 of the particular safety concern which is raised with

19 respect to all of these areas?

23 A There is no suci Standing group, no, sir.

21 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 sequence

of events to occur that you know of, since the accident?
24

MR. EDGAR: What do you mean by " analysis"?
n-
3

88**i S07
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14.2 3 MR. ROCKWELL: Somebody sitting down and

4 saying, "We are trying to point out what within

5 B&W in terms of structure or in terms of

fun ti n r the failure to perform certain
6

specific functions may have contributed to the,

i

circumstances which permitted TMI to occur."
8

MR. EDGAR: By analysis you mean a formal
9

document?

10
MR. ROCKWELL: I mean any memorandum,

11 letter, anything reduced to writing.

12 Q Maybe I can put it another way. Has there

13 been any self-evaluation by anyone in B&W in the light

of the TMI 2 sequence of events to say, "We know what34

happened, and is there something in our organizationg

which contributed to it"?
16

A Well, I think that there certainly has been self-
17

analysis to the extent of asking ourselves the question
18

how could we have contributed or could we contribute in

lo' the future to the avoidance of such events, and those

20 kinds of analyses have not used the word?--

21 Q Self-examinations.
A

22 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
o-
O
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14.3 3 I can'tto answer your narrower questionyou ----

4 think offhand of anything that has so far been reduced

5 to writing pertaining expicitly to the structure of

B&W. I have tried to answer both the spirit and the
6

letter of your question.,

t

Q Well, let me state it again. Has there
8

been any self-analysis, whether including structure or
9

addressing the question of structure or not, as to what

10 role B&W may have had in the circumstances which

11 permitted events like TMI 2 to occur?

12 A I would infer that such analyses have been made.

13 B&W's recommendations.have been discussed by Mr.

14
MacMillan, particularly with a number of different

groups, and I'm sure this question has been sddressed
l a,

by him.
16

So certainly I could ..o t answer that 'Iuestion
17

negatively.

18
Q But are you aware of whether ary of that

19~ self-evaluation has been reduced to writing?

20 A certainly in the form of testimony o' Mr.

,
21 MacMillan, I'm sure it has.

(
gg Q Other than that?

A other than that, going to the point of B&W's role
23

in TMI 2, as distinguished from examining TMI 2 as an

indicator of what B&W might do in the future, nothing
25
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14.4 3 comes to mind.

4 Q Has there been any request from any level

of management for analysis of B&W's role, a written-

a

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

A Prior to the event or after the event?
7

Q Since the event.
8

A Excuse me. The point I am clarifying is the role

Q
'

after the accident?

10 Q The role before the event.

11 A Yes, I feel confident that there has been. I

12 don't feel confident to produce references.

13 Q Let me make sure I understand the answer.

You are saying you are confident that there has seen

a management request at some level for a written
l a,

analysis of B&W's role in the TMI 2 event?
16 '

A I'm not confident that there has been a, request

17
for written analysis. I liked your phrasing earlier,

18 which was "self-evaluation." I suspect that has been

19 explored.

20 -Q My question again goes to whether there.

31
has been a request for a written self-evaluacion.

A 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
24

@ its charter the review of a number of areas.
25 188i 510
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14. 2 I cannot recall the charter explicitly right now,

3 and I don't want to align whether that is going to line

4 up -- I don't want to attempt to speculate as to whether

. that lines up precisely with your question.
o

Q Is it the intention of the Technical

Review Committee to provide a report?
-

i

A I believe Mr. MacMillan has called for such a
8

report.

9
Q Is there a deadline for the production of

10 that report?

11 A I think so, yes.

12 Q Do you know what it is?

A I think it is targeted for the middle of July.
13

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
16

been reduced to writing with reference to the TMI 2

17
accident?

18 A Well, I am a member of that Technical Review

19 Committee, and certainly we have made evaluations of

20 the accident. Insofar as they touch on B&W's role and

31 what B&W did, they were self-evaluations in that

regard.y
..

You started the line of questioning with regard

to the structural element, and I am frankly pressed to
24

remember to what extent structural elements have been
25
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3 examined.

4 Q I am not confining my question to struc-

5 tural elements.

6 A I understand. I must confess it is an unfortunate

personal feeling that with the demands that have been,

made on me since March 28, 1979 I haven't participated
8

as fully in the Review Committee as I would like.
9

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

off the question.4

. MR. EDGAR: I an having a little trouble
3

with the definition of the question.
6

Q I understand that there is a technical
7

review committee that is evaluating the TMI-2

8
accident, and that it intends to produce a report

9 which may come out in mid-July.

10 A yes.

11 2 Is that correct?

13 A Yes.

Q And I understand there is ongoing
3

evaluation and analysis within that group?

A Within that group, and certainly elsewhere in
15

the broadest possible sense.

16
Q Do you have any specific knowledge of

anything that has been reduced to writing cutside of

18 the confines of that group, which relates to an analysis

19 or self-evaluation of B&W's role in the TMI-2 event?

20 A Excuse me for a second.

(Witness conferred with counsel.)gy
'

Q Have you had other requests to prepare

materials from lawyers, either within B&W or outside
23

but representing B r_ 'n , other than this memorandum

24
relating to the Michaelson Report? z ,

-n-
O
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3 A No, I don't believe I have.

4 Q Let me ask you another question. Are you

aware of requests by counsel to other members of the_

)

staff here to prepare reports about the TMI-2
6

accident?
7

A I don't believe I am, no, sir.

8

Q There has only been one to you, and you
9

are not aware of any other requests to any other

10
member of the staff f*om counsel to prepare reports

11 or analyses or self-evaluations?

12
A I don't have first-hand knowledge of that,

- 13 no, sir.
;

14
Q So we can confine the question, then,

as excluding --

16
A Reports to counsel?

1
Q Reports to counsel. Are you aware,

18 specifically aware, of anything that has been reduced

19 to writing which is in the nature of an analysis or

20
self-evaluation of Bsw's role in the TMI-2 sequence

of events?g
x

A Yes. I am certainly aware that we have reduced

to writing and testified to in ACRS hearings B&W's
na

bb) )4role following the TMI-2 event.

24
Q Okay.

n-=)

B ENJ A MI N R EPO RTIN G S ERVICE



1

2 Womack 90

3 In addition to testimony before the ACRS, are

4
you familiar with anything else?

_ A I have already mentioned material prepared for
a

Mr. McMillan's testimony, which I think would have to
6

go to this issue. Let me see what else I have mentioned.
7

There is the technical review committee work. To the

8
best of my knowledge, no material has been reduced to

9 writing. We have focused, and certainly I have

10 personally focused on followup from lessons learned

11 and that sort of thing. I don't think that is what

12
y u are trying to get at. I understand the thrust of

y ur questi nt be assessment of defects or problems
3

like that, assessment of problems, if that is the
14

thrust of your question.
15

(Continued on Page 91.)

16
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.
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r:20.1 3 Q The assessment of B&W's role, whether good

4 or bad, in the TMI 2 sequence of events?

A Well, I w uld expand my remark about ACas
5

testimony. We prepared and made testimony to the ACRS

relative to our role in construction of the TMI 2
,

i

plant, and answered questions in that area, and that
8

just about covers it.
9

Q Excluding ACRS testimony, and excluding

10 MacMillan's public statements, are you are of anything

11 else that has been reduced to writing in the nature of

12 this evaluation, whethe r good or bad, of B&W's role in

13 the TMI 2 sequence of events?

A I am not aware of anything that has been reduced
74

to writing that hasn't been, in essence, used in either
l a,

preparation of or presentation of the areas that you
16

just excluded.
17

Q Do I understand from that, that there are

18
background materials prepared from which the public

19 testimony was then written?

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

21 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
25 i881 316
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2 3 hi- testimony?

4 A I don't recall that he did, no; not that I am

aware f, y u know. It is an organization of some size.
5

MR. EDGAR: Let us go off the record.

(Discussion held off the record.)
7

Q Are you aware of any system that was used
8

on the 28th of March here for taping discussions

9
either over the phone or in the simulator or elsewhere

10 within the Nuclear Power Generating Division, discus-

11 sions relating to TMI 2's accident?

12 A We tried, when it was helpful, and I don't

13
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
l a,

and technical discussions where we thought those would
16

be useful during the course of the TMI 2 event. There

17
was no ' systematic" type of taping of conversations

18 that I know of. Logs were kept. I think, Mr.

19 wandling's memorandum of -- a sort of diary of that

20 first day was one such log that has been provided, out

21 there was, not so far as I know, there was no

generalized system.no
..

,
Q There was a central filing system for

.3

organizing all of the notes and memoranda and telephone
2' ipo1 717dVconversations?
25

BENJAMIN REPORTING SERVICE



1

2 Womack 93

3 A When we got our organization, whLeh was put

4 together rather quickly and rather ad hoc for assisting

Met Ed, and then ultimately the NRC in the follow-up of.

a

the incident together, we designated an engineering

operations assistant, and we tried from that point
7

he was a shift man, and we tried from thatforward --

8
point forward to make all requests that we received,

9
to transmit those in writing through him, and tramsmit

10 technial responses back through him,and I wou.d expect

11 that all that material is filed.

12 There may be additional material that was put

in those files relative to the conversations that
13

generated the request. -

Conceive, if you will, a communications system
15

in which we have several open telephone lines to
16

various parts of the Metropolitan Edison and NRC

17
organization in various groups, and we have an opera-

10 tions manager and an engineering operations manager

19 working that arrangement, and conversations take place

20 continually, and the best records are probably in the

3} operations 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
23

in a file.
24

Q Do you know who the operations assistant was?

25

8P1 7i8
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3 A It was not a single person. We were on a 24-hour

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

el ek.
5

MR. EDGAR: Mr. Womack would not be aware

of this, but we have produced the logs, and you
,

t

have a substantial amount of documentation on
8 -

incoming and outgoing transmittals. There is a

9
sequence log which you have.

10 MR. ROCKWELL: Does that .nclude the

11 dictated memoranda?

12 MR. EDGAR: I have no idea.

A I dictated most of mine. It was the only way we
13

could keep up; whether it includes recorded telephone

conversations which might have been recorded just to
l a,

review to make sure we understood everything, and then
16

pitched away -- that would be a hit or miss proposition.

17
Q Would your recorded memoranda have been

18 funnelec through this central communications system?

19 A Yes, once it was set up, that's right.

20 Q Do I understand correctly that the Technical

ol Review Committee which has been set up to review the

s

TMI 2 accident has been set up at the request of

|khb l b""" ^^#*

23

A Yes.
24

Q And other members of management?
25

B ENJ AMIN R EPO RTIN G SERVICE



1

n
~ Womack 95

3 A Mr. MacMillan.

4 Q Specifically, Mr. MacMillan?

5 A Yes.

6 Q Was there a memorandum or a written direc-

tive defining its structure and its purpose and its-

goals?
8

A It was started, yes.
9

Q Is it fair to say that the Technical Review

10
Committee, as far as you know, Mr. Womack, was not set

11 up at the request of counsel?

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

13 counsel.

14 MR. EDGAR: Off the record.

(Discussion held off the record.)
15

MR. ROCKWELL: Would the reporter please

mark these documents as Womack Deposition
17

Exhibits 25 through 33.

18
(Memorandum dated November 13, 1978 from

10' Mr. Shah to Mr. Swanson was marked Womack

*0 '

Deposition Exhibit 25 for identification, this-

21 date;
-

22 (Memorandum dated November 29, 1978 from

Mr. Cartin to Mr. Karrasch was
23

88i 320marke Womack Deposition Exhibit 26 for

identification, this date:
25'
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3 (Memorandum dated November 30, 1978 from

4 Mr. Wanderling to Mr. Faist was marked Womack

5 Deposition Exhibit 27 for identification, this

6 date;

(Memorandum dated December 11, 1978 from
7

Jones to Cartin was marked Womack Deposition

Exhibit 28 for identification, this date;
9

(Memorandum dated December 19, 1978 from

10
Cartin to Jones was marked Womack Deposition

11 Exhibit 29 for identification, this date;

12 (Memorandum dated December 22, 1978 from

13 swanson to Dunn was marked Womack Deposition

14 Exhibit 30 for identification, this date;

15 (February 19, 1979 document, Release Notice

released by Shah, was marked Womack Deposition

Exhibit 31 for identification, this date;
17

(Memorandum dated May 17, 1979 from
18

Cartin to Luken was marked Womack Deposition

19
Exhibit 32 for identification, this date; and

"O- (Letter dated May 18, 1979 from Mr. Roe

21 to Mr. Reid was marked Womack Deposition
s

22 Exhibit 33 for identification, this date.)

23 Q Mr. Womack, showing you what has been marked

. as Deposition Exhibits 25 through 33, could you review3

them first and tell me whether you received them at or

1881 32125
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3 about the dates indicated on the documents.

- 4 Off the record.

(Discussion held off the record.)5

A L t me state all of them show me as information
6

copy addressees except Exhibit No. 30, and I do happen
,

i

to have seen No. 30; the others I may not be intimately
8

familiar with them, but they do show me as addressees.

9
Q To the best of your knowledge, did you

10 receive them at or about the time indicated on the

11 documents?

12 A I would expect so, yes.

13 Q oid you become personally involved in an
_

analysis of the Davis Besse November 1977 transientg

other than your participation in the preparation meeting
l a,

which prepared for the NRC meeting?
16

A Yes, I was involved in the work which led up to
17

the Exhibit I think you have labelled No. 30, which

18 was Steam Generator Level Effects on Plant Operation

19 prepared by Mr. swanson and Mr. aunn. I tried to stay

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

21 Q At that time, were you in the international
,

N

.o. 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.
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3 Q That is correct, they start right after

4 you became manager.

5 A Yes-

6
g At any time in y ur inv lvement in the

analysis of the November 1977 Davis Besse transient,-

i

did you become aware of the September 1977 transient
8

at Davis Besse?
9

A I was aware of the September 1977 transient before

10
coming to Plant Design. I had some awareness of that

11 transient back in IPM when I was a budget manager in

12 the international program, so I world answer the ques-

13 tion that way.

14 Q 'Did you ever become aware of the concern

that arose out of that September 1977 transient atg

Davis Besse about the potential for incorrect operator

response?
17

A I believe I already answered that question in

18
the negative.

iOb b,d
19

Q That is all I have now.

20 Mr. Womack, at this time we will recess

21 your deposition so that you will ha subject to further

22 recall if further testimony is required. We do not

have any plan to recall you, and we do not know that we
23

will recall you, but we are recessing it with that

understanding.
-=O
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3 A We can recess with that understanding, but I

4
would like to ask you a question off the record.

,

- MR. ROCKWELL: Off the record.
3

(Discussion held off the record.)
6

(Whereupon, at 1: 25 p.m., the within
7

deposition was adjourned.)
8

9
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _

EDGAR ALLEN WOMACK, JZ

11 Subscribed and sworn to

12 before me this---------

[3 day of-----------------

1979

15
_______________________

16 Notary Public

17

18

19

20 ooo

'

21
' i881 524

,,
__

23

24

_n -O
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| 2 STATE OF NEW YORK ) 102
: ss.:

COUNTY OF NEW YORK )
3

4 We, STANLEY RUDBARG, Certified Shorthand

Reporter and Notary Public, and ROBERT ZERKIN,

Notary Public, of the State of New York, do6

I 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.

The said witness was duly sworn before
11 .

the commencement of his testimony. The said

12
testimony was taken stenographically by ourselves

13 and then trans cribed. -

14 The within transcript is a true record

15 of the said deposition.

16 We are not related by blood or marriage

to any of the said parties nor interested directlyg-

or indirectly in the matter in controversy, nor
g

are we in the employ of any of the counsel.
19

IN WITNESS WHEREOT we have hereunto set

20
our hands this _30th, day of June 1979.

'

21 ,

i
.

.bb} 'i ^d J
_____!_f___'___a__:____22

l J STASLEY RUD 3 ARG-r- C S R .

.' - ..-'' 3 ) '_
'

~

ROBERT ZERKIN
.
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2 3

3 J A M E S F RA N K L I N W A L T E R S,

4 having been duly sworn by Winthrop A. Rockwell,

3
Esq. was called as a witness and testified as

follows.

DIRECT EXAMINATION
7

BY MR. ROCKWELL:
8

Q What is your current employer?

9
A Babcock & Wilcox.

10
Q What is your business address?

11 A Old Forest Road.

12 Q What is your present position with Babcock

' WilC *?
13

A I am supervisory engineer in the Plant Performance

Services, Operating Reactor Group.
la,

Q Is that in the Customer Service Department

16
of B&W7

17
A Yes.

18
Q Formerly known as Nuclear Service?

19 A That is correct.

20 Q Have you prepared and brought with you

31 today a resume which we have marked as Walters

Deposition Exhibit 104?
n.n.

A Yes, I h a v e ".

(Resume of James Franklin Walters was
24

marked Walters Deposition Exhibit 104 for

25 1881 331
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2 Walters 4

3 identification, this date.)

4 Q Did you prepare that?

A Yes, sir.
,

O

Q Is it accurate and complete?
6

A To the best of my knowledge.
7

Q Mr. Walters, showing you what has

8
previously been marked as Womack Deposition Exhibit 24,

9 can you tell me whether you recognize that document?

10 A Yes, I recognize it.

11 Q When did you first see it?

A I am uncertain as to when I first saw it.13

Q Give e y ur best estimate.
3

A Well, depending on the documents you have got
14

laying there, it has to be before the 10th.
15

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

16
A Yes.

Q How did it come to your attention?

18 A It arrived in my in-basket evidantly from

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

20 bossman.

Q And was he your bossman at the time thisgy

memo came out in roughly November 1977?

A Yes.
23

Q Did he, when he sent that memo to you, make

24
any suggestions as to what you should do?

i88i 33225
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3 A I am not sure. I believe he put on there, "Take

action on this" or something of that order; "What do
4

you think about it," something like that. I'm not,

a

sure about that.
6

Q Did the copy of that memo which came to
7

you from Hallman end up in your files?

8
A Yes.

9
Q Is it still there?

10 A Yes.

11 Q could we have a copy of it?

A Sure.13

Q And your recollection is that the hand-g

written note on the memorandum had something to do
14

with requesting you to take action?
15

A or requesting me to look into it further, some-

16
thing like that.

Q Is it your recollection that Mr. Hallman's

18 note was written right on the copy of the memo?

19 A Yes, sir.

20 Q Showing you what has been marked as Dunn

Deposition Exhibit 35, do you recognize that document?g

A Yes, sir-
22

Q Is that a memorandum from you to Mr. Keliy?
23

A It certainly is.

24
Q Did you draft that m e mo r a r.d um following

2' '

i88i L'33
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2
'

Walters 6

3 your receipt of Kelly's memorandum through Hallman?

4 A Yes, I did.

5 Q Did you consult with anyone in drafting

that memorandum, Exhibit 35?

A Yes, I did.
7

Q Who did you consult with?

6
A I consulted with certain people in Customer

9 Service about their opinions on this particular subject.

10 Q Who?

11 A As I state in the first line, I said, "In talking

12 with training personnel". I reckon we should make

clear at this time that I should have said "ex-training
13

personnel that are presently employed within the rest

of Customer Service."
15

Q Can you give me names?
16

A Yes, Cal Goslow, Herb Smith and Bill Street.

17
Q Did you talk to anyone else in your

18 department?

19 A I do not remember at this time. I may have.

20 .MR. GALLEN: Could you clarify one thing.

21
You said they were ex-training personnel.

Ex-training personnel at the time you talked tono

them or ex-training personnel now?

THE WITNESS: They were ex-training
24

personnel at the time I talked with them.

i881 33425
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3 g Let us take them one at a time. Mr. Goslow,

4 what was his position at that time that you talked to

. him?
3

A He is an engineer in the Startup Reactor Group.

Q Was he one of the ex-training people?
7

A Yes.

8
Q Whera and when had he been involved in

9 training before that?

10 A He was involved in B&W simulator training of the

11 plant operators.

13 Q When?

A I d n't know exactly when. He came sometime in
13

'72, I reckon. I don't know. Something in that area.

I don't know when he asked to come in Service. I

15
reckon about early '77.

16
Q To the best of your knowledge he had been

17
in the Training Department from '72 to '777

18 ~BBR Group before heA No, he was actually in the

19 came to Service, I think about a year or so. Maybe it

20 was '76 when he actually got out of Training.

gy Q What is the BBR Group?

.
A That is a group that is assigned to work on the

Mannneiu project in Germany.
23

Q The Brown Boveri Reactor:
i88 335
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A That is correct.
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3 Q I am still not clear as to what Mr. Goslow's

4 involvement in Training was.

5
okay. At one time when he was in Training, IA

believe he was chief or senior instructor down there.

Q Down where?
,

i

A In B&W's training for the operators.

8
Q So he was in the Training Department?

9
A Yes.

10 g And you indicated dates of '72 to either

11 late '76 or early '77?

12 A That is correct.

13 Q Was that the time period when you believe

he 'w a s in the Training?

A Yes.
15

Q Full-time?
16

A Yes.

17
Q And then he either came directly to Nuclear

18 Service or came by way of some other department briefly?

19 A That is correct.

20 Q Do you know what Mr. Goslow's specializa-

21 tion was with respect to training? Did he focus on

any particular area?nn
-

A I do not know that. I am not familiar with what
23

his speciali=ation is.
24

Q But he is an engineer, is that what you

25

1 6 8' i 5 ;7 6
-
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3 said?

4 A He has the title with B&W as engineer. I do not

know if he is a formal college graduate, if that is
5

what your question asks.

Ric2 Q Why did you consult Mr. Goslow?.
t

A Because of his past training and experience

with the operators here at B&W.
9

Q When you consulted with him, did you show

10
him the Kelly memorandum?

11 A Yes.

12 Q And then did you show him the draft of

13 your response, or were you formulating your response

at that point?14

A I was formulating my response at that time.
15

Q What was his reaction when you showed him

the Kelly memorandum?
17

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

18
you know, the general context of what the statements

'̂ 9 were and what they would lead to in our opinion, but

20 the specifics I don't remember.

21 Q Did he end up making any suggestions to

22 you?

'^ I d^* #****"*"*
23

Q You just draw a blank as to the substance
24

(h of your conversation with him, is that what you are
25
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3 A That is true today, yes.

4 Q Have you ever made any notes as to what

. the substance of your conversation with him was?
D

Have you ever written anything down that you remember?

A Nothing more than this memo to Kelly.
7

Q After you wrote your memo to Kelly, did

8
you send Goslow a copy?

9
A No, I did not.

10 Q To the best of your recollection, did you

11 talk to Goslow once or more than once?

13 A More than ence.

E That was your idea to talk to him because
13

_

of his background in Training?

A Right.
15

Q Mr. Herb Smith was another person that

16
you indicated you talked to?

17
A Yes, sir.

18 Q What was Mr. Smith's position at the time

19 you talked to him?

20 A I don't know his exact position. He is employed

in the Mechanical Equipment Section of Customer Service.
gy

What his title is, I don't know.

Q Is he still there?
23

A Yes.

24
Q And how about Mr. Goslow; is he still

in his position? jhh) 30
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3 A Yes.

Q Was Mr. Smith one of the persons who
4

was an ex-trainer?
,

a

A Yes.
6

Q What was his background in training?
7'

A His background, as far as I knov, is he is

8 ex-Navy, and he had also been a senior instructor

9 in the B&W Training Group.

10 Q And during what years, to the best of

11 your knowledge, had he been senior instructor in the

B&W Training Group?
73

A I am not sure exactly when he arrived as

senior instructor. He was in the Training Group from
14

'71 to '76, too, I reckon; in that area.

15
Q Did you show him Kelly's memorandum when

16
you spoke with him?

17 A Yes, I did.

18 Q And do you recall what his response or

19 reaction was?

A I believe his response was that there was too
20 ,

many "and's" in the instructions from Kelly.

Q Yes. What does that mean?
no
~~

A Well, the scenario here was that we were tc/ing
23

to understand what was being said, and how could we

24 break it down in simple and straightforward instructions

25 to the operators? } }(}
-
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3 We thought that there was too much for him to

remember in the particular instructions that Mr. Kellyy

,
had written about it. We were trying to find a simpler

a

way of passing it on to the operators.
6

Q Did Mr. Smith question the underlying
7

assumption or concern of the Kelly memorandum, or

8 did he accept it as being valid?

9 I think he accepted it as being valid...

10 Q Did it appear to you to be valid?

1] A The concern, yes,

Q How about Mr. Goslow; did he appear toyg

accept the concern as valid, to your recollection?

A I think so, to the best of my recollection.
14

Q Were the substance of your conversations
15

with Goslow and Smith addressed to the instruction that

16 Mr. Kelly had formulated and its appropriateness?

17 A Would you repeat that.

18 Q Yes. Was the substance of your conver-

19 sation with Goslow and Smith addressed more to the

instructi n, to what should be told to the operators?
20

A Yes.

Q And you consulted Goslow and Smith
'

22
because of their contacts with operators in the past?

23
A Because of their past training and experience,

,

24
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2 Walters 13

3 Q You thought they would be able to help

4
you formulate that instruction in terms which might

be clearer?.

o

A Yes. Mr. Kelly was asking for comments on
6

this subject, and we were trying to draw together
7

someth$.ng that we thought would be very easily

8
remembered by the operators, something that we

Q' could give to them, in effect.

10 Q How about Street? What was his position

11 at the time you talked to him?

12 A I'm not sure what his position was, but I knew

he was in the New Equipment Section of Customer

Service.
14

Q Was he a former instructor?
15

A Yes.

16
Q In the B&W Training Section?

A That is correct.

18 Q And to the best of your knowledge, when had

19 he been an instructor in the Training Section, what

20 years?

A About the same time .s s the other two, the same

area. I don't know exactly when he came.

Q Do you have any understanding as to why
23

Goslow, Smith aid Street had moved from the Training

24
Section to the section where they were when you ta lk e d

n-

)
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2
'

Walters 14

3 to them?

A I did not know their reasons for moving, no.
4

. Q Did you show Street the Kelly memorandum
a

as well?
6

A My best recollection would be yes, but I am
7

not sure.

8
Q Do you remember what his reaction was to

9 what you told him and what you may have showed him

10 in the *orm of the Kelly memorandum?

11 A No.

12 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
14

wisdom on the subject?
15

A I think our total input from them was essentially

16
that there should be an investigation made as to

17 we should go ahead and passwhether or not this --

18 this along. I don't remember exactly what we

19 talked about.

20
What I did was think over what they had told

me and then draft my letter to Kelly, but trying tog

take back and remember specifies from what each one

of them told, I can't remember at this time.
23

Q When you say there was a sense that an
24

investigation should be made before you passed it

25
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2 Walters 14a

3 along, what do you mean by that?

4 A I meant that we should follow up and pass along

5 to them, to Kally or to Plant Integration, our

thoughts on what he was asking, as an instruction to
6

give the operator..

i

(Continued on Page 15.)
8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

1~

18

19

20

21

'

22

23

24
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2 Walters 15

sr/ew 3 Q Did you talk to Hallman at all before you

3.1 4 forwarded your memorandum, which is marked as Exhibit

35, to Kelly?
5

A I don't remember.
6

Q Do you remember whether you talked to
7

Hallman at all from the time you received Kelly's

8
memorandum through Hallman up until the time of, say,

9
January 1, 1978, about this subject?

10 A I don't remember, but I would say yes, I had to

11 talk to him sometime, but I don't remember the details

12 or the time.

13 Q Why do you think you would have had to

talk to him?

A Well --

15

Q Would you normally send out a memorandum
16

such as you sent to Kelly without Hallman's reviewing

17
it?

18 A Yes, I could have.

19 Q Is there some other standard procedures

20 within your group which. lead you to believe you would

have talked to Hallman?31

A No, not really. On this particular memo, that

Kelly memo, I'm not sure that I talked with Hallman at

all on it.
24

Q After you sent your comment to Kelly,

: AA25
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B ENJ AMIN REPORTING S ERVICE



1

2 Walters 16

3.2
3 I see that you sent a carbon copy to Finnin?

A Yes.
4

Q Is Finnin in your Nuclear Service Depart-
,

a

ment?
6

A At the time of the memo?
7

Q Yes.

8
A Yes.

9
Q Why did you send a copy to him? ::sd you

10 consulted with him?

11 A No, I had not.

gg Q Do you recall why you sent him a copy?

A Because he has the same position I cic, except

with some startup reactors, instead of operating reactor
14

group. I became aware that the subject, since he h e. d
15

not seen this memo yes, he must have seen this memo.--

16
Q When you say "this memo" voc are referring

17 to Exhibit No. 24?

18 A Right. I must have copied him on it because he

19 was copied on this one.

20 Q But you didn't copy any of the other people

on the distribution of the Kelly memorandum. ~ just

wonder why you sent it to Finnin. What did you have
22

in mind, if you can remember?
23

A Eecause he is essentially in the same position I

24
am within Service, except he has two startup plants.

o-
D a r ,e r
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2 Walters 17

3.' So for his information, my comments on this particular3

letter.
4

. MR. EDGAR: He was your counterpart for
3

startup?
6

THE WITNESS: Yes, for startup plants.
7

Q Why would he need to see your memorandum

8
aty more than any of the other people that received

9 the Kelly memorandum?

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

11 Q It was just that he was in your mind

13 particularly?

A Yes, he sits right beside me.

Q- Did you ever talk with Mr. Finnin about

either the Kelly memorandum or about your response to it?
15

A I don't recall.

16
Q I mean did you ever talk to him about it?

17
A I don'c recall. I may have.

18 Q Did Kelly get back to you after he received

19 your memorandum?

20 A I d n't remember whether he did or not on this

particular item. It is a little confusing in my owngy

mind, coing back this far, versus the next round of
-

22

memos that came out.
23

Q We will get to those in a minute. By "the

24
next round of memos", I take it you mean the first and

25

i88i 546
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o Walters 18-

3.4 3 second Dunn memos:

4 A That is correct.

Q Up to the point of the first Dunn memo--

a

randum, which was on February 9th of 1978, do you

recall any other discussion or any other questions
,

i

raised about the Kelly memorandum or your response to
8

it or the issue in general?

9
A No, I do not.

10 Q I am showing you now what is marked as

11 Womack Deposition Exhibit 23, identified as the first

12 Dunn memorandum, dated Fibruary 9, 1978,

A Yes.
13

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

or about the date it was put out?
1.,;

A Yes, I did.

16
Q And once again you are not shown on the

17
distribution, are you?

18
A That is correct.

19 Q How did you receive it?

20 A I think Bill Street brought it over to me, and.

21 we conversed, and the area of the procedures was

probably 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
24

on the carbon copy.

25 i881 347
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2 Walters 19

3.5 3 Q Pittman is in your department as well?

4 A He is in the Customer Service Department.

Q Did Hallman get a copy of the Dunn memo--

a

randum?

A To the best of my knowledge, he did not.
7

Q Once it came to your attention, did you in

8
turn bring it to Hallman's attention?

9
A Yes, I did.

10 Q Did there follow a series of discussions

11 with Bert Dunn about the prescription which he offered

12 on Page 2 of his memorandum?

A Yes. There were ensuing discussions about those.
13

Q Who was involved in these discus' ions?s
74

A I think mainly Cal Goslow and Bill Street were.

Q How about yourself?

16
A No, I never talked to Bert Dunn about that

1. 4
particular memo.

18
Q How about Hallman?

A I don't believe that at the present time, but19

20 later on, within two or three weeks of that, I did.

21 Q No, the question 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.)
24
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1

20o Walters-

3
Q Afte.- Street showed you the Dunn memo,

4 did you do anything in particular?

5 A Yes, I asked cal Goslow and Mr. Street, "What
'

6
shall we do about this?" because it did raise a couple

of questions in our minds, and Mr. Street and Mr. Goslow-

i

went down and talked to Mr. Du:In about his particular

suggest.ons on Page 2.

9

Q Did they tell you what the result of

10
their discussion with Dunn was?

11'
A The best I remember, they came back and said

12 they agreed upon changing his present suggestions in'

13 his February 9th memo, and there was still some

14 uncertainty as to how we should actually phrase it,

if we send it out to the operating plants.yg

Q Did they tehn work with you in terms of

an effort to rephrase it?
17

A Not as I remember.
18

Q To your undec: standing, did Goslow and

19 Street continue to work, either among themselves or

20 back with Dunn, to work out the final wording?-

21 A I think the best I remember is that that

'

32 brought it to a halt until Mr. Dunn produced a second
.

***
23

*

Q And would that be the Februar:r 16th

memorandum from Dunn to Taylor, which we have marked
25

i88i 349
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2 Walters 21

3 as Exhibit 36?

4 A Yes, it is.

5 g Did that document come to your attention on

r about the date that it was distributed?
6

A I am not sure when it came to my attention, but
.

t

it was in that area, yes.
8

Q Within a few days or a few weeks?

9
A I can't recall, but I'm sure it must have, yes.

10
Q What was the next thing you understood to

11 have happened?

12 A Well, I think Mr. Goslow and I talked about the

I had reservations about a13 situation. We still --

couple of things tha tthi s would get us into.y

Q I want to make sure I understand where
la.

you are. You are now talking about it in the light
16

of Dunn's second memorandum?
17

A That is correct.

18
Q Okay. You still have a couple of

19 reservations?

20 A Yes. I reckon I still had reservations that

21 they didn't like the two recommendations as worded, as

Dunn had worded it in the second memo. We discussed'

n

this, and I told them--I tM.nk I instructed Mr. Goslow

to see if we coulf.n't get agreement between Services
24

and Integration and ECCS Analysis on my concerns and
25 188i 350
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o
- Walters 22

3 see if we could come to an agreement on some solution.

4 Q Did Goslow proceed to do that?

A To the best of my knowledge he did.-

a

Q What did he do?

A That I'm not sure. All I can say is that he did
7

have conversations with someone in Integration and

8
with Bert Dunn. I am not sure at what time or the

9
details of conversations he went into. This is like

10 occurring over the next, I don't know, two, three,

11 four months.

12 Q You say there were more discussions with

Bert Dunn in tw t f ur months fellowing Dunn's
13 _

second memorandum?

A To the best of my knowledge.

Q Were you ever a participant in these
16

discussions?

17
A No, I wasn't.

18 Q once the first Dunn memorandum c'me into

19 the Nuclear Services Department, who in the department

20 was in charge of coordinating the response to it?

A I reckon the answer is really, no one was.
21

Q Who was taking the lead?
,

A I reckon once Mr. Pittman gave the letter to
23

Bill Street, he came over and talked with me, and I
24

accepted responsibility for acting on it.
@ i881 35123

BENJAMIN R EPO RTIN G S ERVICE



.

I

2
Walters 23

3
Q Pittman talked to Street? Would you say

4 that again?

5 A Bill Street at that time worked for Roger Pittman.

6 Therefore, he gave the memo to Bill Street. Bill

Street looked it over and talked to Pittman and said,,
i

"This is more in the area of Plant Performance Section."
8

He therefore brought the memo over to me. We discussed
9

and I tnld him I would take action on it or respond

10
to it.

11
Q Then after that point, you went to Goslow

12 and instructed Geslow to follow up with Lunn to

13 resolve the concerns you had still remaining, even

@
14 after Dunn's second memorandum, about the recommenda-

tio n to the operators $ is that accurate?
75

A Yes. I instructed Mr. Goslow to talk with
16

Bert Dunn and Integration, I think, to discust these
17

concerns, yes.

18
Q Did Goslow report back to you from time

19
to time?

20 a ye,,

21 Q What did .:e tell you was happening?

'

22 A I remember very little of what he told me, to

tell yu the truth.
23

Q Do you remember anything of what he told you?

A Mainly it was that he came back to me and said,
25
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2 Walters 24

3 "I have talked with certain people, Integration

4
people, or with Bert, and we finally came to the

,
conclusion that Integration is the best area to recon-

a

cile the concerns I had had and the concerns that
6

Bert Dunn had."
7

As I remember it, he said he then took over

8 with people in the Integration, Plant Integration, to

9 try to resolve this problem. Goslow sala that.

10 Q At what point did he start having dis-

11 cussions with people at Plant Integration? After

13
February?

A The specifics I don't remember.

Q Referring to Deposition Exhibit 37, I
14

think that Hallman came back onto the scene with
15

respect to their discusrion at some point, is that

16
correct?

17 3 y,3,

18 (Continued on Page 25.)

19

20

21

22

23

24
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Walters 25

#10 3 Q How did Hallman get brought in?

rc/ew 4 A Well, I had discussed before August 3rd, when

this memo was written, I discussed with Mr. Hallman,.

3

I don't know how many times, but a few times,

concerning the Bert Dunn memos and the reactions we
7

were getting from Plant Integration.
8

Q What did you tell him?

9
A I told him that I thought we were getting little

10 response and that we needed to take more action on

11 them.

12 Q Then what happened when you told him you

were getting little response? What was his reaction?
13

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

16
was, "Let's try writing a letter to Karrasch, manager

17
of Plant Integration."

18
Q Was that your suggestion?

19 A yes.

20 Q Actually it was a memo to Karrasch?

A Yes.31

Q Who had you been dealing with up to the

time the memorandum went from Hallman to Karrasch on
23

August 3rd? Uho had you or Goslow been dealing with
24

in Integration?
|
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' Walters 26

A I am not sure. You have to ask Goslow that.10.2 3

I believe it was a guy named Lou Cartin, I believe,
4

,
in Integration. Somebody had been in contact.

3

Q I take it Goslow had had a number of
6

conversations with Cartin?
7

A As far as I know, yes.

8
Q What was Cartin's position?

9 A That I don't know.

10 Q Mr. Hallman's memorandum to Karrasch was

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

Integration?yg

A Manager, Plant Integration.

Q Is it fair to say that the memorandum was
14

sent to shake some action out of Plant Integration?
15

A The memo was written to express two concerns

16 that we had over the suggestions or instructions from

I the Bert Dunn memos and ask Integration to let's try

18 to reconcile these so we could establish either a

19 change in our policy or a change in the procedures to

our perating plants if they were indeed needed.
20

Q I take it the original reason for sendingg

the memorandum, although the memorandum addressed
22

certain technical issues, was to prompt some action?
23

A Yes.

24
Q The technical issues addressed in the

25 1881 355
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2 Walters 27

10.3 3 memorandum had already been raised in discussion

4
betveen Mr. Goslow and Mr. Cartin, to the best of

Y "# " "l*d *?9
5

A That is true.
6

Q Then what happened after this August 3rd
7

memorandum went out?
8

A Very little. Nothing is written down. Mr.

9 Hallman told me that he had contacted Bruce Karrasch

a couple of times on the memo. I, in turn, talked to10

11 Joe Kelly once or twice about the memo and later it

12
turned out that Joe Kelly had no previous knowledge

f this particular memo, but I didn't know it at that
13

time.
14

Q Of the August 3rd memo, you mean?
15

A That's correct.

16
Q What did Mr. Hallman say his conversations

17
with Mr. Karrasch covered?

10 A He never said anything of any particular nature.

19 He said I contacted him, and that was about it.

20 Q Contacted him in what regard?

A We were going to supply a resolution or answer
31

the particular memo.n,

Q Did you ever go to Plant Integration and
23

talk to someone and say, " Hey, are we going to get a
'4 . , ,

. r.-

h*

25
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Walters 28o
-

10.4 3 A Like I said a moment ago, the only person I was

4 going to was Joe Kelly, and at that time he was not

aware f the memo I was talking about.
5

Q When did you speak to him?

A Sometime during the summer. I said, " Hey, Joe,

7

when are you going to respond to that memo," and he
8

didn't know what I was talking about.

9
Q Had Joe Kelly told you that he was

10 continuing to be involved in the issues raised by the

11 Dunn memorandum?

12 A No, he had not.

13 Q Y u just addressed this comment to Kelly

because you knew he had been involved in the previous

fall?
15

A I assumed that he wrote the November 1,,1977

16
memo, that he was still involved, which was erroneous.

17
Q He was never inve1ved after that, is that

18 what you learned since?

19 A That is what I thought it was, but I didn't say

20 he was never involved; I do not know.
,

31 Q Do you know if anything else happened

other than what you have told me, between the time ofn,

the August 3, 1978 memo and March 28, 1979, and when

I refer to "anything else happening," I am speaking
24

in terms of advancing the resolution of the issuae

25 188i 357
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10.5 3 outlined in the August 3rd memo?

4 A I am not aware of anything else that followed up

n this or preceded the August 3 memo.
5

Q To the best of your knowledge, when this

issue came up again following the TMI 2 accident, as
,

t

of that moment had Plant Integration done anyting

8
toward resolving the issues?

9
A I can only speak to what I am aware of, and as

10 far as I know, no. I can't speak for tire whole

11 company.

#6 12 Q Did you talk to anyone in Plant Integration

13
n the day or two or three after the Three Mile Island

accident about this subject?y

A To the best of my knowledge, no.

Q Have you ever talked since the accident
16

with anyone from Plant Integration?
17

A Yes, I have.

18
Q Tell me who you have talked to?

19 A Joe Kelly. Joe Kelly is the only one.

20 Q What was the occasion for your conversation

21 with Joe Kelly?

A General discussion of the TMI 2 accident.
33

Q Who brought up the question of the Dunn

memorandum, you or Mr. Kelly?
24

A I think I did.

1881 35825
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o Walters 30"

6.6 3 Q What did you say, or what did you ask him?

4 A I don't remember what I asked him in particular.

It had to do with pressurizer level and the ensuing
5

scenario from TMI 2; the specifics I do not know.

Q Were you relating the Duna memorandum to

the TMI accident? Was that the substance of your

8
discussion?

9
A No, really I wasn't.

10 My two concerns are really not LoCA oncerns as

11 Bruce Dunn's memo's addressed. My two concerns were

12 straight hot and normal operation with some minor

transient that did not result in a LOCA such as an
13

overcooling transient getting us into a more serious

problem because of the Bert Dunn recommendation, so my
la,

memo, the August 3rd memo, really does not intend to
16

address a LOCA as such. It really is trying to ask

17
the question, could we cause a small break or LOCA

18 through the Bert Dunn recommendation during normal

19 operation cause a trip of the plant and overcooling

20 transient ensuing and therefore get ourselves into a

21 bigger problem than would be necessary.

Q Has your concern been resolved as of today?nn

A I think I have been on the periphery of the

subject of the TMI 2 analysis only but I think the
24

concerns have essentially been resolved now, yes.

25
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Walters 31"

6.7 3 Q Are they resolved insofar as there is a

4 prescription in Bulletin 79-05? Are you satisfied

with that prescription? Are you familiar with that?
5

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

Q Let me refer you to a supplementary
,

i

operating instruction which was sent from Babcock &
8

Wilcos to the operating uti litie s approximately a week

9
after the accident. (Handing.)

10 Were you involved at all in reviewing and

11 approving the operating instructions set out in that

12 document which is Olds Deposition Exhibit 102?

A I was not involved in the review of this.13

Q Those recommendations reflect substan-

tially the recommendations that Bert Dunn had arrived
l a,

at back in February 1978, is that correct?
16

- A I think that is correct.

17
Q Dc you know whether those recommendations,

18 as they are set forth in olds Deposition Exhibit 102,

19 are acceptable to you or resolve the concerns that

20 you had during 19787

21 A No, they do not resolve my specific concern.

MR. EDGAR: Have ycu read that completely?no

Take your time.

A Well, the one particular item in it, the leaving
24

of HPI pumps on for 20 minutes, is the question I was
25
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1

2 Walters 32

6.8 3 asking essentially in my August 3rd memo, and that has

4 not been resolved.

3 Q so if I u n d e r s t e... d 3rrectly, your concern

remains, although the instruction has gone out to the

operating plants?
,

t

A Yes.

8
MR. EDGAR: On the basis of that instruc-

9
tion and that instruction alone?

10 THE WITNESS: Yes.

11 Q Now, referring you to Olds Deposition

12 Exhibit 103 which is a revision in the operating

- 3 instruction would you take a moment to review that

Exhibit if you are not familiar wit. it. (Handing.)

A All right.

Q Do the changes reflected in Olds Deposition
16

Exhibit 103 address your concern?

17
A I think they do address my concerns, yes.

18
Q Do they resolve it?

19 A Yes.

20 Q were you involved in the revision in the

21 procedure from the form it took in the April 4th
.

distribution to the form it took in the April 17th

distribution, referring respectively to Olds Deposition

Exhibits 102 and 1f37
24

A To the best of my knowledge, I wasn't.

23
1882 001
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1

2 Walters 33

6.9 3 Q You were not?

4 A I was not.

V

5 Q Did you ever talk to Bert Dunn after the

August 3, 1978 memorandum from Hallman to Karrasch
6

about the subject of his memorandum and before March
,

t

28, 19997
8

A If I remember correctly, I have never talked to
9

Bert Dunn about his memorendum or the August 3rd

10 memorandum.

11 Q Would that be true up to and including

12 today?

13 A Ch, about the specific' memos, that is true, I

have not talkad.
74

Q Have you talked with Bert Dunn about the

general subject matter addressed by the memos?
16

A I have talked widi Bert about the general subject
17

matter of TMI 2 when we were rewriting procedures or

18
right after the event: up there. Now, whether or not

19 these particular memos or the subject came up, I

20 don't know. -

21 (Continued on following page.)

22

23

24

i882 00223
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1

o
~ Walters 34

3 Q To the best of your knowledge, had the

4 subject of the concerns raised by the Kelly memoranda

5 and the two Dunn memoranda,and the information re-

flected, ever been transmitted to any of the operating
6

utilities before March 28, 19797
,

i

A To the best of my knowledge, it wasn't.
8

Q It was not?
9

A It was not.

10
Q You referred to Exhibit 37 as "my memo-

11 randum." Did you write it?

12 A Yes, I did.

13 Q And it went out over Mr. Hallman's

14
signature?

A Yes.gg

Q Aften that memorandum went out, did you

talk to anybody again between August 3, 1978 and

17
March 28, 1979 about the subject that you had been

18
addressing through the Kelly memorandum, the Dunn

19 memoranda and the August 3rd memoranda?

20 A The only person I remember talking to after

21 this was asking Hallman had hc gotten a reply from

:
33 Karrasch.

9 ^" *** "*11 "" ** # ** * "d"'"
23

A He had contacted him verbally, and no, he

had not gotten a written reply from him.
25 1882 003
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1 Walters 35

2 Q You made that one comment to Mr. Kelly

3 which apparently Mr. Kelly did not understand because

4 he had never seen the memorandum, is that right?

^ Th^t 18 ""* **
5

Q to you remember any other actions that

you took in that time period from August 3, 1978 to

March 28, 19797

8
A No, I did not take any.

9
Q Do you know whether Mr. Hallman took any

10 actions during that time period other than his conver-

11 sations with Karrasun to which you have already

12 referred?

A I am n t aware of any. He may have.
13

Q Do you have any other knowledge of any

other facts which would shed any light on the

handling of the Dunn memoranda other than what we
16

have already covered, and I am talking about your

17
own knowledge, obviously? ,

18 A Would you repeat the question.

19 (Last pending question read.)

20 A I do not have any other information concerning

what Mr. Dunn might have done. My own knowledge is
21

as I have already stated.

Q Has anybody told you anything which we

have not covered which would shed any light on the
24

l882 004handling of the Dunn memoranda?
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2
'

Walters 36

3 A No.

4 Q In other words, the picture we have drawn

- in the deposition up to now is a complete picture?
o

A As far as I know.
6

Q As far as you know, that is right?
7 s

A Yes.

8
Q Mr. Walters, since the accident at Three

9 Mile Island, have you esde any statements concerning

10 your knowledge of any of the events surrounding the

11 Three Mile Island accident and including the whole

12 sequence of events involving the Kelly memorandum

and Dunn men randa and n through, and by "a statement,"
13

I am referring to anything you have written down

which is a recounting of your own know edge or an .

15
interview which you may have given which may have been

16
recorded or transcribed?

17
A No, I haven't.

18 Q Mr. Walters, we are going to recess your

19 deposition at this time, leaving you subject to

20 further recall for testimony, should the need arise.
,

We will let your lawyer know if the need arises.gy

MR. EDGAR: Off the record.

(Discussion held off the record.)
23

Q If there is a question in your mind as

24
to what I am referring to, for instance, have you

1882 00525
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o
Walters 37'

3 been interviewed by the NRC7

4 A No.

5 Q oo you wish to add to your answer in any way?

MR. EDGAR: Do you understand the question?
g

THE WITNESS: Yes, I understand the
,

t

question.
8

A I have not had any deposition taken, nor have

9
I talked to anyone on the subject of TMI outside of

10 B&W, nor have I talked to anyone about all these

11 memos we have talked about here.

12 Q Have you written down anything regarding

13 the history of the handling of these memos, or given

any of your superiors a recounting of how the memos
74

were handled, or what anybody's actions were in regard
la,

to the handling of the Dunn memoranda?
16

A I have written nothing down, nor gave to anybody
17

anything e.1 the s c e n ario of these memos.

18
Q How about the TMI 2 accident generally?

19 A Have I written anything down? I have produced

20 a sequence of events for the TMI 2 accident scenario,

21 is all.

ng Q How detailed is that sequence of events?'

A It is a compilation of what c ar.e off the plant

computer during the incident, tydmg to explain,

because of a lot of excess information in there,

25 1882 006
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1

_o Walters
38

3 exactly what happened, at least as far as what the

4 alarm signals that came on the plant computer was.

MR. ROCKWELL: Was this the sequence.

O

that was produced to us, Mr. Edgar?
6

MR. EDGAR: No.
7

off the record.

8
(Discussion held off the record.)

9
Q Mr. Walters, in constructing the sequence

10 of events which you constructed, did you find anything

11 which you thought was significantly new or different

13
from what you may have been exposed to in other

sequences of events?

A No -- no, I have not.
14

Q Have you had a chance to review other
15

sequences of events in putting yours together?

16
A I have seen them all, I think.

17
Q With that, we will recess your deposition

18 with the qualifications already stated.

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

,20

~~3^5**~EE*"EIIE~0*IE*E'~~~~~
21

' Subscribed and sworn to
no
~~

this____ daybefore me

'3-
of________________2979.

1882 007a
______________________

Notary Public
_o -O
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3 STATE OF NEW YORK )

) ss.:
4 COUNTY OF NEW YORK )

5
We, STANLEY RUDBARG, Certified Shorthand

6
Reporter and Notary Public of the State of

7 New York, and ROBERT ZERKIN, Notary Public of

8 the State of New York, do hereby certify that
.

9 the foregoing deposition of BABCOCK & WILCOX by

JAMES FRANKLIN WALTERS was taken before us on
10

the 6th day of July 1979.g
The said witness was duly sworn before

12
the commencement of his testimony. The said

13 .

testimony was taken stenographically by ourselves

14
and then transcribed.

The within transcript is a true record of

16 the said deposition.

l' We are not related by blood or marriage

lg to any of the parties hereto nor interested

directly or indirectly in the matter in contro-
19

versy, nor are we in the emplov of any of the

counsel.
21

s IN WITNESS WHEREOF, we have hereunto set

k,dayofJuly 1979.our hands this

23 cp , Ws

ifKEEii R BAR5- CER-----
24

bk ''090
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,

1
D I R E C T E X A fil !1 A T 1 0 f; C 0 fl T I fi U E D 3 I

t
t,

MR. ROCKWELL: Is f1r. Walters ready to go?
] ..

|
|

- MR. MULLIt!G: Yes he is. |
.

i

MR. ROCKWELL: Okay. At this time we are re- i

4 i
| conveneing the deposition of James Franklin Walters, which -

g i
.

5 ,.
t

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

'
c

on that date.'
,

i Mr. Walters, because we are taking this deposition
i over the telephone, it is particularly important that you wait^

9 ! until I finish askir. . my question until you begin to respond

and if you do not hear my question, will you please tell me
in

so that I can repeat it. Is that agreeable? !

11 j

THE WITilESS: Yes. i

i 12

| MR. ROCKWELL: For purposes of having the proper

ni appearances, am I correct in understanding that John f!ullin
i .

I' is on the other end at this point as counsel for B&W and that
|

.

!
o

I T> f1r. Walters is the only one in the room? |
! i

! 16 fir. MULLI!!S: Mr. Yselly is also present.
,

! :

! MR. ROCKWELL: Is ftr. Kelly staying for this
i;

deposition?
3,

i MR. MULLIris: Yes he is.
'

19 i

MR. ROCKWELL: The appearances hould reflect !

j zo
v that fact. .

! |
.;
-

Whereupon,

|
JAMES FRANKLIN WALTERS, f2

23 Having been iously sworn, resumed the stand and testified |
.

1882 0142'
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i
t

'
i 4

[, 2 as follows:

By Mr. Rockwell: *

3

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

under oath?
;3 i
!

| A. Yes, I do.
n

! Q. Mr. Walters, do you have before you, deposition
_: ,

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

' i

!'' A. Yes, I have a copy, yes.

9 I Q. Mr. Walters, there has been some confusion in the
,

date o# your memcrandum. I had thought that it was Novemberp,

I 18, others had thought that it was November 10. There is a
U

,

little dif ficulty in interpreting your handwriting. Can you
13

resolve the conflict.

A. I am sure that it is November 10. |
,

I14
Q. November 10? Okay. |

! F
'" Referring you to Exhibit 35, the first paragraph, ,

|

16 let me auote it. "In talking with training personnel and in ;

c the opinion of this writer, the operators at Toledo responded
f

in the correct manner consider _ing who they had been trainedg

and the reasons behind the training?"

!
How have you determined, Mr. Walters, how the

|
i20

operators ahd been trained?
|2i ,

A. As I have testified before, I had talked with
,

"
X-trained personnel about a particular subject that was

!

23 addressed to Mr. Kelly's letter. We discussed ~certain things,|
i882 015

'

.,,
-

s
!I
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6 __ . . _ _

5'
1

not all inclusive of whicri was ho, neir training of the
L; 2

| operators when here for training, our discussions ran.essen-
A. ,

tially along the line, as I remember it, of my concerns as
4 -

are addressed draf ted in that particular memo. What I, at

3

! | this point remember, as I came to the conclusica, since I '

I |
t n ; was not; I had done no direct analysis of the Toledo tran-,

1 ! '
.

sients that were in Jim Kelly's memo, that they had, indeed,7
j

{ responded to the situation that they were in, maybe not in
- i

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

stuck-r aen release valve or a small LOCA, had closed the |g,
|| release valve, and then had throttle back on their HPI.

11
,

,

Q. Okay. ,

12 Referring again to your phrase in the first para-
*

1 graph,"considering how they had been trained," what did you
" determine before you wrote that memoraridum, as to how they

13 had been trained? What specifically did you understand with |

n; re sp e c t to their training when you wrote that memorandum?

A. I am not sure at this time what I had in mind at
,-

that time. What I actually obtained from the training people
i

I can list as point XYZ. That is what they had trained.
)i19 '

Q. Mr. Wal ters , the court reporter is not clear on
'

m
it?. | your answer, would you please repeat

{
- A. I said that I was not sure at this time, what.y

2' information that I can quantify to you that they gave me. It-
|

zi was a general conversation, and when I went back and drafted !

v
dg i882 016
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1

6

2 this memo, I so stated the words that were in question, butg
to try to go back and pu11 out what actually we talked aboutj 3

' in detail, I cannot do that.
4

,

s t

Q. Did you have an understanding when you wrote the
., i

memo as to how the operators were trained with regard to the :
*

c subject of your memo, the subject matter covered by your
-

!
'

memo?'

8 A. I must have, but like I say I can't go back and
I

9 give you details of it.,

Q. Are you saying that all you know about how they'

in

had been trained is reflected in the memo? f
! 11 ,

A. And with my previous statement just a few moments,
*

i 12

I ago.
ia

Q. So, am I correct in understanding that, in fact,
i

14 as you are seated here now, you don't know, you don't know
'

,

how they had been trained, at least at that time, specifically.;' I'

i

in A. I reckon the answer to that is I do not know ;
!

exactly what was taught to them in their training classes| i; !

)
here within the training department. ffost of my information

g

j that I probably used in referring to -- writing this memo. ,

19i

j was obtained from contacts in talking with people, were they
20

I operators, or f rom our training personnel or other engineer-
|

21
ing people. I was never present, that I know of, during

actual training sessions involving our training personnel and!! "

23 custoner operators. jgg'g gj7
24

I

2s
I

|
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.

h 2 Q. Well, is it then fair to say that the first para-

I

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

body else told you? |
4 !

'A. No, I don't think so. I think it's truly, my
r, |

'

op~nion, as I said in the first line, the aenera' conversa-

! tions that I have had over a period of years with quite a
I few different people.

!

8 Q. Let me go back to my first question. In reference'
:
'

9 to the phrase you used, "considering how they had been train-
I

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

phrase?
I.

i A. Well I think that my conversations with many
12 ,

{ people over many years, led me to believe that operators had
13 >

the idea that they followed pressurizer level doing quite a

"
few transients. That was the information that I remember it

l '' from the many years of talking with different people. T know
I !

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

17 information. At least I see, over a period of years, that's

i my sum of what I have heard.g
I

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

; reaction. You mean not to be the correct reaction by opera- |
s;

' tors when faced with certain loca circumstances? |
21 !

-

| A. Well, I can also state that I know other things
{

.,,i

- , within the, what I do know to be the cases of training. We
'

i
15 are picking out a specific point here. lie are talking about

'

.,3~

1882 018
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!

i 8

| 2 a specific case, whether we are talking now of normal opera-

3 tions or of abnormal transients, how much have the operators

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

at least fro.n my own training and assumptions for quite a few

years, that they should not, in all cases, depend upon one
'c

single piece of instrumentation.'

| Q. Well, let's go back to that first paragraph. You

"! indicated in that first paragraph that they, "the operators
I

| responded correctly in light of the'.' training", correct?9

.

to A. As I previously stated that the Toledo operators

, found that thay had a leak, they did find it, they shut itg

of f and then they throttled back on HPI when t! ey saw pres-

surizer level recovering.
1:1

Q. What specifically in their training, led them to
14

do that, to your knowledge?

"'
A. I can't testify as what specific knowledge they

'
,

16 have had from the training department, only by my assumptions ,

1 in talking, in general conversations.

Q. What specifically did you rely on other thanis

i

g ! assumptions and general conversations in making the statement
I i
that "the Davis Besse operators responded correctly in light

20

of their training?" Can you give ne any specifics? !

:|

A. I think the sum of my response was essentially

#
like I said. My training, my ur.derstanding with conversations

M with people, whether it be operators, or people within the
,

1882 01924
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1 9
,

r 2 B&W organization, and the brief exposure to, I reckon, it was

a the first Toledo transients, at which I saw the variations in
i

pressurizer level, and had only walked away with the idea
4

_ !thatonce the operator found his leak, once the pressurizer
. , ,

! level and pressure was recovered, or at least pressurizer

u|
! level was recovering, that he then, his response was to take

- I
i the HPI off. That's all at this time I know I used in making

'

that paragraph. :

9 0. You said that you had a general understanding
'

to based on your own training, understanding and conversations,

that the response of the Davis Besse operators to the Septem-
it

i

ber 24 transient was correct in light of their training,

Okay. ,

What, in your own training, your own personal
14

training, led you to beleive that they were responsive and
0

1.~.

correct in light of their training?

'" A. I reckon ny assumption is that I had thought and
!

17 had been convinced by conversations that operators would rely .
I

J is on pressurizer level as indication, as an indication during -

!
| certain conditions. |g

i
Q. Was there an operating instruction or procedure ;

2" ! |
that would have led them to rely on pressurizer level?

21

A. I know of no procedure that states that they ,

i should only rely on pressurizer level, no.

.3
Q. Were you taught, in your own training, to rely~

. , ,~

1882 020
25
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|
|

_

i 10

I 2 on pressurizer level in throttling HPI?

A. No, the, I can only respond to that in that the3

procedures and all that we have written do not entail an
4

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-

9 graph of your memorandum? Is it?

oi| A. I reckon that can be said.

Q. You reckon what can be said?3; ,

-

i

A. That my paragraph, my first paragraph contradicts .
i
'known documents.
jla

Q. Let me come back to the question that I have been -
Ila ,

asking. Can you give me any specifics on which you based the i '

II' conclusion in the first paragraph that the Toledo operators

lei had responded correctly in light of their training?

n A. The only specific that I can testify to is that,

as I have already stated, that I assumed that the operator3g

was responding correctly as he did in taking HPI off after
g

the pressurizer level had started to recover and he found |
co

his system leak.
21 ,

Q. Okay, and when you make that assumption, what do j

j.r,
~~

you rely on?

23 A. I reckon the inadequate training or conversations

24

1882 021
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1 11

that I have had throughout the number of years. !, 3

'

, Q. What conversations, specifically? .

'

i

A. Conversations with most anybody within this ;
'

4
.

industry that I have been in contact with that we may have
n

developed a discussion over some subject along this line.
,

"
I don ' t know generally, who with, engineers , operators.

7
Q. Can you name one person that you have had these

H conversations with?

| A. What conversation? !
9

Q. You just referred to the fact that you relied on,,,

conversations with people in coming to the conclusion that

the operators at Davis Cesse responded correctly in light of

|theirtraining. tiow I want to know who you had those conver-,

||3
sations with?

:
'' A. I don't know that I had conversations with any-

I

in' body that I went away with the idea that the operators at
i r, Davis Besse had responded correctly. As I said, that was my

opinion.) 37
!

Q. What did you base your opinion on? |
t

i

A. I reckon my lack of understanding of the particu ;

|19

lar information that we were talking about. '

zo
Q. I will say the question again. 11 hat did you base

|

.,i
-

your opinion on? {!
s

22
( A. Well, as I have already stated, it's just my

23 gene ra l understanding of the, what I fel t to be'the training

i882 022'
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f !

; 2 the operators had received. |
i

! Q. And where did you get your general understanding,;

I

from conversations? |

I
A. Yes, more or less.

|
5 i

: Q. Okay, conversations with whom? j
,

:

Ir. .
A. That's a very difficult question to answer. In'

j fact, I can't answer it. I've been to two or three di f ferent
|
j sites, was there for years at a time, I've been employed"

:

I with B&W for 10 years, and I've talked to probably a thousand9

in :eople in that time. I am not saying, and have not said that !
|

any one person gave me information that I wrote in this memo.
11

This memo is my opinion. It would be very dif ficul t for me

| 12

) to try to give you one person's name at this point in time.
g 1:1 ,

r Q. I am not asking for only one person's name, I am |
I

14 asking you if you can remember any names? |g
r

I la A. Asking me of one name of the discussion that

16 occurred on what subject?

f 17 Q. I am asking you if you can remember any person

f with whom you had a conversation which led you to believe and
33

.

I contributed to your general assumption that the operators at
i 19

1
.

; Davis Besse responded correctly in light of the training they .
.

co j

} received? j
i

, 21
- A. I can't give you any name on that. |

. . ,t ~~

Q. Okay.e

>

|
8 Would it be fair to say that the first paragraph

|
v

1882 023i z.
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|,

2 of your memorandum is based on the sum total of your.experi-r
o,

'

| 3 ence, conversations and training while you have been at B&W,
l

and that the sum total of those experiences, c.onversations
4

I i

'

and training, is that, in your mind, the operators at Davis
.
a -

;

Besse responded correctly in light of the circumstances they I
f;

were faced with?
'

A. Well, I reckon I'll have to answer yes to that. :

| t-
; Q. Okay. !

) :
'

'

|
9 A. My reaction in November, '77, was, once he had;

I i.

lo found the leak, he closed it, the pressurizer level had |{
| | recovered, that I thought he had acted in a correct manner.

ii

I
'

,

Q. Would it be fair to say that the throttling back j

|OfHPI in those circumstances, to the best of your knowledge

g :n ,

and understanding at that time, was based on pressurizer ,
3 '
e :
' level? |

''

| A. Tha t is true.
i i

K' Q. And that it should be based on pressurizer level?

17 A. My knowledge says that it sould be based on I;

'
n pressurizer level.

3
Q. That is right, your knowledge back in the f all of ,39

~

1977? Is that correct?
- ei ,
j j A. I reckon that is correct. I think so, yes.

-> ; |

j Q. And, is it correct that to the best of your i,

knowledge and understanding, based on your experience and,

#
; training in the Fall of 1977, was that HPI could be terminated

L 1s

f 1882 024 ir. ,
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2 based on pressurizer level alone? |)
i

A. Well, I can't answer that. That is what I said,j 3

I I

| but I know that is not the case. t

: 4 ,

i i

Q. I am asking you about your knowledge in the Fall '

s
I' of 1977, not what you know.

,

6
A. No. Like I said previously, the operators had ,

I i
j had more training, I have more training. And just to relieve ,
. .

' * pressurizer level -- but when you ask me the question I have

1
: ''

i
. to say yes.

l

! Q. You have to say yes, that determination at HPI on jin

,,; the basis of pressurizer level alone was appropriate in terms
I

*

,

3 of your nnowledge in the Fall of 1977, is that correct?
I 12 - ,

! - A. Yes.
'

''
It !

Q. Referring you now to paragraph two of your memo-

14 i
randum, first sentence: !

,

U' "My assumption in the training assumes first that
I |
|

RC pressure and pressurizer level ,;ill trend in the same16

17 direction under LOCA".
'

;

I Is that an accurate reading of the first sentence
33,

:
4 of the second parageaph?
| 19

i A. Yes.
'- en

( Q. And that was your understanding in the Fall of j

i 21 !

| 1977, correct?

22
: A. That is correct.

,

I

h 23 Q. And to the best of your knowledge at that time
'

v . .

24 | 1882 025l
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: I

f, 2 the training assumed that as well, correct?

I a A. You said the training assumed that as well. You

mean the B&W training department?
4,

!
. Q. Well, I refer you to the sentence: "You said my
. :,,

i assumption and the training assumed that RC pressure and ;

; c t

) pressurizer level were trend in the same direction under LOCA",
|! 7

t correct? I

i *

I 8
A. Right. That sentence should read: "My assumption,g

f and training". I am referring to my own training, and that9
,

!
lo is correct.

s i

3

Q. You were referring to your own training?
[ ii

t
A. That is correct., ,; ,

i ~|
4

'

Q. What traning?
|

33

A. Since I have never been qualified as an operator,i
18 !,

1 I have never had formal operator training from B&W instructors.
I

_'
i

| Q. Well, you just indicated that you were referring
'

36 to your training.
.

: 17 A. That is correct. My training comes from what
:

m knowledge I had gleamed in the period of time working within

{ the B&W, conversations I have had with different people within;g
|-

mainly service organizations, I reckon.'

i eo

Q. In preparing this memorandum you did confer.with
"I-

i three former training instructors in the B&W training depart ,

I ment, is that correct? i882 026 I
1

23 A. I did, yes. .

; e,

,

I
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Q. In referring to the first sentence of the secondr .>

paragraph, you say in part, "the training assumes that. |3
i

pressure and pressurizer level would trend in the same direc- !
,

Was that based on your conversations with those three ,I1 tion".
5 i

former instructors?
'

r,

A. No, I would say not. That is my assumption and

I
my assumption alone. |

id I
Q. Did you ask those former training instructors

,

I

what the training did assume?'e

A. I can't remember, but I do not be'ieve I did.p,
. ,

! Q. When you refer to " t h c '' t r a i n i n g i n the first
,,

I
sentence of your second paragraph, you were referring to B&W

L !

training, is that correct?'

'la
_

iA. As I stated a minute ago, the sentence should read,i

!li

"my assumption and training", the training I have had. ,

''
Q. But that is not it says, is it?

16 A. That is correct.
I

i 1- Q. It says my assumption and "the" training.

A. That is correct.g

Q. Were not you referr'ng to B&W training?

A. I am referring to my training received as the
en

sole experience by working here for the numbers of years.
p
'

>l
1 Q. Were you referring to the utility training when

;

|
'

. , ,

|

~~

you used the term "the" training? ,

I
3 I

p A. You mean the B&W training of the utility operators?
'

1882 027.,

2s

Y ..-- . .._

i
.

%



.

!
~

j i 17

2 Q. I mean the training given by utilities to their
7

:3
own operators. !.

|A. No, I am not.
,

|

| MR. ROCKWELL: Off the record.
'

I 5

| (Discussion off the record). i

i n

! By Mr. Rockwell:

I
? Q. Referring you to the third and fourth paragraphs
I.

8

|
of your memorandum, what did you mean "hydroing?

f
'

9 A. Okay. Thehe~isabout three words left that I am
i
j in using synonymously here, the word " solid", the word "hydroing"',
*

and I can also inject loss of indicated pressurizer level.
1:

To me in the context or in the concerns I had mean essentially
,

e i

I the same thing. This is that we would have enough water to put
: ij

into the RCS, reactor coolant system, such that we would go
.

I14
up against the code release valve, essentially a solid !

| ,

' " . water system.

l' Q. All right. And you indicated in the first |I
! |

17 sentence of your fourth paragraph, the fourth paragraph is the
| '

last paragraph:j is

I "If you intend to go solid what about problems
i 19
$ .

r with vessel mechanics". .

'
20.

What problems in reference to vessel mechanics i,
!! 21

i were you concerned about? |
' .o ;

-

A. I was concerned about the problem of availability,;

I if you want to so-call it as such, in the scenario that we !W

Ir ,

I 2' i882 028
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181 ,

? 2 are talking about, when we go against the code's you are going

3 2500 pounds or above it. The instrumentation is range'd only
|

zero to 2500 pounds. Ilhen you do this I was asking the question
.,

'
"What would we have to do to get the RCS back available to

produce power, would it be a simple reanalysis of the vessel
6

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
,

9 through this transient.

fm Q. Did you have any knowledge at that time of what

damage might be done by going solid to the RCS and the core? ;3;

A. The only thing that I had in my mind,that I can ,

! think of is,if we do do this we would go up against the code
I !

| release valve or the electrostatic release valve and whether -

|
18

or not they opened and whether they would be damaged so that |i

i'.
it wouldn't receive -- so you would have cool down and repair ,

I i

D' them. That was first and foremost, I reckon, in my mind. j

17 Secondly, I reckoned the fuel itself. I

i
Q. Were you concerned that the PORV or the codeg

safety might not open if you went solid?
g

A. No, I wasn't concerned that they would not open.
20

,

I was concerned that they would open and then not receive and i
21

therefore you would have a loss of coolant.

Q. But referring you again to the first paragaraph,
,

23 the first sentence of your fourth paragraph, you were

-en.,3 ,
~ ( tib~|
r,

I
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i 19

L 2 referring to a problen with vessel mechanics. Do you in-

clude the problem of receding of the valves as a problem ofI a
'

1

| vessel mechanics? |,

6 I

i.
A. Well, the only thing I had in mind, the only i

,
., ;

! thing was that I did not know whether or not this code release.'i

! c ;

{ valve could release the quantity of water that the HPI pumps
'

,

! could pump into the RCS. If they could not then yes, it
i

f might cause some problems. I don't know, I have no idea.*

|
9 That is the reason why I asked the question, could it cause|

! to a problem in damaging the RCS.
i

'

Q. Am I correct then, that the problem you foresaw'
ii

i !

is that if your HPI is shoving more water into the system
|

,
,

I than can be discharged through the p0RV and the two code
|t

|
,

|
safeties, that you miaht potentially face a situation where ,

it isi
!| the reactor and the pressurizer vessels would be over-!

t
' t

' " - i pressurized above 2500 pounds which might stress them and !

U- de damage?
,

17 A. That is correct. |
.

is Q. And the speci fic damage that you were concerned

about was damage to the core, is that correct?.g

A. Yes, in that I do not think we would cause any ;

20 i
! physical damage but it is probably outside of what the plan ;

il is licensed by the technical specification requirement, there it

;

fore it might be that the plant would have to shut down and |

stay down long enough for us to rectify the problem paperwise.If
23

n

1882 030
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2 Q. And if the system was pressurized above thep
'acceptable levels, whatever they are, the shutdowns would be

3
I

a lengthy one, is that correct, because all parts of the i

4 !

I
system would have to be examined to make sure that there had

5 I
'

not been any overstressing which might lead to failure down
.; i

the road? j
I-

Essentially, yes, that is what I had in my mind, i' A.

^ yes.

9 Q. Okay. How long does that kind of analysis, to !

the best of your understanding,take?p,

A. I can't really say. I would say at least, you
3,

know, my own experience would be that it would be greater -

|12
'than a couple of weeks.

3"
l Q. Could it be a matter of months?

34
A. I think with NRC involvement it possibly could be.,

|.

3.'I Q. Did you check to see whether the rated flow,
l
| maximum flow of HPI would exceed the rated maximum discharge16

I

n|ofthethreevalves in question, the PORV and the two safeties',

| the two codes safeties?g

A. Yes, I did check with certain people, probably
i '"

not the correct people, but I did talk with certain people.
20

Q. Who?

21

|
A. My answers were --

188'2 031
22

|
Q. Who?

.

23 A. I don't remember who, but I suspect it was the 1

!'
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i

2 same three guys that I talked about in this memo, the je

i

3 X-training personnel, Cal Goslow, Herb Smith and Bill Street.

Q. And what did they tell you?
4

,
A. I think the result of the conversation was that

"
I

isn't steamec. Engineering had told us we had
n| if the release

no problem, but we were never sure rhether or not we could
,

7 I

pass the amount of water through these valves, solid water j

*
that is.

9 Q. Was this analysis based upon the assumption that

to there was no main feed, no aux feed?

A. I have no idea. I do not know.
33

Q. Okay. And the subject we just have been talking-

I
Iabout is the subject addressed in the last sentence of your

memorandum, is that correct?
14

A. That is true.

Q. Going to the last sentence of the first paragraph '
I

16 which is on page two of your memorandum: f
' :7 , "If this is the intent of your letter and the

'
s

is thoughts behind it, the operators are not taught to hydro

the RCS every time the HPI pump is initiated." ;jg

I

Were the operators taught to rydro the RCS at any
I 2" i

time?
21 j

A. No, the operators are not taught to hydro the i

| RCS at any time. lbb2 Os |
|*'

Q. In fact, would it be fair,to say that they were '

24
,

,

*
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n 1

, 2 never taught to hydro the RCS?

A. I think that is a fair statement. -

3 ,

|

Q. Under any condition? |4
|

A. That is true.
:,

Q. That is your best knowledge and understanding
6 i

based upon some ten years at B&W?

A. That is true. :

Q. Why do you think, or what do you think the reasons"

i

9 were that operators were taught never to hydro the RCS? |
|

Hi A. The first thing that comes to my mind is essen- ;

I

itially you have two situations, one would be when your reactor
,,

l
is critical and at one point is not. Both problems gel ,

i12

together most of the time. Mainly, you do not want to go
13

i

solid because you have no pressure control.

14
Q. Any other reasons? I

'' A. There is no reason for it during normal operations.

I

Q. What about non-normal operations?16 i

i i
'

I; , A. Well, my memo was addressing this type of thing.

Q. What type of thing? !g

A. A overcooling transient at which time you loose
g,

I pressurizer level or close to loosing pressurizer level and
2a ; j

| the recommendation that, if you do get low pressure in .

21
energize -- you might leave the !!PIs of f for some long period

of time. In a case like this I expect you would wind up going

23 solid in the RCS and it is not to do.
somethingthatEouwant1 82033 ;
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f 2si j
I

2 Q. So that is another reason why operators were
,

tapght never to hydro the RCS because of the danger that might
3

arise frpm hydroing the RCS in an overcooling transient,

c_ o r re c t ?
r, f

A. Again, I can't address that they were trained not
r,

to do that. To me as a engineer, that is something that you
i.

' would not want to do. That is true.

Q. And you believe in your own mind that that would"

be pne of the reasons why the operators were taught never to' -

9

1
pi hydro the RCS?

A. In my own niind tha t is true. ,
,,

Q. Is it your impression or understanding, Mr. Walter's,
,

I2 !

that your own training and understanding, that you should

never hydro the RCS is a reflection of training and under-

Il
standing of operators in the field at the various utilities? !

l6 A. Wppld you repeat that?

16 (Whereupon, the pending question was read by the

n reporter.)
!

f1R . R0thWELL: Did you understand that or do you |
,3

i

want it read back again?

THE WITNESS: Please read it back again. ,
~

!Jo
(Whereupon, the pending question was again read |

21
by the reporter.) I

|
!THE WITNESS: That is true.

I I
El By fir. Rggkwell: |

I.

*k~

1882 034
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) 2 Q. Mr. Walters, directing your attention from the

a time period from February 16 to August 3, 1978, do you'have
!

any direct knowledge that f1r. Dunn was ever informed that you
,

iwere not satisfied personally with the prescription outlined
~

'i |
in his February 16, 1978 memorandum? |

(; !

A. I cannot. I did not know personally that he was

'
instructed as to my concern. I assumed that Goslow conversed ,'

!
^ with him on the matters of these concerns. t

Q. Have you ever checked with Mr. Goslow and asked'>
j

,

|I

p, ' him whether he ever did advise fir. Dunn that you all were not

yet satisfied with the prescription as outlined in Dunn's |,,

February 16 memorandum? -

i A. To the best of my knowledge, I did talk with
1:: |

Kal and Kal did converse with fir. Dunn about these concerns.
Il

Q. When? When did Goslow indicate he conversed .

with Dunn? |' ' ' '

Hi A. It must have been early '78. I cannot give an

1; exact date.

Q. But has Goslow told you he conversed with Dunnis

after February 16?g,

A. To the best of my recollection he said he did, ,

co

yes.
,

21
'

O. You specifically asked him that?

2 IA. I think I probably asked him about had he talked

5 with the people in engineering in that context.

1882 Oh<-24
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2 Q. I think we have established that Mr. Goslow may,

a have talked wi th f1r. Dunn between Feb~ eary 9 and February 16r

in arriving a t a realized instruction, is tha t correct?4

IA. That is correct. '
5

Q. And now specifically my question is, has Mr.
r,

'

Goslow told you whether he talked to Dunn af ter February 16?
r,

j A. To the best of my recollection he says he has,

"I he had talked to ftr. Dunn and Mr. Cartin at plant integration.
I

9)But I only knew o f Mr. Cartin in the last month,
m Q. When did Goslow say he talked to Dunn af ter

,, j Feb rua ry 16?
'

,t
i A. I didn't get the fi rs t wo rd. r

'' r'
.

Q. When did ?Ir. Goslow say he talked to -- strike )33p
that. Let me rephrase the question. !

t
11

Did Mr. Goslow say at what time after February 16 | ;'"
of 1978, he talked to Dunn? '

W !
A. It iscertainlypossiblethathedidtellmesuch,|

17 but I do not remember a t this time. !
'

m Q. Did he tell you how many times as of February 16,
1978, he talked to Dunn?g,

i

A. I testified already that at least once or twice. Is 20 j

i flo re than once. j
I

11
,

Q. And what did he say that he told Mr. Dunn in those; I
1 -

-.**

conversa ticas a f ter the 16th? !
2"

A. I don' t remember the specifics of his conversations I

2'
igg 2 036
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2 or any of the conversations. All I remember is that he did
-

say he talked with him about the concerns and essentia.lly. ,
3

that is it. He talked to him about the concerns.
'

Q. What specifically were your concerns about the !

,

prescription as set forth in the Februa ry 16, 1978 memorandum?
,

6
Do you have that available to you now?

!
_

'
! A. Yes. ,

i
,

; My specific problem was related to what we have'

!I

|justbeen talking about a few minutes ago and that was9

Mr. Dunn recommended that once HPI had been put on that itn,

be left on for some period of time. And I think here he says
j;

Il|10 minutes.
!

i

Now, we have got to realize that Mr. Dunn is,

11

referring to a LOCA incident. |

| i1
I have never, and I'm not, addressed a LOCA. I ;

' ' ' talked about an overcooling transient. And in that case, I

16 was concerned that if I lef t the HPI pump on for some period
:

1; of time as that I would then get into my scenario of a few
3

minutes ago, of going solid in the RCS and the ensuing
ig

problems there.

At no time did we ever disagree with his scenario
'

un

on the LOCA. We were simply addressing a problem where we |
21

did not have a LOCA, a normal transient, overcooling transient;.

Q. Let us assume, Mr. Walters, your concern about !'

|
M going solid with an overcooling transient, is.there any way 4

I
'

i882 0372'
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1

L 2 t:''t an operator could know, during the course of the j ,

, !
! !

3 transient, whetner he was faced with the danger of an over-

cooling * ansient and therefore know that going solid should
4

| ba
!

avoidt in those circumstances?
5 1 ;

A. I think it depends mainly on what time period we
! .r,

are talking about. If we are talking about, say, less than
I1

two minutes, maybe not, say, in a period of five t.o ten ;

* minutes, certainly, yes.

9 Q. Is there any instruction or operating procedure i

in that distinguishes, and I am referring now to the Fall of

1977, that distinguishes between those situations where an ,

33
! I

I overcooling transient is possible, and therefore, those

'

situations where going solid is to be avoided from those
1: -

6

situations where an overcooling transient is not a concern?'

'
14

A. I think there are. But, I'm not familiar with
I

very little information. I believe the main-steam line !"'
|
'

36 break scenario and a few other ones are covered, but I'm not

17 familiar with any of the details.

m Q. Am I correct in understanding that to the best

of yoer knowledge, because of the danger of going solid during| g
!

an overcooling transient, and because of the concern that
en

going solid leaves you without pressurizer control, that the
21

g operators were instructed that you should not go solid at ;

22
-

all? |
23 A. Would you repeat the question?

'

1882 03824
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t

2 (Whereupon, the pending question was read by-

'
3 the reporter.)

, 1

MR. EDGAR: In those cases or ever?
4

THE WITNESS: Well, --
'

I) i

MR. ROCKWELL: Ever, at all is the question.
r, !

THE WITNESS: Well, I can only speak as an |
!

7
engineer. I do not know that was or was not addressed within ,

^ the training department. To me, as an engineer, no, I would !

| \
9 not. j,

I.

'
to 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? I

32i ;

| Am I correct that the basis of your concern is j
ni

E ' that if the Dunn prescription were applied literally without !
!

18

regard for a class of initiating events, such as undercooling,
'

,

I ". I that that prescription could lead to overpressurization. Is

16 that what your concerns consist of?
i

i; THE WITNESS: Yes, George, that is essentially |

it. My problem was, at no time had we brought into the situa-gg

tion a LOCA. That is Bert Dunn's area. We were saying if ;g
i

you do bring this prescription, can we indc;d get into a '

20

problem with an overcooling transient where we still have !

ai !
the inventory in the RCS and we know as soon as you can !

stop the overcooling transient that the pressurizer level, as
.

23 well as the fluid in there is going to expand and you are f
"'

I : i882 039
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||

2; going solid in the RCS. |

3- By Mr. Rockwell: .

Q. Mr. Walters, you stated earlier in this deposi- |
*

4
i

,

tion, that to the best of your knowledge and understanding,
'

., ,

operators understood that they were never to go solid and
,

n '

you sited a couple of reasons for why they were never to go
i-

'
solid. .

I

And my question now is, those reasons were,"

!
number one, the loss of pressure control and number two, the ;''

possibi'ity of going solid during an overcooling transient,in

|is that correct?
33

A. Yes.
12 I' i

! And for those reasons the operators have a0.
1t |

3

gene.al understanding, al though they may not understand those' '
i

is ! reasons, they do have a general understanding that they are
!

"i inever to go solid, correct?
i

16 A. I do not know that the cperators have an under- 1

|
'

17 standing that they are never to go solid.

Q. But you said you thought that was your under-
is

standing, c o r re. c t ?
g

A. Yes, that is my own assumption. |
un

Q. Okay. |
21 ,

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,olid, would it be23

v
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.,

-_
i

;



i

- _ _ _ _ __

! 30'

2 I possible to create instrum ;0ns which distinguish for them,

,

those circumstances where going solid is a danger, and.there-:;

1
I fore, it should be avoided and/or distinguish those situations

,

'

where going solid is not a danger?

i A. Yes, I think that procedures and instructions
r, ' |

can be worked out if it is not a problem.
I

7
Q. To your knowledge, has that every been done before,

I

* March 28, 1979?

9 A. To my knowledge, no.

10 Q. During the time period from February 16toAugust! !

3, what specific efforts did you make to get a response from
ii i

plant integration to your concerns, your continuing concerns

about the Dunn prescription contained in this Feburary 16th

' t .morandum?
I
i

14
A. The only contracts I had were with Goslow through

"' I| integration.'

i

'

I" Q. What efforts did Goslow make?

17 i A. As I repeated earlier, he says, as far as I
| |

!remember, that he contacted fir. Cartin in plant integration
|

i,

and talked about the subject. Later on this was interrupted :

,g

by times when he was sent out of town to dif f mnt sites for ,

20

work, came back and so it was interspaced wita maybe three j
21

or four weeks from time to time. We would go back and ask |
22

again. We were not getting what we considered resolution on
,

'23 the subject. Then I went to Mr. Hollman and said that we
'

i

'i882 041'
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. should maybe draf t a memo and send it out to Mr. Karrasch to

see if we could get some, a response to it and we did ,and., ,

|thatwasintheAugust3memoasaresultofthat. .

,

'

Q. Did you ever take any steps personally to get
->

plant integration or Mr. Cartin specifically to respond before
r, ,

the August 3 memo?

A. No, I took no personal conversations, had no

personal conversation with fir. Cartin. |d
i

!i

9 Q. Following the August 3 memo, did you personally |
.

i

take any steps to followup on it, to see that plant integra- | |u,
1 i
: I

tional finally did respond?
j,

i
A. I think as I have already testified before, I :

I
ta l ked to l'r. Kelly a couple of time about whether they were ,

I going to respond to that particular memo which I now -- |

11 |
Q. Right. Other than your conversation with

r. Mr. Kelly?

16 A. No, I did not talk with anybody else. |

I e

t: Q. And I think you indicated before that Mr. Hollman -
'

may have contacted Mr. Karrasch a couple of times, is that
ig

correct, after the August 3 memo? ;
'"

i

A. That is correct. t

go

Q. And that he mentioned that he wanted a response i

21
from Mr. Karrasch, is that correct?

A. That is correct.

23 Q. And, what was fir. Karrasch's response as best you
1

1882 042 i24
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|

2|und.erstand it?
i
,

,.

3 A. I ' m so r ry , I missed the first word.
;.

Q. What was Mr. Karrasch's response to Mr. Hollman's.

,. ,
,

contacting him to the best of your knowledge?, ,

A. Ta the best of my knowledge, I don't believe
..

| Mr. Hollman ever conveyed to ne any conversation with '

~, |iMr. Karrasch other than to say he had contacted him on the
* subject.

I"
Q. You were present during the deposition of -

i !
vi tir. Kelly this morning, correct? I

'

IA. That is correct.gj

Q. Did you hear the exchange in which Mr. Kelly
iodicated that

it
- - Karrasch had called Hollman around the turn-

I
of the year, Christmas time, of '78, and told Mr. Hollman

!!

i that he,
t -

Karrasch, had no problems with the Dunn prescription?'
I A. Yes, I heard him tes ti fy as to such. !

!
;

"; | Q. Do you have any independent knowledge of that -

| i.

,

i

11 communica tion f rom Karrasch to Hollman a t a round Chris tmas j
,

:

ti me o f 1978? )iy

A. I have no independent knowledge .f what the con- h.g

?v qrAa ti on wa s a bo u t a nd I do n ' t
un - know the exact date that he

nay have ta l k ed . That may have been one of the conversations |
21 ' '

whe.re he had talked with Mr. Karrasch. !
e',3 <

Q. Did Mr. Hollman ever tell you that Karrasch had '

I I

22 g p.t.t e n_ b a c k
, r . . .. .-. to him and said no problem., go ahead?

il
~>g
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i

2 A. That is correct.

|Q. Mr. Hollman did tell you that? .

3
6

A. He did not. At no time did he tell me that ;,

Mr. Karrasch had said that.j l.,

Q. At any time before March 8, 1979, did you under- ]'

'

e,
'! stand that plant i n teg ra ti on through Mr. Karrasch had

- : i

essentially cleared the Dunn memorandum, the Dunn prescrip- t

'

!

.

tion? I"

i
9 A. No, I have no information that that ever- occurred 'i

i

p, Q. Have you ever asked Mr. Hollman about that? |

A. I only asked Mr. Hollman, had we got any informa-
g

! 1*

I tion back from Mr. Karrasch on the August 3 memo.
'

'

|
u

Q. And what was Mr. Hollman's response? .

la i
d I A. The only response that I can remember is that he ||

14 f said he had not received anything definitive from Mr. Ka rra s c h.
~

i

t

l' ! Q. That is up to March 28, of '79?
,

' '

I

t'i ! A. That is t.uc. ,

I

g Q. Do you know whether operators at any of the B&W
~

'

I

operating utilities were ever instructed before flarch 28, 1979jg
'

to ignore pressurizer level in those situations where reactor

Icoolant pressure was dropping?
20

.

.

A. I have no personal knowledge they were every | |

21 ; !
'told so. j
-

,

Q. To the best of your knowledge, they were not told

2I is that correct? !so,

i 882 044
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;

I

| 2 A. That is correct. |
t

3 Q. ftr. Walters, I am going to recess your deposition |

|
at this time as we have in the past, leaving the subject to

4
| I

,

4

further recall should we need additional testimony from you, j
.i ; .

in that event, we would contact your counsel and let you !

| h2 n
';know what that means.

| |
,

Thank you for being available this morning. i1

t
i 1s

i ! I I

| |
(Whereupon, at 1:45 p.m., the deposition was i9

,

!to recessed, as above noted.)
|!

t i
: II

:

: ________________________________

32 James Franklin Walters | t

I !
13

| -j,

|
,

Subscribed and sworn to (n

before me this ____ day i
I .,

:

of _______________1979. [

!
'

,

17 ,

_______________________

Notary Public .g
|

'

is

i 2,, !

,

{
21 i

i
22 - ,

,

2a
,

''
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I PR0CEEDINGS
I
t

3
i ! DIRECT EXAMINATION CONTINUED

| 2 MR. ROCKUELL: The records should reflect that at
'

this time we are resuming the deposition of Joseph John Kelly,,i 3
i

Jr., which was recessed at 12:30 p.m. on July 7, 1979. |
,

I

! Mr. Kelly, are you able to hear me?
i5

THE '.!I TN ESS : Yes, I can hear you. |

e;

MR. ROCKWELL: Because we are taking this deposi-
i

tion over a conference call, it is particularly important that
'

t I, I finish the question before you begin to answer and that
'

^

I9 | will try to let you finish the answer before I start another
,

question, Okay?p,

THE WITNESS: Okay, I understand.
U

MR. ROCKLELL: If you do not understand the ;

question, please tell me and I will be glad to read it back ,

'3
I or repeat it so you will have the question clearly in mind

i
'" when you respond, Okay?

I I' THE WITNESS: Okay.

16 MR. R^CKWELL: The appearances for this deposition'

would be the same tere in Washington.n
Are the appearances still the same, John, in

g

Lynchburg, namely, are the people in the room the same?
'" l

I MR. MULLIN: Mr. Dunn has left. Mr. Walters and ;

y
I are present with Mr. Kelly.

' Whereupon,

22 JOSEPH JOHN KELLY, JR.,

23 having been previously sworn, resumed the stand'and testified
,

"
i i882 050
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I 4i i
,

I

- as follows: :g ;

' '

'

By Mr. Rockwell-.,
!

'

Q. Mr. Kelly, you understand you are still under the
'

> 4 |
|

cath administerr.d to you at the beginning of your deposition'

5 !
Ion July 7?

i
b

I A. Yes, I understand. .

I
-
,

i-

| MR. ROCKWELL: I guess the record should also .

'

!*
i

| ; reflect that the continuation of Mr. Dunn's deposition and8
,

'

i

iMr. Kelly's deposition and Mr. Walter's deposition, is pro-, .

'

|
p,! ceeding under agreement of counsel.i

4 ,

| Is that correct, George? '

,

t
g MR. EDGAR: Yes.
i 1'|
1 By Mr. Rockwell:'

3u
I Q. Mr. Kelly, referring you to deposition Exhibit 24,

!"
which is your memorandum of November 1, 1977, to distributioq.

,

3 '' Do you have that exhibit befcre you?
!
'

16 A. Yes, I do.

n Q. You refer in that exhibit to, primarily to a
i

j September 24, 1977 transient at Davis Besse, but you alsog
I

|
refer to a transient which occurred on October 23, 1977.

w
Do you have any more details on that October 23rd

m
transient since your last deposition?

I
"I

i A. No. I don't know anything else about it since |
! !

6
--. . , '

my last deposition.

23 Q. I believe we have covered,this ground, but let

es

> i'882 051.,,
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5 !,
.

i

2 me just cover it again, quickly. |7

f Do you know whether it involved a f ail-to-open |
'

:,

6
i PORV?

A. No, I do not. ;

|,'
;

| Q. Do you know whether it involved the loss of all
,

6 | |

feed?j ,

i A. I seem to recall that the incident started on a loss of
*

i
, ,

feed water. I don't remember any details about "all" feed.'

i

! If you mean by "all" feed you are including emergency feed9

|

in water also, I don't remember hearing anything about emergency feed |

!
water.i;

Q. By "all" feed, I do mean main feed and auxiliary .

12 |
I

6 feed.
Il I I

) Would your answer still be correct assuming that? ,
!

14
A. If I understand your question, I will repeat my <

' answer. I seem to remember that the incident started with a

36 loss of their normal feed water, I don't remember specifics,

17 any specifics about what happened to emergency feed water.

p Q. Okay.

Do you know whether that transient reflected ag

pressurizer level high and a reactor coolant system inventory
:. '

los?
n ;-

A. No, I was never told any of those details.

Q. Is it your understanding that there was, however,

S premature termination of HPI in that transient?

i882 052a
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f

! 6;

!

A. fiy understanding is that it was bypassed |2
1
I

J and never allowed to initiate in the October 23rd transient.
3

Q. That was a concern of yours in making the decision
i

to put out your November 1 menorandum, is that correct?
,

, ..

A. Yes, that is correct. !
'

' ' ,,;
9 Q. Did you make, at that time, an investigation as '

|
' to why HPI had been by-passed?

'

8 A. No, I did not. As I stated in my earlier testi- i

9 many, someone else would have been assigned to investigate

that transient. I would not. tiy only interest was that herein

was a second relatively close together incident of what I was '
11 ,

concerned about, the operator reaction of high pressure )
'

12

injection. *

13
I Q. Do you know whether at the time that you heard ;

I
14 about the October 23rd transient, you wen t to the licensee ,

3 '' event report or site problem report for information on that? i

1

1c A. No, I did not.

n Q. Did you do any reactineter data?

A. No, I did not.,y

Q. Did you go to any source to flush out your under-
19

standing of that transient?
20

A. No. My only interest in it again was when I |
!

, .. i- heard that they by-passed high pressure injection. I was not|r
:

22
! concerned about any more details of that incident.

B Q. Referring to Exhibit 24, which is your

1882 053'
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!
!

2 November 1, 1977 memorandum, you state, I believe in -the thirdg

sentence, the operator stopped HPI when pressurizer level began,

i

, to recovs* without regard to primary pressure. !
i 4

|,

) i Was that an inference on your part, or was that a I
I. ,

matter of direct knowledge of what was in the mind of the
,,

n;
operator?

' A. That was an inference on my part.

8 Q. How did you draw the inference?
,

u' A. Now, we are talking about the September 24th i

f incident?in

f Q. That is correct.,,

A. Having reviewed that in some detail at the time, |,

1 knew that they had resaturation in the, saturation condi-
1.1

tions in the reactor coolant system loops when they had turned

14
high pressure injection on. So, I was inferring from that

l' i that they could not have recognized the relationship between
i |

| 16 ; saturation temperature and saturation pressure in the primary
|

c| loop when they turned high pressure injection on.
'

l
j Q. Did you attempt to confirm the inference whichg
!
! you have advised me that you drew, by calling or contacting i

i 19

the people at Davis Besse in an attempt to find out what had
_m

been in the operators minds at the time they made the decision |
21

to terminate HPI in the September 24th transient? |

22 A. No, I did not.

B Q. Did anybody else make any contact with Davis Besse
, t

, ,

24
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! 8 <

,

!

2 in order to determine what, in fact, the operators had been

i looking at and relying on, to your knowledge? -

3

A. Not to my knowledge. j
4

i

Q. At the time, did you make any review of operator
ir,
'procedures to see what they 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 23,8

9 1977 transient?
,

I

A. After the October 23rd transient, I did go down aspi

the ;,, ! I previously stated, to the nuclear service area where
| I

simulator instructors work and talked to them about what
1:

they were teachina operators on when to secure high pressure,

i injection. ;

! I
14

Q. And that was your conversation which you alreadyi

'

' . ' |

,,

'I told us about with f1r. Lind?
|

H; A. Yes, that is correct.

17 Q. Did you ask f1r. Lind or anyone in the training ;

department, to simulate on the B&W simulator, either theg

September 24th or the October 23rd transients?

A. No, no I did not.
!2n

Q. Do you know whether anybody else did?
21

A. I don't know.,

Q. Did you know Mr. Lind before you went down and j

|
'

23 talked to him that day?
.

28
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9
1

A. I'm sorry, I missed the first word of the question.,

|
2

3| Q. Did you kncw Mr. Lind before you went down andt
, i

talked to him in reference to the transient? ,8

i 4

A. Yes, John Lind worked with me at Crystal River,j
*

< .,

' Unit 3 start-up for a period of time. |

l a
I Q. How long have you known John?
- _ f
1 '| A. Excuse me. Did you say how long did I kr.ow him?

}' |
..

Q. Yes.*

3 t
a ;

A. It's in the order of magnitude of months as"

j

| opposed to years. I would think he was down there, to my
p,

i

| knowledge, maybe six months at the sane time I was.
,,

!
Q. Had you had much contcct with him during that'

,

l '.

i period of time?

I A. I saw him from time to time during the week, yes.
I

f Q. In what regards? What kind of dealings did you"

II' have with him? ,

in A. John Lind was 6 shif t supervisor augmen tor in
,

r; Crystal River Ur.it 3, and he was in those responsibilities
' in the control room, of ten providing advice.and consultation

g

to the Florida Power Corporation shift supervisors on watch.
19

; In that respect, and ny duties as technical cuperintendent
un | during that period, placed me in the control room quite often

iq

f B | monitoring the progress of various tests. So, i n t h:. t c o n -
j ;

'

text, I ran into John, as I said, several times a week,--,,

i
| |

.

21 normally.
.

4 i882 056'
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1 10
+

2 Q. You had occasions to talk to him and discuss I'

3 things with him?
I,

'
{ A. Yes.
g 4

f Q. Have you ever known John to express ' any doubt about
I
[ a position he held?

{! 6

| A. Can you rephrase the question? I'm not sure I
{

' 7 i

I understand what you are asking? ;
a

|8
Q. Sure.

9 Had.you ever known John Lind to express any doubts !

t
10 about his opinion on a subject, or his knowledc.e or under-[

'

I Istanding of a subject?
f

11

A. I can't recall any incidences. John rormally f
g

spoke positively.
r 13

Q. When you had the conversation with him at Lynch-
14

burg in reference to the two September and October transients,-

i 15
i did you ask h tia specifically how the operators were instructed i

16 with regards to termination of HPI?

17 A. I asked John what instructitn they gave to the' ,

18 operators, if that is your question.

Q. Yes, it is.
3g

A. That is what I asked him, what instructions did |
20 ,

we teach operators on when to secure high pressure injections. f
21 [

Q. And he gave you an answer that indicated what ,

the instruction was that they were to look at pressurizer

23 level and reactor system pressure, is that correct? :

24
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I
A. Essentially, that was correct. I don't remember

g

!
the exact words. .

; l,

Q. Didyouaskhimtoshowyouwhereinthematerials|
1

used in the training program that instruction appeared? (
.

I A. No, I did not.
I

".
Q. Did you ask him to show you where in operator proce-

| dures that instruction appeared?7
i

I'

8 A. No, I don't remember asking that either.

Q. Did you ask him whether s1fficient emphasis, in9

his opinion -- I think I misstated my question. Let me start jg
e

1 :
again. ,

11

fDid you ask him whether sufficient emphasis, ini

his opinion, was being given to that instruction so that the
|

I operators, in fact, understood it? j

14 A. Didn't ask that specific question, but I was

1 'i after that type of answer and John said that he was convinced
I

that they taught reliance on both pressurizer level and pressure',n;

and that they taught that enough or sufficiently so that theg

operators should have known what was happening during that

transient.
:9 ! '

,

| Q. Did you tell John Lind, that in your view, some-
I

;

en! body wasn't telling the operators about that procedure with

suf ficient clarity to prevent at least two incidents where2'
i

high pressure injection had been terminated prematurely?22

23 A. Yes, that was my reason for going down to see
,

s 21
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{I

John to begin with, and I told him that.2,

: -

Q. Did you emphasize to him that somewhere th.at !
3

j instruction was not getting across to the operators? !
4 I;

'II A. I may have. I don't remember using those words
I n .

[ either. I remember leaving there with the impression that '

,

| t; I
; the subject was being taught by the simulator instructors, and'
l

{
-

I fel t that if I could get appropriate words, if they were needed,I
'

i

jpublished, that in my mind, it would have been adequately !X

l
'covered at that point..,

i

In other words, I thought the operators were
i,,

being taught it in the simulator, but maybe it needed to be

! reinforced in writing. !
1.' .

| Q. Did you tell John that he ought to take immediate
ia ' i

Y steps to reinforce that instruction?

34 A. No, I did not. I told him I was going to write

15 a letter to Don Hallman or nuclear service, maybe I didn't

to use Don's name. Again, as I stated earlier, I cannot get it '

i- straight in my mind whether I was talking in future tense,

or past tense. I either had just written that memo or was

going to.
19

Q. Did you tell Lind that there ought tobeareview|
'jf )

within the training department to see what, in fact, had been
..i~

put out, and to make sure that what was being put out

22 to operators was suf ficiently clear and precise, so that there

23 would not be a repetition of the kind of premature termination
s |

24
h.
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13 ji,

2, of HPI that had occurred in September and again at October
r u

' at Davis Besse?
I

_ .a
!

| A. I don't remember making such a suggestion to !
4,r

| John Lind.'

:,

Q. At the time you wrote your November 1 memorandum,

'' '
- Mr. Kelly, were you aware of a procedure available within '

-

the B&W organization for handling basic concerns?'

,

x A. Yes.
|

9 Q. Were you aware of the existence of something [
called a preliminary safety concern form?3g

A. I don't recall ever having seen one but I am sure ,
,

that there must have been a form that went along with it.
12 :

Q. Were you aware that Mr. Taylor, in the licensing
13

I section, was the in-house administrator of that procedure?
I" 'A. Yes.

' 7' Q. Did you consider putting your November 1 memo-
,

I i
ti; randi'ni on a preliminary safety concern form? $

$
A. No, I did not. Eg

>

Q. Did you believe that your November 1, 1977 memo- -

;g ,

2

randum would be plugged into the system for handling basic d
19 i

concerns that was then in existence within B&U? | 5

20 ! [
A. Would you repeat the first part of that. I j;

'

~>i I
don't know what you were asking me. '

r
22 (Whereupon, the pending question was read by the

,

21 reporter.)
.

24

i 1882 060 t.,

F
~ ~ ~ ' ~

.

:
_



!

; _ _ _ _ . _ - _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ;
'

14
! !

'

! 2 By fir. Rockwell
L ,

|.

Q. Do you have the question in mind? -

3 ;,

! A. Yes, I do.
4

i.
; When I wrote that memo, I didn't know whether it
[ 5 ,

|
would be a preliminary safety concern or not. My intent was

,

c i

to get it in front of the people who would know. I think my |

memo says that additional guidance may not even be required.

* In other words, there was doubt in my mind, and I thought by

9 writing this memo, that I would get to the people who would
|

'
i

m ! know what information was being put out in detail, and that i

;

if it had to be revised, they would revise it. And, as toi
,

whether it was a preliminary safety concern or not, I didn't
1.'

feel like it was of sufficient importance at that time. I

mean, I didn't feel I had enough information even to nake that
i

la
decision. I didn't know whether we were telling the right

"'
things or not, and that's why I wrote the memo. !

16 I Q. Did you talk with anyone before you wrote the memo-

17 randun or af ter?

A. I talked to, as I pointed out, I talked to mym

immediate supervisor, Eric Swanson.
g

Q. I am sorry. I did not finish the question. ;

20

Did you talk to anyone before you wrote your memo-
21

randum or after 6s to whether the concern you had was the kind'

of concern that ought to be expressed in a preliminary safety .

23 concern form?
,

'
; i882 061
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\ a
il

i ii
2 A. No, I don't remember discussing that.

! I>
'

''

3 Q. Did you have that preliminary safety concern pro- ,

;

cedure and form in mind as a possible way of pursuing your ,
a

I
iconcerns at the time you wrote your memorandum?

3 i

A. I don't remember considering that.
6

Q. I know we have gone through who the people on the ! -

'

I

] distribution of your memorandum are, and what positions they ,

i

8
hold. I don't have that directly in front of me. But, my

recollection is that one of the persons on distribution is k"
)'

1" in the licensing section, am I correct? f

ii : A. Not on my November 1 memo, no. There is no one
' ! !
;I in there that at the time was in licensing.,.,

Q. Okay. .

I

I.
; Referring now to deposition Exhibit 35. Do you .

!

Il

j have that exhibit before you? ,i

Ir,
A. Is that Frank Walter's memo?

'"
Q. Yes. That is correct.

l~ A. Yes, I have that.

18 Q. Let me read the first paragraph of the memorandum.:
I
:

A. Was that a question?
i9

'

Q. No. I am just getting something.
.,

i

Let me read the first paragraph of the memorandum.'
i

21

And this is a memorandum from Mr. Walters to yourself in |
. ,

2'
response to your November 1 memorandum, is that correct? j

'

i

f,
'. . ,

~'
A. Yes. .

I i882 062 |
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'
i I

2 Q. "In talking with training personnel and in the {
! i

opinion of this writer, the operators at Toledo respond in
|3

'a correct manner", it may be " responded", "in a correct manner.
4 !

considering how they had been trained and the reasons behind j

'
r, j ;

the training." ; ,

I (
#; Is that an accurate reading of the first paragraph:

|of the memo?
4 A. Yes.

I
9 Q. Did you understand what he meant by that?

'

ui i A. I think I do.

Q. What did he mean? I am referring to your know- f
g

!I ledge at the time you received it?
'12 ,

A. Frank is saying that he talked to training people'

nI
j and whoever he talked to,and Frank both believed that the'

14f
|

Toledo people did the right thing. If I'm answering your ;

3' question.

Hi Q. The right thing in light of how they had been

17 trained?
I

A. That is what he is saying.
is t

Q. Did you ever ask Mr. Walters how the operators ,

g

had been trained which would suggest that they had responded
,

20

properly?
i21

A. I never talked with Mr. Walters about this memo
f
I22 at all until in the past couple of months.

2d Q. Did you wonder when you read that paragraph, what i

es

1882 06324
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1 i
i

training the operators were getting which would suggest that; 2

their reaction had been correct in light of their training?i.,

A. No. I had already talked to Jo'n Lind by this
4

time, and when I read this I just got the impression that
r,

Frank Walters was confused and decided to go ahead and esca-

n
late it af ter talking to Bert Dunn.

Q. Did it ever occur to you that John Lind had been

8 confused?
t

9 A. No, because at the time I was talking to John
.

I'

!

Lind, there were other simulator instructors there, and I (in

believe I mentioned it the last time, Harry Helmyer was one f
g I

of them and there was more than two, and they were all in > ;

12 e

agreement that they were teaching the correct things.
vt !

{ Q. Would it be fair to say that Walters' first para-

14 graph in his memorandum is in direct conflict with what Lind
'

17, had told you when you went to talk to Lind?

16 i A. Yes, I would think that that is a fair reading '

t

i; of the words. ;

Q. And did you understand that Wal ters had written
g

his first paragraph a f ter talking with three former B&W train-:
19 I

!ing instructors?
20

A. I don't know who Frank talked to about when he
.

'

21 says "with training personnel", Idon'tknowwhohetalkedto.|
22

Q. At the time you read the memorandum?

23 A. At the time I read the memorandum I did know. What ,
* |

|

24 }
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a I am saying is I don't believe that now I still know who he
r

talked to.3 .

MR. ROCKWELL: Off the record. I
4 1

! i

(Whereupon, there was a brief discussion off the '

; i

record.) |
F> !

(Whereupon, the pending question was read by the |

7 I

reporter.) i

i*
MR. EDGAR: And you do not today, is that correct?=

|
,1 THE WITNESS: I don't think so. I don't think I

,

9
,

p, do. If you ask me to name those people, I couldn't say who
|Frank talked to, even right now.

,, ;

i

! By Mr. Rockwell:
,1/ :
i

Q. Would it be fair to say that at the time you ii

! i read the memorandum, you did appreciate that Walters' first
j

li iparagraph was in direct conflict from what Lind had told you? i

i
l '' A. Yes. That was in direct conflict with what John ;

'

'
16 Lind had told me.

17 Q. Did you take any steps to try to resolve that
,

conflict at the time?g
i

A. I talked to Eric Swanson, my supervisor, about

it, and we decided to go ahead and I told Eric at the time, !
en i

that I thought that Frank was confused about what my intent
21

was and Eric and I agreed that we should go ahead and escalate;
22 it and get Bert Dunn involved, because Bert Dunn was the unit

2i manager, have him write a letter to try and get some resolution
,

i
ai i ;
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! |
" 2 on my concerns. That was the steps I took. |,

Q. Did you realize at that time that if Walters had |.

\
'

,' been talking with training personnel and had arrived at the
! !

,
conclusion that he expresses in his first paragraph, that one

! '

|groupofpeoplewho,at least at one time had been training
r

'

?

. instructors at B&W, and then the current training instructors, i

- I i,

' '
| through fir. Lind, were saying things about what operator
l

* | instructions were directly in conflict.
!'

9 A. Reading the entire memo I got the impression that ,
:
'

to Frank may have not even been asking the correct questions of the

training people.
ii

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
la ij

questions of the training people that he was talking to? i
,

14

A. No, I did not. I just escalated it to Bert Dunn.
.

' ' . Q. Referring to the second paragraph.

I" ' '

"My assumption in the training assumes, first,

17 that RC pressure and pressurizer level will trend in the same
i

I
I am having trouble readingdirection under a LOCA for" ---s

lg ! this. Let me ask you to read i t, the second paragraph. .

|
THE WITNESS- "My assumption and the training

20

assumes, first, that RC pressure and pressurizer level will ,

21 i

trend in the same direction unoer a LOCA. For a snall leak .

they keep the high pressure system on up to a certain flow to I

23 maintain pressurizer level".
,

i882 066a
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1

> 2 Q. Thank you. |
1

IA. Do you want me to continue?
*

a

Q. Let me ask you a questien now.
4

'

MR. EDGAR: Joe, let's make certain we understand
r, :

what words we are dealing with here. |
!

c| This is how you read the words, is that right?
'

I
| i

;i THE WITNESS: Yes. I am trying to read the words as'
'

f

*1 they look to me. By that I mean he didn't say "high pressure ,

| |
9 . system, he said "HP" system and he has run the words "a" and '

i.,! "small" together.
1

fBy Mr. Rockwell:
3,

I"{ Q. We understand your reading of that paragraph is
|

what you see there and is your interpretation of what is

I written down in the sense of what it says --
14

A. Gramatical corrections and things like that, i

t r'
Q. (continuing) -- there may be, there may be some

16 difficulty in reading some of the handwriting here I under-

i; stand, but referring to that second paragraph, the second

sentence indicates for a small leak they keep the HP meaning,g

high pressure systems, up to a certain flow to maintain
g

pressurizer level.
co

What was your understanding at that point of
et ,

what operators were supposed to do in terms of maintaining i

'
+>| pressurizer
~~

level? |
23 A. You mean back in November,when I read this?

| i882 0672'
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1

2 Q. Yes, all the questions are directed to yo.ur
,

|knowledge at that time.
-

3

Let me try a dif ferent question.
,

A. Okay.
! |5

| Q. Was it your understanding at that time that the i
I

s,

training of the operators focused and emphasized the necessity'
' | ror maintaining pressurizer level?

I

^ A. During a LOCA? |

9 0. Yes.

A. I'm sorry. Does your question mean, are they
in

trained to maintain pressurizer level during a LOCA? gu
i
'

Q. Yes, were they at that time?
|12

A. Not to my knowledge, they were not. This is again
13

I as a result of conversations with the simulator instructors,
i

I4
Q. So, again, with respect to wha t Walters has in his j

memo, and what you understood from Lind, there was another |''

16 direct conflict in what you were getting, is that correct?

I: A. That is a fair statement, yes.

Q. Referring to the first sentence of that second
is

paragraph, and I will read it again so we will have i' in

mind: |
'

2n

"My assumption and training assumes first, that :

1
2: i

RC pressure and pressurizer level will trend in the same ,

direction under a LOCA".

23 Is that a correct reading of the sentence?
,

24

1882 068
c.



I
-

22 |1

,

I 2 A. Yes.
!

l

3 Q. Was it your understanding,at the time,that.RC ;

I

pressure and pressurizer level would trend in the same direc- |
4

|
,

tion? ,

..

A. Not under small LOCA conditions, no.
n

Q. In fact, you have gotten that understanding only

7 from your review of September 24th and October 23rd transients,
:

is that correct? |
*

i

"' A. That is correct, except that I never reviewed the .
,

to L October 23rd transient. But my information at the time was

based on the September 24th transient.
i,

Q. Okay. But at least on September 24th transient.
-,

i ,

; you had gained clear understanding that pressurizer level in
M

1 i
'

|theRCsystempressurehadnot been trending into the same
I14

di rec ti on ? |

'' A. That they do not necessarily trend in the same |
'6 direction under those conditions, that's right.

17 Q. In fact, under those conditions, they had not

trended in the same direction?is

A. Ri ght.g

Q. Did you make any inquiries of John Lind as to

whether the training program instructed operators that under
21

certain circumstances, at least including the kind of cir- |
Icumstances that occurred in September 24th Davis Besse transient,

that pressurizer level and RC pressure would not trend in th'e#

2:
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2 same directian? !
i

A. I don't remember asking John Lind that, no. '

a
!

Q. Did it occur to you that that question ought to
4

!

be asked of the training program at that point? '

j A. That's why I wrote my memo, yes, to see if we were
c. !

|coveringadequatelywhat the operators should be getting on ,

guidelines to secure high pressure injection. f
!

*
Q. And is that why you put fir. Norm Elliot on

9 distribution of your memo?

10 A. At the time I put tir. Elliot on the memo more for ;
information. My intention was to get the procedures written andji

If they needed to be, to get the procedures changed first, and
,,

then through the system that would filter down to Mr. Elliot
13

i
and into his training program, if his training program was in-

|14

adequate.

| Again, Ithought,afterhavingtalkedtoinstruc-|'

tors, I thought his training program at that time was adequate'.Di

17 Q. Did you recognize at the time you read the

Walters' memorandum, that the first sentence of the secondg

pa ra gra ph --g
'

A. Was that a question?
2o

Q. I have not finished it yet.
ll

(Continuing) -- that the first sentence of the

second paragraph made an assumption about training or made
|23 an assumption about what the operators were trained to do j
.
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!

) 2 that was not reflected in the training program at t_ hat time? ,

3 No, that question is wrong. Just a second, ilr. Kelly."

Did you realize when you read the fir-st sentence
4

i
of the second paragraph that there was an assumption in the i

:=

| training program which was no longer accurate in i

light of
,

r, i

the Davis Besse transient, namely that pressurizer level in

RC pressure would trend in the same direction when, in fact,

!" the experience a t Davis Bes se wa; that they would not, at least
|, under certain conditions?"
,

i
1i, 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?

12 i
~

;

' (Whereupon, the pending question was read by the ,
g 1. . | |"

reporter.) -

1
14

A. Okay. I understand the question. |
g
..

N!

I'
When I read that sentence it says "my" assumption , ]

| !!16 or "my" as being Frank Walters. And I had read the entire q
.

17 memo once or twice at tha t point before I made up my mind,

and my assumption, Joe Kelly,was. that Frank Walters was con-g ,

!fused, not the training department.

Q. In other words, you understood or you believed at <

20

tha t t-ime tha t Wa l-te rs ' assumption about what the training I (I
21 t Iwa s , was s imply i na ccu ra te ? | |

A. Yes, I believe :that Frank Wal ters' assumptions |

21 we re w ron g .
''
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2 Q. Again, did you go back to training in order to
f

a rationalize or to resolve this apparent conflict between what ~

Walters was saying and what John Lind had told you?
3

|
A. I made no attempt to do that because it was John |"| ,!

.Lind and Harry Helmyer and others who, Harry talked to them
|n

as a group, convinced me that they were teaching it. So, I !

-

'

just assumed that Frank was the one who was confused.

'

Q. But you did not go back and present them with

I
9 i this memo, I take it, and ask them for an explanation?

in A. No, I did not.

ii Q. What does Mr. Walters mean when he refers to
I

"hydroing" in the third and fourth paragraphs of the memo,
, . ,

and i f you want to take a moment to review those paragraphs, ''

13o ,
,

please do.
i:

A. I'm reading that ri 0ht now. |

I:,
(Pause.)

I" When I read that, to me, Frank is saying, that t

i
17 leaving high pressure injection on will fill up the reactor i

ta coolant system completely, including the steam volume and j

| pressurizer and continue when it gets into a solid water con-,g
!

! dition, continue to increase reactor coolant system pressure up to

code safety pressure and that is what he is saying when he
21

is saying hydroing, hydrostatically testing, this is what that,
22

words means to me.

.>3"
Q. 50 hydroing means taking ghe system which includes

i882 072'24
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I

i 26
I 1

_' the RC coolant system and pressurizer u;> to a solid condition
'

t.

and bringing it up against, presumably, to set points for the *
,

I.
'

|variousreleasevalves, is that correct. t

It.

I l,

i A. Yes, of course, in a formal system hydro, you go i
. , ' :-

to much higher pressures than the code safeties. But you have
c I to take them out of the system and blank them off. In this !

'

! i

case, I understood that he meant going up to the code safety |

8 release valve at that point. |-
| l' ,

9 Q. Then, referring you to the fourth paragraph. h
'

!

Let me read it. ig
,

"If you intend to go solid, what about problems I

11 ,

i with vessel nechanics". I E

t L' ;
'

I What does he mean by that?
[

" A. I assume he was talking about brittle f racture.,

'
O. And what do you mean by "bri ttle" f racture. i

' '

/. Hardened steel under conditions of pressure at low! i:
'

! i

inI temperatures will break brittlely like glass. [
.'

n Q. So, you understand that he was expressing a concern :
!in the first sentence of the fourth paragraph about potential failure?
|

Lg
i

A. This confirms a more of -- in my mind about the
in

confusion that I thought Frank was under because in the con-
20 y

ditions we are talking about, reactor vessels would be hot ',1
. , ,
-

enough so that brittle fracture would not be a problem. So, '

.

22
again, on that statenent, I was under the impression that |

t

23 Mr. Walters was confused.
3882 n73 o'i u-
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i

| |
2 Q. Did you go back and attempt to clarify that con- | [,i

i >>

fusion or that apparent conflict with your own understanding !
E

3
i

with fir. Walters? |
'

,
, ..

A. No, I did not, because at that time I dismissed :
,

'
| .,

that concern as a result of his confusion and it really was
~

,

not in the realm of my objective of giving guidelines on when ,
,
-

t

| to secure high pressure injection. To me it was a different |
'

|'

*'
| type of problem when you talk about brittle f ailure, and even '

|
..

9 | talking about brittle fracture had nothing to do with letting ;

in the high pressure injection system run even up to the code
,

j;! safety problem, code safety check points, because the vessel I,
'

i |
was hot under those conditions and brittle failure would not

12 |; | |

!'| be a problem. |
, ia !

-

'

Q. Referring you now to the second sentence of the ,

i4 i i-

fourth paragraph. Let me read it:
i [' ' .' "Also, will the code in the electromatic valves ;

i f' relieve water (via steam) at significant flow rates to keep j

i
17 the RCS from being hydroed."

|

Is that a correct reading of the last sentence ;is
!.
'of the memorandum?,g

: A. Yes, that is what it says. |2. , '

| Q. What did you understand he meant by that? ! ;

21 i
t j A. At that point, fir . Walters' memo had me confused ,

| also, because I could not understand the use of the word i

l i23
ii" hydro" in that sentence, flow that correlated with his use '

1882 074 [
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I i

! |

'

}
2 of the word with hydro in the third paragraph that we have

i
a not talked about.

.

I
-

In other words, if the code relief and electro- |
1 i

matic relief are lif ting and relieving water, primary pressure'
|,

.>

will stay at 2500 pounds. It will not go up to hydrostatic i

'

i; !

test pressure at 3125 GSIG.
I

I

i

I Q. At the time you received that memorandum from !7
,

i'

Mr. Walters, did you understand that there were any restric- i
'i

*
'

i.

|" | tions or concerns about going solid? 6

i !.
pi | A. About going, about taking the reactor cooler

;

systen solid during a loss of coolant incident, is that what ' .43;
I

, ' you a re a s ki ng , or at any time? , ,

li
"

Q. Any time, other than for hydrostatic tests? '
,*j ,)

| MR. EDGAR: Let's take it both ways. : 4
1

I d

By fir. Rockwell : ]is |

I 4

Q. Okay. Let's take for loss of coolant incident :

!

I" fi rs t.
I

17 A. Loss of coolant incident, I was aware of no

concerns about taking the reactor coolant system solid.g

Q. Here you aware of any concerns about taking
g

reactor coolant system solid other than during a LOCA?
_v

A. Wouldn't do it during normal operations. ]
21 "

Q. Why not?

|
A. Well, because the advantage of having a steam'- r

I
23 bubble in the pressurizer is the fine, pressure regulation and

i882 075''
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t
a control that you have with the steam bubble there to cushion f

i
es

|| changesin the reactor coolant system inventory. If you take I'3

!i

, ' a pres urizer solid during normal operations, you forfeit IIi

| | si

i that advantage of pressure control during normal operation. 3-
r, ,

; Q. At that time during the Fall of 1977, what

6 | operator instructions existed which advised .

, the operators that
- i'

; it was permissible to go solid during LOCA transients?
I

* A. I don't know what instruct *ons would have told
.

9 them that. That was part of my o'iginil r'.eson for writing j .

fm the letter,to see what instructions we were putting out to '

;|'

the customers and to the operators, when to secure high !
'

3;

! pressure injections during a LOCA.
12;

,
-

| Q. Did you ever followup in nailing down exactly |

n 4
iwhat ins tructions were being given to operators with respect

il

j to going solid in a LOCA transient after you put out your
l' ; November 1 memo? ! q

lI" . A. I don't remember looking for instructions that | ,,

i
-

17 ] talked about whether or not you could go solid during LOCA, i <

n | no. I never followed that up.
1

i Q. Would it be fair to say, taking the Walters' memo i
"|

to be mis-|randum as a whole, that because of what you perceive
so

understandings or inaccuracies on the part of Mr. Walters in
21

the memorandum, that you essentially dismissed it?
|

. . . .
!-

A. That is a fair statement.
;

23 bTo me, the value of Frank ,Walters' memo was in

1882 076 I'
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i i ,

I I

its prompting me to escalate the problem to Bert Dunn to get ;
2

,

more attention on it, on my concerns. j,

3

Q. During your, the first phase of your deposition ! $.
t

,

in Lynchburg, you indicated that after you returned from Davis ii

,
.,

Besse, following September 24th transient, and after your brief , .,,

'
's '' :ing, to, I think you said some 30 people at Lynchburg, that
I '
- "

a plane load of people went back to Davis Besse. I :t
'

Do you know who went back to Davis Besse on that |*

U,|
, ,

plane? ! ~.
"

A. I think, .till the only one I can remember was .]I
'

to if

interested in going back was Joe Lauer, and if you ask the f
'

!
,;

|.

i

question that way, I can't even say that he actually went
i

i

back. He nay have changed his mind sometime between r
, .

M!q that briefing, and when the plane actually left.
It

Q. Are you aware that the plane did go ultimately ,
,

back to Davis Besse with some people from Lynchburg?"

16 A. That is my recollection, yes. |

17 Q. How often do you personally go out to investigate

transients?is

A. I have left Lynchburg to investigate two, the
19

one at Davis Besse and the one at Three tiile Island on :
1

2o !

iMarch 28. I
~

Q. Of 797 i882 077.,i

! iA. Yes.
I ,

i

Q. Is it a practice of B&W to send people to a site23

24

25

- - - . . . . - - . - - . . . , . . - . . _ _ . . - . , _ - , . , , _ _ . _ . . .
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2| where a transient has occurred and appears to be significant
I

a in some way?i

I

I A. ies, if its chosen to be a significant transient, it is,;
t .

our pract ce to send someone out to the site.i

,
,

Q. How often, to your knowledge, does that occur,
,

..

namely, sending someone out to investigate?
_

'

A. I can remember Bob Wings going out to investigate
!

[a transient and smoke Si1VD, that's the only other one that j
1

", presently comes to mind. t

Ito Q. Did Dunn ever see the Walters' memo? Did you
| t

i show it to Dunn? -n '
I ;

A. I don't remember ever showing it to Mr. Dunn.
3.,

Q. Did Swanson see it? |
'"

|

A. If I didn't show it to Eric, I told him about it.
,

11

I don't remember showing it to Eric.
,

'

Q. What was his reaction to either seeing it or to
1

'" | hea ri ng abou t the substance of it from you?
,

!
17 A. At the time, i- I didn't show it to him, I would '

;

is j have given him my opinion of it and recommended to Eric that i

'
i

is,|wepursueadifferentpath,andasaresultofthatconversa- ;

I

tion, we decided to talk to Bert Dunn and get Bert again to
n, i

write a letter. i882 078 :

21

i Q. And the opinion of the memorandum that you would
22 !,

have given to Swanson, was that Mr. Walters appeared to be '

|n mistaken or not understanding the issyes involved? I

"

|

24 i

i

' ?s |J
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2 A. That would be a fair paraphrasing of what I said.
|
'

O. Is Mr. Karrasch head of your unit? -

:

A. Yes.
i

Q. Did you have any conversations . tith Mr. Karrasch

at all from the time of the Davis Besse transient to the time
t

of the TM12 accident about the issues raised in your and
- 1

Bert Dunn's memorandum? i
i
~

!
'

A. No, I don't remember talking to Mr. Karrasch about'

i
!

9 that. :
'

i,,

I Q. Was it he who referred Dunn's memorandum to you?vi

,,! No, excuse me. You were on the distribution of Dunn's memo- ,

'
i

|randum, weren't you?
I A. Yes.

13 i
i '

Q. You do not remember having any conversations with,

t .: 1 '

i him at all during the time period from September 24, '77, to |

"' ' March 28, '79? |

|
Ni A. No, I do not.

I

17 i Q. I think you said in your last section of your
,

I ,

m ! deposition at Lynchburg, that you had had a brief conversation!
I (

'

with Mr. Karrasch in the hall about what had happened with
,

Hallman's memorandum of August 3, 1978, came to him, is that
;< , ;

j correct? gg g7g ,

'
I A. But that was after the Three Mile Island incident.

'

Q. Right. But you did have a brief conversation ;

I
23 '

afterwards? -

i 1

24 |
.

r, .

| t
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1

2| A. Yes.
'

. ;

Q. And recapitulatt that for ne, would you?'

I ',A. That was early in June, first week in June, Don4 ,
|

Hallman called me on the phone and wanted to go over this series .
.,i

;

j of memos. I finished talking to Don and Frank Walters at j
'

"l |
; that time. I just left Don's office and was walking back

_i i

! |'| to my own desk when I passed Bruce Karrasch in the hallway.
I

!^
At that point I asked him what he knew about that memo and

'

", I don't remember his exact response, but it was on the order '

,
I

;

in of shrugging his shoulders or saying he couldn't recall it
'

i .

u i at that time. This was briefly in the hall as we passed each
! !

i other and talked. !,
,

i

0. Is that sun and substance of that contact?
: '

A. As I can remember.
,

'a :

Q. And is that the only contact which you have had
I

with f!r. Karrasch on this subject up to the present? !

D' A. fio , I talked to tir. Karrasch again this Monday. '
,

| !,

'T i Q. Did he have any comment?
'

!
is A. It was the beginning of this week. i,

i i
*

Q. Did he have any comment as to what had i
,3

,

happened in the handling of the concerns raised by your 4

20 .

t.

memorandum and Bert Dunn's two memoranda? i t

I21 '

A. That is what I assumed your previous question was

when you asked me if I had talked to him about it. Yes, we
~

i
23 talked about what happened to the nemq. |

1882 080 !2i
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'

I
'| Q. Right. But you said you had a second conversationa

1
-

!

t 3| with him within the last week? l
.

i i

A. Yes, that was Monday. |j 4
\

\ \ -

Q. Okay.
i _ ,

,
i .,

|;
|

And what was said it, this conversation?j '

o ,, '

A. I told him that, a brief summary of what j
'

!
.

, had happened while he was on vacation in this area and about j'

* I my previous tes timony , and I asked him what had happened to
I

9 that. i

to Q. What did he say?
!

A. He said that he had the memo, he had gotten the -

i; ,
I .

t

meno and that he sat on it for a few months, and that'

32 ' I ,

periodically, Don Hallman had called him and asked him what ;

j la i

T the resolution was and Bruce says that around the turn of the |
-

Christmas time or early January of 1979, we are talking ;1t '
year,

i t

about now, that he reread the memo from Don Hallman, decided'
i

I !

1"l that he agreed with Bert Dunn and that he called Don Hallman I .

!

17 and told him so. |

I That was the essence of what Bruce had told me [
s

l I |
| happened to hin. |g' ! tI I 1

Q. Did he say whether he had ever sent a memo back
f>t i !

to Hallman? |
'

I.,

'

| A. He specifically said he did not. It was all

|
~

te'.ephone conversation. | '
;

23 Q. Did he indicate what Hallman's response was at |,

l
24 i

4 i882 081 -

|
t

2s
,

,

.

5



. . - - . -

: I 35 ,

I *

!

| 2j the time he called Hallman and told hi., that he was in agree- |

ment and that he had nothing more to add? -

t
i

,,

I A. No, Bruce didn't tell ne what Don Hallman's |
''

, -t
,

response was. ;

0 Have you talked to Hallman about that, about
!c

Karrasch's call.
,

A. No. !
'

i
~

Q. Around the beginning?
' -

1

! A. No, I just had conversation with Mr. Karrasch on9 ;<
' i i

i in Monday, and I haven't seen Don Hallman since. I !

!

|
Q. Have you had any conversations with Hallman about '

;g
,

' '
Hallman's contacts with Karrasch following August 3, 1978?

, ,

A. The last I talked to Don Hallman about this was
g !1:: ,

at this early June meeting that I mentioned, and at that time,
'

' *

? II ,

I don't remember Don saying anything about conversations with
r I

i I ". '

| Bruce following the August memo. ;

|I

i i Q. What was the substance of that early June meetingD'

h :7| between you and Hallman, or conversation between you and
i i

! 3 I Hallman?

A. That is the one that I'm saying was there also I
| p, |
! |

} wi th Fra nk '.4al te rs and we wen t ove r the series of menos that

f
."':

deal with this subject and talked about what we had thought!

1882 082 :| had happ.'ned to them.
. ,,|

~~

Q. Did Hallman, at that time, nake any reference to'

# the fact that Karrasch had called him,back and told him that
>

24

I
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I

f j he, Karrasch, was satisfied with Dunn's prescription and '

2

I

t ! nothing more need be added by f!r. Karrasch's departmen't's
i t,

'
' planned integration. $

,
n

'

,

A. fio, he didn't bring that up, not that I remember. .

f1R . RO C K'K L L Off the record. ]
o ;

'(Brief discussion off the record.)
-

! 4

i
' By fir. Rockwell: i

'

Q. fi r . Kelly, that is all I have for the time being.
;

!

| At this time we will recess your deposition again leaving you9
,

to subject to recall for further testimony should it be needed'

I as usual. If it is needed we will advise you through counsel.,,
l

.
Thank you. :

i 12 1

'

(Whereupon, the deposition was concluded.,

la) ,

| Il

.............................._i

Joseph John Kelly, Jr.j n,

!,;

' Subscribed and sworn to ';
1, .I

I before me this ____ day j
is l

; of ______________ 1979. ]
j 19 l
, 4
. 1
i ao : 1_______________________
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,

1 DIRECT EXAMIflATI0fi C0fiTIflVED 3 j,

:

2 MR. ROCKWELL: The records should reflect that |,

3 we are resuming the deposition of Bert Dunn which was

adjourned at 6:45 p.m. on July 2, 1979, by means of a tele- '
4

! phone conference call in the offices of Morgan, Lewis & 2

I !

| Bockius, in Washington, where Mr. Edgar, myself and the court | ;
n.

reporter and Mr. Mann are present, and on the other end, !

7 :

offices in Lynchburg, Virginia, at Babcock & Wilcox, where
| ,

i

*
the appearances, as I understand it would be f1r. Dunn, as

!
'

9 the deponent, John flullin, as counsel . ;
i l

in And, John, is there anyone else present in the

i room:,,

i i

MR. MULLIfiS: Right now we also have Mr. Walter
,,

| and Mr. Kelly. :

| !U '

MR. ROCKWELL: Would the court reporter please
ti

indicate that they are present in the appearances at the

"' I beginning of the deposition. '

I
16 f1R . EDGAR: Off the record.

17 (Discussion off the record.)

is f1R . ROCKWELL: If f'r. Kelly and Mr. Walters are
I

still in the room we will note their appearances.g

Whereupon,
,

20 j
BERT M. DUtifl

|21

having been previously sworn, resumed the stand and testified ;
. . . , ,
~~

as follows: gg gg
23 By Mr. Rockwell:

,

21

2r,

}

___.___._ ___ |[ '
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i

i 3-A
I !

j 2 Q. Mr. Dunn, we are back on the record. ,

If you cannot hear my question please say so ,

3

immediately so that I can repeat it. Because we are using speaker

phones, it is imperative that I finish my question fully
3 !

before you begin to respond, and in turn, I will try to let
a

you finish so we do not get crossed on the speaker phone.

Mr. Dunn, you are aware that you are still under

!* oath, correct?

9 A. Yes, sir.

u, Q. Mr. Dunn., we were advised by Mr. Kelly during his

deposition, that you went to Davis Bes.se in the days immedi-
,,

I

ately following the Davis Besse transient of September 24,
'

12 ,

|1977, then returned to Lynchburg and held a briefing in -the
,

i i

j cafeteria in which you were in at-tendance. i

!! , |

.00 you recall attending that briefing?
,
.

" A. I didn't recall-the. briefing a-few days-ago, but
!

m I have reviewed fir. Kelly 's -testimony , and I believe I doi

:

c ! recall that : briefing -at -this time as -to my .being -present.

I don't recall details :during -the -briefing.g

Q. Do you recall having a discussion with Mr. Kelly
.

following that : briefing in which you raised with him the -

20 ,

concerns 4nat were_ul.timately expressed in his Novembcr 1, j
21 ,

1977. memorandum:and i n your -two -Februa ry , .19 78 -memo ra nda ? ;

1
22 A. No, I:do not.specifically recall having that

;

43 Mtscussion. .I-wouldrnot: doubt:tbat it;qqcurred,:but I;do-not

"' i882 090,

25
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,

I

4i

2 recall it.4

Q. fi r . Dunn, at some point you have already told us
3

you arrived at the conclusion that the Davis Besse transient raised

the possibility of operator error to the extent of premature
:.

termination of high pressure injection.
r,

How did you come to that conclusion? Was it a

I
flash of insight? Did somebody tell you that? What was the

l3 intellectual process by which you reached that conclusion?
I

l

9 A. I believe I should say that it was more a matter

of just identifying the fact that the high pressure injectionin
!

had been terminated in conjunction with enough research tog

identi fy the addi tional fact that the reactor coolant system
12 i

! was not in a solid configuration at the time high pressure !

la,

I injection was terminated and in that mode, I would always

''
consider it unwise to terminate high pressure injections. So

l'' rather than an intellectual stroke of genius, it is more ,

|
H. recognition of those two facts within the body of the data and,
c,| then recognizing that out of all of our experience with LOCA i

i !

g{ analysis, that could not be shown in a positive manner to be
I *

a safe action. i

|
Q. Did you know that the termination of HPI in the,

:n !
Davis Besse September 24th transient, was initiated by the

'
21

operator because the operator was watching pressurizer level?

22 In other words, did you have specific knowledge

23 that the termination of HPI had been initiated based upon j
, i

2-I

1882 091i
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f5
'

t
i-

j uj pressurizer level alone?
e t

I ;I A. At the time that I recognized that what I felt has a
P
' premature termination of high pressure injection had occurred,.,;

t

: ! I do not know whether I had the reason for that termination
:, 3

c.|available
.

to me. I would say that even today, it may be
t

unclear as to whether the reason for termination has been
;i

: | specifically documented and proven to me or whether I had inferred I

8litwasfrom, I and other people have inferred it was from
i

9 high pressurizer level. It didn't seen to make sense that
I

to that was the reason. '

i
'

33 Q. Do you recall whether, in tha time period start-

ing when you first heard about the September 24, 1977, Davis
, , ,

'

Besse transient, up to the time of Mr. Kelly 's flovembe r 1
11 |i

memorandum, that you talked to anyone else other than i
11 I

Mr. Kelly with respect to the reasons that the operators may

' " - 6

have had in mind for terminating HPI as they had done in that;
I

N! Davis Besse transient?
i

IT i A. I would say probably.
l.

m| Q. Do you know who?

A. As I testified earlier, I believe that very soon,g ,

after the September 24th transient -- is that the correct date?
un !

Q. Yes it is. |
21 i

A. (continuing) -- I had a discussion with Don '

iHallman through his door. By that, I mean I was standing
i

23
in his doorway. Idon'tbelieveIwassittinginhisoffice.|

t
24 r

' '

i882 092
r,
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4
i

'

1 6

t

2 I also probably discussed it with Eric Swanson, and I would
'

believe that the subject of why, may have come up in one ofa
I

i

those two discussions. j
4

Q. Do you recall what specifically what would have

been discussed with respect to the question why the operators
"

,
' | did what did at Davis Besse? i

7' !
A. No, sir, I do not.

1

*
Q. Anyone else besides Hallman and Swanson?

'1 A. I wouldn't disallow the possibility, but I can't

I Iin give you names that are more than speculative. i

,

Q. Do you know why you went to Hallman and Swanson?,i

A. Hallman, I believe, because he was involved in
, ,

nuclear service and knew a lot about, or would have been my
13

) ,

inpression that he would have known a lot about operations :

14

and why things were operating, and I also got the impression
,

'
that he could communicate with the customers and had respon-

|
!36 sibility for following through on ti.e accident. I don't

17 knJw that that is exactly right. I think that may be my

impression at the time,w

Swanson, because he is in integration, knowsg

a lot about system design and is a personal friend of mine
eo

! with whom I would discuss many issues.
t i'

,

; Q. Mr. Dunn, you nay recall that Kelly, in his
. . . . i
-

November 1 memorandum, referred to a transient which occurred '
|

2" ' on October 23rd at Davis Besse. Do yoy recall that?

- i882 093.,
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.

I I 7

|
!

2 A. I don't recall him referr.ng to it in hi.s |
'

!
i

, testimony. I kind of skim read his testimony. I wouldn't :

I >

say that he didn't refer to it. I'm not familiar with the f ac t
4

that he has, at times, made reference to that transient, I i

5 i ,

!guess.
'

c |

Q. What is your understanding of the significance
!:

of the October 23, 1977 transient at Davis Besse with respect

to the concerns that were raised by Mr. Kelly in his flovember^

f 1 memorandun and the concerns raised by you in your two9

:

to i February 1978 memoranda?

l A. fly understanding that that accident prompted the '

,3

| |
' t'ovembe r 1 memorandum in that, in that accident there war

!12 i

again a, as we view it premature termination of high pressure.

MR. ROCKWELL: For the record, we have a telephone
it

'

ringing here and we are goina to have to wait until it is '
i

answered to continue.

1" Off the record.'

17 (Discussion off the record.)

is MR. ROCKWELL: Okay, back on the record.

fi r . Edgar has returned to the room.g,

' By Mr. Rockwell:
ri .

; 0. Mr. Dunn, do you know, other than the fact that |
2:

the October 23rd transient involved a premature termination |
~

of HPI, do you know what other significant events took place |
I23 in that transient that may relate to the general concerns of

24a
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i

1

! |I 2 the dovember 24th transient. For instance, was there a failure

a to open PORV? -

A. I do not know whether there was a failure to open4

! Ii PORV in that transient. It occurs that there was. I did not !'.~,

I
|detail an examination of that transient, nor a process of '

6 i

what I would term an evaluation of it. At this point in time
;

I an very unclear as to the circumstances surrounding or

#
evolving during that transient.

9 Q Do you know whe'"nr in the October 23rd transient
,

',

to pressurizer l~evel was higl' with reactor coolant inventory
|

low? |ii

| |A. No, I 'd o 'n o t .
, , , | j

i i

Q. 7tr. Dirnn, -directing your a ttention to February !

M
| |

'

of 1978, ~at th:at Time were you awa re of a procedure within |
i

14 !Babcock & Wilcox., which is known as the preliminary safety | ,

i., i Iconcern pr~oce~ dure and a form which is known as a preliminary ' i

t.
I" safety conc ~ern report or form?

j

t
17 A. 'Y-es , 1 -was awa re o f tha t a t that time.

j

n Q. Was your' February 9 memorandun and your February

16 memorandun, i'ntended to put your concerns into tha t pre-jg

,

limi na ry : safety : concern procedu re?

A. Was :the -first word in the question, the word
21

"was"?
;

4 Tha t ~is : correct.
~y.

A. hNo. that memo was not intended to put my concerns

24
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! 9i
|

2 in the preliminary safety concern procedure. I
;

i I

3 Q. Did you know at tha t time tha t fir. Taylor,"in the '

! !
licensing section, was the man who administered that procedure

4

in-house?
|

!5

A. Yes, sir, I was aware of that. ;
'n

Q. Was the reason that you addressed your memorandum ,
- t

'' to Mr. Taylor, both your February 9 and your February 16 memo I
i

f
* randa, to put before him your concerns in an ef fort to determine

|9 whether they should be handled within the procedure for .

m handling prelimanary safety concerns?

I;;j A. ti o , I would say that was not my reason.

Q. What was your reason?
If

;
i A. My reason was that Mr. Taylor was a highly

n|
i n fl ue n ti a l person, in my view, interested in the safety of |.

Il

the plant and capable of causing a form of discussion to be

f'
initiated surrounding my concerns.

16 Q. Why didn't you put your memorandum onto a safety,

17 a preliminary safety concern form?

A. I think it would be best characterized in saying thatis

I felt that the concerns could be handled in the manner thatg
i

I did pursue it, successfully, and that a preliminary safety :
ao I

concern procedure would not be required unless the memo route I
si

and the resultant interaction from the memo did not produce
'

n
~~

results acceptable to me.

#
Q. Would it be fair to say that at the time you

"
1882 096
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! 10
1

2 wrote your February memoranca, February 1978 memoranda, you

were aware of the preliminary safety concern procedure," you3

were aware that f1r. Taylor administered that procedure and
,

,

that given your knowledge at that time you could have availed
n i

yourself of that procedure had you wished? I

C |

A. Yes, it would be fair to say that. |
:7 '

Q. Directing your attention now to the time pericd
, ,

between February 16, 1978, and August 3 of 1978, f1r. Walters ! f
*

i ,
,

" ' has indicated that the final prescription, as you have used I
i ,

,

I [
i
the term, or another way of putting it is the proposedto -

!

operator instructions contained in your February 16th memo ra ndum ,,;

,|werenotyet fully agreeable to him and he has also indicated
' in his deposition that there was continuing discussion between i

1:t i
persons under his control. I believe one of them may have/

!1:
been a man named Goslow.

i g
8

t ri Doyourecallanycontinuingdiscussionwithany-| |
I |

16 one regarding the adequacy of your prescription following i
i

17 the issuance of your February 16th memorandum? |
| I

n A. I do not recall any. And I believe I probably |
i
'would recall them if they occurred with me.g

Q. Did fir. Walters or did anyone ever advise you
20

af ter you wrote and distributed your February 16th memorandum,

| that they were not yet satisfied with the instructions to
~~ I. . . >

operators outlined in that memorandum?
:

23 A. Would you quantify the time period you are asking,

2
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i
e

! 11 I
i

!
; i

2 the question over?

I Q. Yes. We are addressing this to the time p~eriod i

3

between February 16, 1978, and ,,ugust 3, 1978. !
4 i

A. fly recollection, the answer to the question would '

be no. -

s

Q. Okay. The same question, but directed to the

| time period, August 3, 1978, to March 28, 1979?

*| A. Other than the fact that I was on distribution
t I

for the Don Hallman memo, and in relationship or qualified9

p, by the testimony I gave earlier, I do not recall any communi-

cation.g

la.| Q. In your testimony earlier, if I recall it cor-
.

! rectly, was that you were on the distribution for the Hallman ,
la ,

memorandum in the sense that your name appears there, but
|

Il

you do not recall seeing it until af ter the accident at Tf112. '

'' Is that correct?

IG A. That is correct.

17 Q. It is now 18 minutes of 11 and I understand,

Mr. Dunn, that you wish to leave to accompany your wife tog

a doctor's appointment. I do have some more questions, but

in deference to your own personal concerns, we can stop at !
'

a|
! this point if you wish.

21 |
A. Could you handle the questions in five minutes?

I

'"! Q. Sure. Let me proceed for an additional five
'

'3 minutes.
.

2.

'
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| 12i

| i
2 Q. Before the accident at TMI2, had ECCS analysis :

!
3 done any small break LOCA analysis for a fail-to-open PORV? '

i t
t iA. Let me repeat the question to be sure I have got

'

,

Ii t

| it right. ! i
'- ! l ;

i Before the TMI2 transient, on fla rch 28, 1979,
'

|
.,

had ECCS perforr.ed any evaluations or simulations of a stuck-- ;
i,

open PORV accident? |
-

i* 'Q. That is correct.
r

9 A. We had perfnrmed evaluations to the extent |

in that we had convinced ourselves that that accident would be

33 bounded by other accidents for which we provide computer
i

simulation. We had not specifically performed computer
.,

| simulation of the stuck-open PORV as an accident.
13

.

Q. Would your answer be the same with respect to a |
14 !

fail-to-open code safety release valve in the pressurizer? ,

"'
A. With respect to a f a il- to-open release valve in !

|D> the pressurizer as the instigating event, my answer would
l'

17 | be the same. I

Q. Would your answer be the same with respect tog

g | any small break LOCA within the pressurizer's face?
,

!
6

! A. Under the consideration that such a small break
un |

| LOCA was the instigating event, my answer would be the same.
2: '

j

;

Q. Had you played any role in the development of i

HPI policy, and by that I mean procedures for operators to
'

|23 follow as to when to terminate HP1, up to the time of March 28,

24
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i 13

2' 1979?

i A. Well, I expect a large part of my work or my3

associate's work was utilized to some degree in the - acedures
,

, concerning the high pressure injection system.

He did not pl ay, I believe, a ny di rec t role, and I'

,

i

do not recall playing any direct role, relative to high

pressure injection termination. |

| Q. Was the analysis which you have referred to a
'

I|momentago,whichyou believe bounded small breaks in the9 -

i

in pressurizer, also have accounted for or abounded the additional!
i

!fact of loss of all feed?i
!

A. Excuse me. I missed the last part of your

question.

Q. I will restate it. i

14

Would the analyses which you had referred to a
f,

''
moment ago, which bounded breaks in the pressurizer, also have:

0; accounted for, namely would they have also abounded small

i; breaks in the pressurizer in coajunction with a loss of all

feed, nanely main feed and aux feed?is

A. No, it was a standard assumption within the
g-

i

emergency core cooling analyses that auxiliary feed water would'
in

I|beavailableduringthelossorcoolantaccident.21

: Q. Would it be a fair statement of your opinion that

you did not feel that the flichaelson analysis taught you any-
,

23 thin 0 new?
,

2:

"
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|

2 A. That would be appropriate as the time we received ,

,

the Michaelson Report,and finally dealing with the resolution3

|
of the flichaelson Report,and specifically,in reference to the ,

4

,

writing of Appendix 5 to what I have earlier testified, de- I
..

scribed as the " blue beck".
c,

We have reached the conclusion that the reactor 1

| t-

system will not repressurize during the long-term of a small i

i

break and that fact I would say is a thina we nave learned. |*
t
'

9 Q. Other than that, however, the analysis contained ,

in f in Michaelson essentially reflected knowledge that you also

u | had at the time that the Michaelson Report came to you in the }
| 5

Spring of 1978? ,

u! | .

! A. Yes, I believe tha t is accurate. f

I Q. One last question.
I '

Il

| Could you tell me specifically what you relied on in

", assuming that the subject of your concerns as expressed in

' your February 9th and February 16th memoranda had been resolved,":

17 as of the issuance of your February 16th memorandum?

A. I think the best way to state it would be that,m

having reached what I appeared, or what appeared to me to
,g

I
be agreement with the personnel for nuclear service, with

l20

whom I was having discussions, who I think we now believe
21

was Kal Goslow, having reached that agreement with him, and j j
i

. . . ,
i~~

having agreed to what was basically his prescription for

23 termination of high pressure injection, and it was my judgment,

' 24
I
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|
2 that nuclear service would proceed with' notification of

a customers, unless they had further concerns about it,'and if

they had further concerns about it. they would then return to me
,

or I would find out about it somehow.
,!

Q. And your recollection is that they never did;
I.

return to you?
_

'

A. That is my recollection, yes.

*
Q. You have ieferred to fir. Goslow as the man with

I who.m you conferred between February 9th and February 16th in9
I

.

,

p> revising your original prescription? Has his name come back ;

M . to mind since your deposition? I know you could not recall
i

' the name of the person at the time of your original deposition
-,

,

was taken. Do you now believe he was the person you talked
i:t -

to? ;

la '

A. No. It is more like I can accept that he was

"|theperson I talked to and his name has, I have received his

Di | name f rom Frank Walters.
:

,

:

1 Q. Okay. I

I
Since time is running and I know you have this appoint-|m

ment, Mr. Dunn, we will recess once again, your depositiong

I
Jo | and leaving you subject to further recall for additional

| deposition testimony should that be required. .

Once again, I do not have any specific plans to |
recall you for additional testimony, although it is certainly ,

i

23 possible, and if that need should arise we will advise through,!
,

24s
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1 16
I .

'

|
2 counsel. i

I
g, Thank you for taking the time and being wi'th us.

,

! ,

(Whereupon, the deposition was concluded at ' i
4

|
'

11:00 a.m.)
.)

>.

|
,,

; .________________________________

I: j Bert :4. Dunn

,

, ,

i

Subscribed and sworn to i !
t' ,

,

I before me thi: ____ day !
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1 PR0CEEDINGS 3

2 Whereupon,

BRUCE AD0LPH KARRASCH -

3

was first duly sworn and testified as follows:
4

By Ms. Goldfrank:
5

Q. Could you state your name and spell it, please?
6

A. Yes, it is Bruce Adolph K-a-r-r-a-s-c-h.

7
Q. And I would just lite to say, if you cannot hear

8 a question that I ask, or if you do not understand a question

9 that I ask, please just ask me to repeat it and I will be

in happy to do so.

Would you state your current address, please?g

A. Yes. It is 2211 Cambridge Place, the city of
12

Lynchburg.
13

Q. And your current employer?
14

A. Babcock & Wilcox Company.
15

Q. And your current position?

16 A. I'm manager of the Plant Integration Unit in the

17 Plant Design Section in the Engineering Department.
,

MS. GOLDFRANK: I would like to mark as Exibit 13g

a resune of Bruce A. Karrasch.
19

(Resume of Bruce A. Karrasch marked Exhibit 1.)
20

By Ms. Goldfrank:
21

Q. I show you a resume of Bruce A. Karrasch marked

22
as Exhibit I. Did you prepare this resume today?

| 23 A. Yes, I did.
,

; 1882 10824
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1 4

2 Q. And is it a current resume?
.

3 A. Yes.

Q. Could you explain the responsibilities under your
4

present position as Unit Manager of Plant Integration?
,

A. The primary role of the Plant Integration Group
6

is to provide requirements on a system level for all the equip-
7

ment provided in the B&U scope of supply for our nuclear steam

8
systems. It is a design control job.

9 It is a job that you might call even one of a

10 project engineer within the Engineering Department. Within
,

33 the Engineering Department here at B&W our responsibility is

to make sure that people talk to each other; that there is an'

I interface relationship between the analysis that goes on in
f 13

| one section and the hardware that is procured and designed in
14

another section.
^

15
; It is to make sure that the licensing requirements
I

_

16
! for the nuclear steam systems are properly defined and docu-
;

17 mented and related in the paper that buys the equipment.

is It is a pretty broad responsibility. There are

'
between 25 and 30 engineers, senior engineers, reporting to

3g

I me in that function, and it is really one of coordination of

}
20

effort within the whole engineering department.
21

.

It requires a lot of paper work. We have a lot
t
'

of documentation which we prepare to make sure that things,

k 23i are properly communicated to other areas within engineering.
I

i882 10924
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2 That also requires a lot of review of the work of others, so

3 on the one hand we are preparing it to tell somebody t~o do

something, ano then revealing his work to make sure that he
4

has done it.
5

Those are probably the two key elements of the
6 -

job description.
7

Q. Let me just -- for clarification on your resume,

8 you indicate you received a Bachelor of Science Degree in
:9 nuclear engineering from the University of Wisconsin in 1967,
r

!

10 and then you received a Master's in Science in nuclear
,

e

physics from Lynchburg College in 1971; is that correct?
'

33

A. That's correct.
12

Q. And between '67 and '71 you were also working at
i 13

i Babcock & Wilcox; is that correct? !
} 14 '
' A. Yes.-

I
Q. Does that mean that you took your courses at

t
. 16 night at Lynchburg College?

17 A. That is correct. I was working full-time in

} is engineering for those four years, going to school part-time.
I

{ Q. Are you familiar with that incident at Davis-Besse3g

I

I on September 24, 1977?
20

A. I am familiar with the fact that it occurred and
21

i with the result, and I'm also f amiliar with the result, short- I

,' term action that happened here at B&W, but not in a detailed I
,

23 fashion at all.
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6
1

2 Q. When did you become aware of the incident at

Davis-Besse I on September 24, 1977? -

3

A. I guess it was within a day or two after it

occurred.
5

Q. Do you remember from whom you became aware of this
6

incident?

A. I don't recall exactly, but I believe that Joe

8 Kelly and Eric Swanson approached me on the day or possibly

9 the day after the incident reflecting to me that it was an
abnormal occurrence, and I think that our fluclear Servicein

Department had asked that Joe go to the site and see if we
3,

could define the sequence of events that had occurred and any
12

action that B&W could take as a result of the incident, and
13

they were approaching me only to get my approval that Joe
14 should leave the office and go to the site, and I so concurred.
15

Q. Do you remember if there were any memorandums to

16 you by Mr. Kelly or Mr. Swanson about that incident?,

17 A. I do not recall exactly. I would guess there were

n ne.
18

Q. You indicated that Mr. Kelly and tir. Swanson
g

discussed this incident with you as they thought it was ab-
t

20

normal. Could you be a little more specific as to why they
1

'
21

thought it was abnormal?'

m '

A. I do not recall."'

i
23 Q. Did you talk with anyone af ter your discussions|

! 1882 iiia
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I 7

2 with Mr. Kelly and Mr. , those disgussions of theSwanson about
, , ,, ,

incident at Davis _Besse I. .

3 _ ,

4
-

N. o , I did not.A.
. . .

Q. Did you write any memos to anyone?
'' ~ '' - ~ ~

5
~

A. No, I did not.

6
'

Q. Would you have written a memo to a file gongerning
7

that discussicn?
.. . ..

6 A. That is not my normal practice, and I am sure I

9 did not do it on this occassion.

in Q. You do not remember writing a memo?

! A. Correct.u

g .
indicated after discussions, the i n i t. i a. lQ. You.

. . .. . . . .

,

~

discussions, about the ingidgnt at Davis-Besse I that you .

13
| were awarp of the short-term concptns of B&W. Could you i

i

| 14 explain that statgment, please?
6

15 A. The only other evgnt that I recall back in that

16 chain of events as a
'

'

;
- - res ul t o f Da vi s-oes se wa s a n i n f o. rma. t. i on |. . . .. . _ . . _. .

j g megting that was held after Joe Kelly returngd from thg sitg, |'
!

and I couldn't gven tell you the exact timing. I suspget it
*

g
i
i was within a week or two after the event, but it was a. l a_ r g e |
g 39

. .. _

j meeting in which Joe Kelly and I believe a fellow named Fred Fiest, |
| 20

|
' who was stationed at the site, came to Lynchburg for th9
21'
- purpose of relating to key pgople at Old Forest Road yehat
g2 had happened at the event and what action Davis-Bgsse had,

t
| 23 taken to ge.t the plant into operation.-- .. . .

.
. . .. .. .
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1 8

2 I recall attending such a meeting. I really don't

recall what the substance of the meeting was. I know that
3

! Joe Kelly and Fred Fiest made a presentation to a large group
4

of people, but the content or the substance of that I do r.ot
5

recall.'

6*

Q. Is Fred Fiest an employee of Babcock & Wilcox?

7
A. Yes, he is.

8 Q. That would have been at Davis-Besse I?
f

f 9 A. Yes. I believe at the time he was the Site
.

in Operations fianager in our Nuclear Service Department stationed

at the site working for the Nuclear Service Department.g

'
Q. Do you know if there were any memorandums gener-

ated as a result of that meeting by you?
13

A. There were none generated by me, and I do not
! 14

recall reading any memoranda of which I would have been on
,

I

f distribution as a result of that meeting.15

16 Q. Did you take any notes at that meeting?
i

i 17 A. I really couldn't recall. My practice would be

to carry a note pad with me to a meeting, and I make a noteig

*
if I want to take some follow-on action. I just can't recall

19

! if I did on this occasion or not.
? K
{ Q. Would those notes be retained in a file if you
| 21
i did take notes at that meeting?

22
i A. No, they would not. My practice would be to take

23 the notes -- especially if I wanted to take any follow-on

188? i132'
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1

2 action -- and as a result of those notes, then I would for-

mally write a memorandum, either taking ac tion mysel f,' or
3

requesting one of the guys that works for me to take action,

maybe even call a follow-on meeting. I know I did not do that
5

as a result of any notes that I would have taken; and if I had*

6
done that, the notes I would take would just get thrown away.

Q. But you did not take any formal action as a result

8 of that meeting in writing a memorandum?
,

; 9 A. That is correct.

io Q. And you do not recall having had subsequent dis-

; cussions with anybody on your staff as a result of that meet-u
ing?

| A. That is correct.
I 13

| Q. Are you aware that the September 24, 1977, inci-
I 14

dent at Davis-Besse concerned voiding in the core?

I6 MR. GALLEN: Could you clarify that? Are yot

' 16 asking whether he is aware of it now or whether he "was aware

17 then?

l MS. GOLDFRANK: Whether he is aware of it now.
gg|

THE WITNESS: I am aware even today in a very

general manner of the sequence of events and what happened
20

at Davis-Besse. I am not familiar enough with the detail
21

sequence to even comment on whether there was voiding in the -

22
core or not.,

23 By Ms. Goldfrank: bb2 l}4
24

25

I
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1

5

2 Q. Are you aware that the September 24, 1977,

incident at Davis-Besse I concerned a temporary loss of
3

feedwater?
4

A. Yes.
5

Q. When did you become aware of that?
6

A. When I was first approached by Eric and Joe.

Q. That is fir. Kelly and Mr. Swanson?.

! 8 A. Yes, I'm quite sure, and again this isn't exact

{ 9 recollection, but I suspect that they approached me and said

f there was a loss of feedwater at Davis-Besse, and the follow-p)
i

! ing things occurred as.they would have received them over the
31

phone from Nuclear Service, and they would have said, "We
12

think Joe should go to the site and try and dete; mine what

h the sequence of events was."

14
So, yes, the fact that there was loss of feedwater,

15 I was aware of chat.

16 Q. Were you aware that there was a failed PORV?.

I

f 17 A. At that time I was not.

Q. Are you aware of that now?
18

| A. Yes.
! 19

Q. Were you aware at that time that the incident
20

concerned a premature termination of the HPI?
21

A. No, I was not aware of that at that time.

j Q. Are you aware of that now?22

23 A. Yes. 'l882 115
24
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2 Q. From whom did you learn that the incident con-

3 cerned a premature termination of the HPI? -

A. In various discussions following March 28, 1979,
4

,

it has come up where it has been called to my attention or
5

discussed in group meetings since the Three Mile Island event
6- .

that a similar event had occurred at Davis-Besse I. All I

7
knew about Davis-Besse up until today, really was that it was

8 a loss of feedwater and it was severe enough such that Joe

9 Kelly had to go to the site and try to explain what had

to happened, and that's really all I recall about Davis-Besse

up until the last several months since TMI.
11

Q. So, you did not become aware that the Davis-Besse

I concerned a prenature termination of the HPI until after The
. 13
' incident of March 23, 1979, at Three Mile Island?
'

14
A. Let me say that I did not understand the significance-

i
15

of i t. The fact may have been presented to me even in the

16 big meeting I talked about earlier where Joe and Fred pre-
,

; 17 sented it. I may have heard the enrds, but I did not under-

33 stand the significance of it until after TMI.
,

Q. Were you aware that the incident on September 24,,

g
t

i 1977, at Davis-Besse concerned high pressurizer indication
$ 20

! level?
21,

A. At that time I was not aware of that either.

! Q. When did you become aware of that?

A. Again, after the TMI event. l Ob2' l } bU

| 24

25
t
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2 MR. GALLEft: Could we go off the record just a
.

3 second?

(Discussion off the record)4

By Ms. Goldfrank:

Q. Is it' correct to say then that you were informed
*

6

at this meeting when Mr. Kelly and Mr. Fiest presented a pre-
7

sentation concerning the incident at Davis-Besse I of the

8 factors that that incident concerned a temporary loss of

9 feedwater arid voiding in the core, that it concerned a failed

10 PORV, high pressurizer indication level, and premature termi-

t
' nation of HPI, but that you did not focus on each and every

it

i factor that that incident concerned?g
I

i A. I was in the meeting where Joe and Fred presented
| 13

| their discription of what had happened. I do not recall
14

g understanding the significance of whatever it was that.they
I 15

said, because I did not take notes, and I did not take any
}

I Hi follow-up action. I think that's a clear way of stating it.
:

[ 17 Q. To the best of your recollection, could you tell

i un at that point in time what you thought the incident on

I
September 24, 1977, at Davis-Besse concerned?

| gg

| A. Looking back and knowing that I did not take
20j

? f low-up action or realize that something significant had
I 21
8 happened, I think that all I came away from the meeting was
4 oo
> that there was a loss of feedwater and some hardware or

23 equipment had not functioned properly, and that follow-up

24

882 117
,3

i
,

,



.

1 13

; action was very clear on what to do, which would be to fix2

| 3 the equipment that had failed so that it wouldn't happen again,

and I am sure that my innermost thoughts would have been .that
4

! the right people are being informed to take the follow-up
' 5

action and do the job right. And J would have ass.umed th.at,

! 6
I no action was necessary on my part personally. '

'
7

Q. You state that the remedy wa.s to fix squipment

8 that failed. Which equipment would that have been?
|

9 A. J was talking in a general sense. Okay. I _do

io not recall the specifics of which pieces of equ-i.pment or

systems h a d n o t f u n c ti.o n e d p r.o p e r l y . .I .ca n r.e c.a l l -t h a t I11 .

came away from the meeting knowing that something had no.t

worked properly at Davis-Besse and tha.t -fol.lon-up ac tion .was
13

tndeed well i n h a n d a-t .B &W .s o tha t .I .w.o u l d n o t h a.v e t o :c o n-
14

cern mysel f f urther.

15
The : specifics of what i.t was ~I do -not recall .

16 Q. Tha t fi el d woul d no t be . unde r you r -res pons i.bil i ty ?

n A. That -i s correct.

ig Q. :I would like you -to now look at.a-memorandum

da ted flovember 1, 19 77, -f rom f!r. Kelly. It hastalr.eady;beeng

~ marked ~ Exhibit.24 of'the Womack-deposition.
20

.Di.d you receive :this memorandum?
21

'MR. :GALLEft : .Just :a minute _until .I :am -finished i
.n~~'

r.eading it. |

23 !!iS . 310EDFR AtlK : ;Strre.

a4
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2 (Pause)

i By Ms. Goldfrank: -

3
e
'

Q. Did you receive this memora'ndum?
4

.

A. I do not recall.
5

Q. Your name is on the distribution list, is it not?
6

A. That is correct.-

! 7
I Q. Do you remember reading th'is memorandum prior to
(

8

|
just now.

f 9
{

A. Prior to now?

10 Q. Right.

A. I received this memorandum and three or four
11

others in a sequence that we are talking about here.today a

week ago, and that was the first time that .I saw this memo-
13

randum, the first time that I recall seeing this memorandum
14

since November 1, 1977.
15

Q. But you do not recall seeing it on November 1,
.

16 1977?

17 A. That is correct.

18 Q. Could you tell me who showed you this memorandum

about a week ago?
39

A. I was on vacation for two weeks prior to a week
20

ago, and when I came into the office Monday, I was informed
21

by -- I believe it was Bert Dunn -- that during my absence

22
the series of memorandums starting with this one through an

23 August 3rd memorandum to me had been un. nuestion by the

i882 ii9
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1

President's Commission, anu that the President's Commission
2

"

was interested in talking to me about the memorandum.
3

I then asked Joe Kelly if he would give me his

copy of all the memorandums, and that was last Monday, and,

5

I read them.
6

Q. Did you talk with anybody else about these memo-

f
7 randums other than Bert Dunn and Joe K'elly?

8 A. Let me think a moment. During the whole last

9 week I had a very brief conversation with Allen Llomack, who

go was my boss, Bert, Joe, I think that's all.

I guess that's my involvement in the whole thing,
g

and also both with John Mullens of our legal staff and George
12

Edgar, also last week.
13

Q. Do you remember the substance of your conversation
14 with Bert Dunn last week other that just informing you of

15 the fact that he thought the President's Commission would want

16 to talk with you concerning these memorandums?

A. Most of it was the latter. Him informing me that
17

they were interested in talking to me. Let me think a moment.
3g

Bert did ask me what I had done with the August
19

3rd memorandum, if I had taken any action on it, and he did
20

inform me that the President's Commission was most interested
21

in what the disposition of that memorandum was. I think that

22 was about the substance of our talk.
23 I do not recall going into any detail with Bert

i882 '20
24

25
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2 about the whole sequence of events in the memorandum, except

3 I did give him a five-minute explanation as to what I had

done with the August 3rd memorandum, and I think it stopped
4

at that.
5

Q. Do you remember the substance of your discussion
6

last week with fir. Womack?

7
A. With Allen it was more along the lines of how to

8 conduct yoursel f when you are being deposed, his impressions

9 of the line of thinking that the President's Commission was

10 trying to get at, and, oh, I guess some advise on to tell

the truth and answer the questions, that's the way to conduct
11

yourself, as a manager to an employee, but we did not discuss

at all -- excuse me. I told him also what.I had done with
13 *

the August 3rd memorandum, and that was it.
14

It was a very brief conversation with Allen. We

15 were both quite busy last week.

16 Q. Do you recall the substance of your dis'cussion

17 with Mr. Kelly last week?

A. With Joe it was no more than, "Would you please
ig

get me a copy of the documentation?"
g

And we talked a little about what's going to
20

happen at the Commission meeting this Wednesday, Thursday
21

and Friday. I had been able to spend quite a few hours with

22
George Edgar Wednesday morning, and Joe asked me if I had

23 any information that would help him, and I told him what the

188? i2124
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I 17*

i
i 2 sequence of events was going to be; that we are supposed to

| 3 go up to Washington Wednesday, and, you know, we would be

asked to publicly answer questions related to this event, but
4

6

1 that's all that Joe and I talked about. There were not
5

details about the...
6

Q. Since you were on the distribution list of this
7

November 1, 1977, memorandum, would not a copy of this memo-

8 randum be in your files?

9 A. No, it would not. My normal course of action in

10 handling mail is to, one, make sure that I read it. I get to

my mail pretty religiously, at least twice a week. I will
11

take memoranda that are being passed on for information and

read and pass it to other people in my group if I feel they
13

need to be informed, or I will throw i t away.
14

My filing system is such that it is set up.on

I
some of the key problem areas in the group where there is

16 currently a najor activity under way, the ATUS issue, a couple

17 of other NRC concerns that are currently requiring a lot of

1
ig manpower in the group. I will then keep a file on those issues,

and everything that crosses my desk, whether I prepare it orgg

whether I am a receiver of it would go into that file.
20

On things that are not a major issue, like I said,
21

I would read it and throw it away, or I will read it and pass

it on to somebody else that I saw was not on distribution,

23 but that I thought ought to be informed.

i882 122u
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I

2 Q. Do you remember what you did with this November
"

1, 1977, memorandum?
3

| A. No, I do not.
I

4

I Q. In the normal course of business you would have
5

i

read it and determined whether or not it should be thrown
6

away or passed on to somebody else?

7
A. I think that is correct.

8
Q. But you do not remember whether or not you threw

9 this particular memorandum away or passed it on to somebody

to else?

A. That is correct.
11

Q. Do you remember whether or not you spoke to

Mr. Kelly about this memorandum?
13

A. I do not remember exactly, but my guess is that
14

I did not.

15
Q. Do you remember speaking with fir. Swanson about

16 this memorandum?

17 A. The response is the same there, also, I do not

remember exactly. My guess is, no, I did not.jg

Q. Did you write any memoranda in response to
3g

receiving this memorandum?
20

A. No, I did not.
21

Q. Do you remember speaking orally with anybody'else

! 22 . 1887 123concerning this memorandum? - -

23 A. I do not remember.

24
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|
2 Q. Could you tell me the designation of customer on

8 this particular memorandum, on the November 1, 1977, memo-
3

randum, " generic"; can you tell me what that term means to

you?
5

A. It means to me applicable to more than one
6

customer.

7
Q. I would like you to now look at a handwritten

8 memorandum dated November 10, 1977. It has already been

9 marked as Dunn Deposi tion Exhibit 35.

in A. May I take a moment and read this once more. I

have only glanced over it briefly last week.
11

Q. Please do.
12

(Pause)
13

By Ms. Goldfrank:

14
Q. Did you receive a copy of this November 10, 1977, '

15 memorandum?

I
16 A. No, I did not.

17 Q. But you did receive a copy of this last week; is

that correct?gg |

A. Right, that is correct. In fact, the first time
g

I saw this letter was last Monday when Joe gave me the i

3) ;

package of the three -- I guess it is four or five memoranda --
'21

leading up to the August 3rd one. .

Q. Do you remember whether or not Mr. Kelly, soon
,

'U after November 10, 1977, discussed the contents of this |

i882 124 iu
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1

2 memorandum with you?

A. I am quite sure he did not.
3 ,

Q. Did anybody else discuss the contents of this

'memorandum with you?
5

A. No, they did not. ,

6
Q. The first time that you ever saw this memorandum

7 was last week? ,

8 A. That is correct. ,

9 Q. I would like you now to look at a February 9, 1978,

memorandum from a Bert Dunn which has already been marked as
10

;

llomack Deposition Exhibit 23. ,

11 |

A. Okay, I read this last week, also. I

12

Q. This was also one of the memoranda that Dunn gave

13 i
!to you last week?

14 A. It was Joe Kelly. i.

15 Q. Did you also receive this memorandum on February

16 9, 1978?

A. I do not recall. My name is on distribution as
37

was the other one, but the situation is the same; my memory
3

does hot recall either reading this memorandum or any action
19

that I may have taken as result of reading the memoranda.
20

Q. Do you remember discussing the contents of this
"I^

memorandum with anyone?

22 A. I am quite sure I did not.

23 Q. You did not pass on this memorandum to anybody on

24
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2 your staff?

A. I cannot recall how I disposed of the memorandum
3

after receiving it.
4

Q. Do you remember talking about this memorandum
5

with Mr. Kelly?
6 -

A. No, I do not.

7
Q. Do you remember talking about this memorandum

8 with Mr. Swanson?

9 A. I do not either.

to Q. Did you write any memoranda as a result of receiv-

ing this memorandum?
31

A. No, I did not.
12

Q. Looking at Dunn Deposition Exhibit 36, which is
13

a February 16, 1978, memorandum from Bert Dunn to a Jim
14

Taylor, do you remember receiving this memorandum?

15 A. Again the situation is similar to the previous

16 two memoranda; I do not recall receiving them and I do not

17 recall taking any action or I do not recall what action I

took after I received it and read it.3g

Q. Do you remember reading this memorandum?
g

A. No, I do not.
20

Q. Your name is on the dis trubi tion list --
21

A. Yes, it is.

Q. -- As the people who received this memorandum. Do

23 you remember talking about this with anybody?

24
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2 A. No, I do not.

3 Q. Do you remember talking about this memorandum

with Mr. Kelly?
4

A. No, I do not.
5

Q. Do you remember talking about this memorandum
6 -

with Mr. Swanson?

7
A. No, ma'am. I can state that -- and again, I do

8 not recall -- but my normal thought process in a memorandum

9 such as this would be to confirm in my own mind that the right

to people were on the distribution to take any action that was

necessary, and I would think that I would have read this and
11

said to mysel f that the issue has been resolved, the right

people are informed, and they would have probably thrown this
13

~

one away, thinking that things were tracking and any action
14

that had to be taken was being taken.-

15
Q. Do you recall throwing this particular memorandum

16 away?

17 A. No, ma'am, I do not.

Q. You state that your thinking probably would haveig

been that the appropr.iate people did receive copies of this
g

memorandum and that the responsibility for pursuing the con-
20

tents of this memorandum or any action that had to be taken,
21

that it was directed to the correct people to pursue that;
04
"

is that correct?

}882 }27U A. That is right.

24

25



u

1 23

2 Q. Who in particular did you think was carrying out

the intent of this memorandum? -

3

A. Okay. I can only go through my thought process

as it would be today, because I do not recall what I did. Is
5

that acceptable to you?
6 -

Q. Yes, to the best of your recollection.
,

A. I would see that the people in Nuclear Service

8 were on distribution, and that Bert had said that he has been

9 working together with Field Service or Nuclear Service -- they

go are synonymous -- and that he has come to an agreement with

them; therefore, I would feel after reading this that Nuclearg

Service had the action to follow-up and inform customers or
12

check to see that the concern of Bert's was resolved.
13

The fact that the memo is directed to fir. Taylor
14

in the Licensing -- he's doing a piece of work here with.

15 Nuclear Service -- Bert and Nuclear Service have been doing
16 something, and then Bert writes a letter saying, "Here is

17 the resul t of that," and I guess I would have directed it to

Nuclear Service were I writing it, but I would note here that3g

key people in Nuclear _ Service who were taking action, speci-

fically Pitman, Phinney and Scot, would be there, and I would
20

not pay very much attention to it. I just let it go.
21

Q. Therefore, you do not recall discussing the
.n" contents of the February 16, memorandum with anybody on your
23 staff?

1882 128
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2 A. I do not recall.

3 Q. You did not assign the subject matter of this

memorandum to anyone on your staff?
4

A. I did not.
5

Q. If you had read the content of this memorandum
6 -

and the February 9, : memorandum and disagreed with it,

7
would you have, at that point, taken some action?

8 A. Absolutely.

9 Q. Therefore, you agreed with the content of this

to memcrandumi

A. Let me say that I saw an agreement between an
11

analyst on the one hand, Mr. Dunn, and Nuclear Service, a

communicator to the plant; you know, I saw an agreement there.
13

Again, I am surmising what my thought process would be, but
14

I would think if those two ageed, it has to be right, and-

15 therefore, I would agree also.

16 Q. You do not remember having a conversation or

17 discussion with Mr. Kelly concerning this particular memo-

randum?la

A. I do not recall.g

Q. Would you have made notes after receiving this
20

memorandum and reading it?
21

A. No, I am quite sure I would have taken this

memorandum and disposed of it, thrown it away.

23
Q. I would 1ike you to now look at a memorandum

24
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1

2 that we have discussed previously.

I read it and I saw it was directed to ..e." I saw
3

there were two specific questions which could best be answered
4

by Swanson or McBride. I just sent it off.
5

Q. Does Mr. McBride report to Mr. Swanson?
6

A. No, he reports to um.
,

7
Q. And Mr. Swanson reports to you, also?

8 A. Yes.

9 Q. Do you remember discussing the content of this

to memorandum with either Mr. Swanson or Mr. McBride?

A. I do not.
33

Q. Do you remember discussing it with anybody else
12

,

on your staff?
13

A. No, I do not.

14
Q. If you had sent this memorandum on to either

IS Mr. Swanson or Mr. McBride, do you recall if the note that

16 was attached to it said anything else except that you should

17 look into this and take appropriate action?

A. I am quite sure that it did not, because again
18

I am trying to remember -- I have been trying to remember for
g

the last week -- I don't recall ever really feeling the signi-
20

ficance of what Mr. Hallman was trying to communicate. It

21
seemed to me that it was a routine matter; Nuclear Service

was asking Bruce Karrasch two questions, and I sent it on,

two of the questions answered in a rather routine manner

25
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2 MS. GOLDFRANK: I would like to request at this

time that if a copy of that handwritten note is retained by3

either Mr. Swanson or Mr. McBride that it be produced.
4

THE WITNESS: I last week talked to both Swanson
5

and McBride and asked them if they recalled the memorandum
6

at all or could find it, and both of them thought for quite

7
awhile, and neither of them recalled even receiving it from

8 me.

9 MR. GALLEN: We will make a good-faith search

to to see whether we can get a copy of that.

By Ms. Goldfrank:
33

Q. Af ter having received this memorandum what was

the intent of this memorandum?
13

A. Could you please clarify that?
14

Q. Having received this, what do you believe was the

30 purpose of Mr. Hallman sending this memorandum to you?

16 A. I can only guess what my thoughts were at the

17 time. I was very busy. There was a long list of things that

I personally had to do during that particular point in time3g

and I can only guess that all I did was glance over this
,g

quic.kly, note that there were two pretty significant ques-
20

tions being asked, and that I could pass it on and delegate
21

it, and you know, forget it and get on with what I thought

was the higher priority work at that time.

23 I suspect that I glanced over the thing very
.

'
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2 quickly, caught a few key words and decided very quickly to

delegate it and get onto the next piece of work at hand.3

Q. Is it correct to say that you felt that Mr. Hall-

man was specifically asking you to answer these questions
5

raised in the memorandum?
6

A. Yes.
7

Q. Do you recall talking with anybody else aside

8 from either Mr. Swanson or Mr. McBride concerning this memo-

9 randum.

to A. I do not.

Q. You do not recall talking to Mr. Kelly about this
33

memorandum?
12

A. I am quite sure I did not.
13

Q. Could you tell me what follow-up action either
14

Mr. Swanson or Mr. McBride took in response to this memorandum?

15 A. I can tell that I asked them last week if they,

16 one, either recalled getting the memorandum, or, two, had

17 taken any follow-up action, and I get a negative response on

those.3g

Q. Do you recall prior to receiving this memorandum
g

on A.ugust 3, 1978, talking with Mr. Swanson concerning the
20

general issues raised in this'nemorandum?
21

A. I do not recall. .

2
Q. Do you recall talking with Mr. Kelly prior to

23 August.3, 1978, on the subject matter raised?

'887 13224
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2 A. I am quite sure that I did not.

Q. You indicated earlier that last week you had3

spoken with Bert Dunn concerning the series of these memo-

randums, in particular the August 3, 1978, memorandum, and
5

you discussed what action you had taken. Could you explain
6

to me what you talked about with him last week?

A. Okay. I told Bert what I have told you about my

8 disposition of the memorandum. I then told him that on at

9 least two occasions between August 3rd and the end of the

g3 year, that Don Hallman had contacted me informally, once by

telephone, and once in passing in the hallway, and asked me
33

if I had taken any action on the memorandum that he had sent
12

to me.
13

I told Don that I had passed the memorandum on

14
to -- I don't even know if I gave him a name, but I had passed.

15 it on to somebody in my group for action, and that I assumed

16 that within a short term he would be receiving a response.

17 On both of those occasions, I did not follow-up

after the phone call or the casual conversation with Don in
18

the hall. I am quite sure I did not then go back and talk to

Art or Eric and if they followed up. All I can remember is
20

in the Fall of '78 that things were very, very busy with the
21

new manager, and several very key issues were underway in my

22 group, the ATWS event, we were very, very much involved in

23 working Reg. Guide 1.89, which is the qualification of C&I

i882 i3324
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2 Equipment. I know that Art McBride, for instance, was one

3 of the key engineers on both of those issues, and he was very

busy, and I found myself very tied up in administrative
4

matters with lots of new things going on with the advent of

a new manager in the section.
6 -

That's about all I can recall during the Fall, is the

7
contact with Hallman and my attention and the whole group's

8 attention to what were perceived to be higher priority matters.

9 Q. Would there have been any memorandum or notes of

to that telephone conversation with Mr. Hallman?

A. I am quite sure there were not.
33

Q. Would there have been a memorandum er note after

having passed him in the hall and talking with him concerning
13

the August 3rd memorandum?
14

A. No, there were not.'

15
Q. And is it correct to say you did not as a result

16 of either of those contacts, go back and talk with either

17 Mr. Swanson or Mr. McBride on your staff?

A. That is correct. .ig

Q. Did you talk with Mr. Walters, sometime after
3g

August 3, 1978, concerning this August 3, 1978, memorandum

from Hallman to you?
21

A. No, I did not.

22
Q. Was there any further follow-up from Mr. Hallman

23 either during the Fall of 1978 or any time from August 3, 1978,

24

1882 1342s



i

!

1 31

2 to the Spring of 1979.

3 A. Right after the first of the year Don asked me

4 again -- I am quite sure it was in the hallway -- would I

please respond to the memorandum. I then personally got a
5

copy somewhere. I may have even asked Don to please send me

another copy because mine had disappeared, and again, all I
7

can say is after the first of the year when the business had
8 quieted, just because it was the beginning of a new year, I
9 recall reading the memorandum quite carefully and going

10 through a thought process myself which led me to the conclu-

11 sion that, yes, what Bert is saying is right.

I recall thinking that Bert's concern is a very
12

serious one, but it is talking about an event which I would

consider to be very infrequent. I can remember thinking that
14

our procedures to the operator already should cover this and
15

make sure that he would keep his high pressure injection

16 system on if the pressure were below the set point for the

17 high pressure injection system, and I remember thinking that

18 the answer to both of these questions would be such that the

consequences of keeping the HPI on and going solid and39

releasing water through the release valves in the pressurizer
20

were insignificant compared to the consequences of not

leaving it on, even though I mentally put it aside as a very
22

infrequent event, one of those "what-ifs" that we have day in
23 ~

and day out.

l
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2 I remember thinking about the consequences were

3 serious, and that Bert was right, what Bert was saying was

correct.
4

I then contacted Don, and I told him of that
5

thought process that I just related to you, and that I thought
6

Bert was right, and that as the Manager of Plant Integration,
7

I believed that he should take whateve'r action is necessary

8 to resolve Bert's concern.

9 Let me state it a little differently. The concern

to had been resolved. Okay, Bert had made a suggestion, and

the words I told to Don is, "Bert is right and I agree with
11

him and the consequences of going solid are insignificant

compared to not leaving the high pressure injection on," and i

13

the substance of my conversation with Don is, "I agree with
14

Bert. Both of these questions are insignificant compared to

15
what Rert is talking about; therefore, go take the action as

16 you deem necessary," and that was sometime, all I can say,

17 between about the 15th of January and the 15th of March,

sometime in that time frame, this conversation occurred withis

Don.,g

Q. That was a phone conversation where you related
20

this information to Mr. Hallman?
21

A. I am quite sure it was a conversation in the

22
hallway.

23
Q. There would not have been a written memorandum |

1882 136- !24
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2 that followed that conversation?

3 A. There was no written memorandum that follo'wed

that conversation.
4

Q. When you asked somebody to get you a copy of this

August 3, 1978, memorandum sometime after January 15, 1979,
6

did you also request copies of Bert Dunn's memoranda of
7

February 9 and February 16, 1978?

8 A. I am quite sure I did not.

9 Q. Would you have had copies o'f those two memoranda?

10 A. No, I did not have copies of those two. As you

recall earlier in the testimony, I could not even remember11

how I had disposed of those two memoranda, so I did not haveg

them in my posssession.
13

Q. Is it correct to say that when you contacted
14

Mr. Hallman sometime af ter January 15, 1979, concerning this

1.5
August 3, 1977, memorandum, that you did not refer back to

16 the Febraury 9 and February 16, 1978, memoranda of Bert Dunn?

17 A. That is correct.

is Q. Did you consult with anyone on your staff con-

cerning the subject matter of this memcranda?gg

A. I can't say for sure, but I recall -- and i t i s

way back in my memory -- but I remember talking to somebody
21

Iabout the consequences of water release through the safety
22

valves and had an evaluation done as part of our work scope

23 on ATWS. During this ATWS I have referred to, there is also i

I

''
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2 a potential for the system going solid due to an overheating

and water release through the pressurizer valves, and all I
3

can remember is that I brought up with somebody the relation-

ship here with ATWS and had an evaluation done on the valves
5

for water release, and I don't even recall the -- well, I
6

don't recall the details of the response, except to say that

7 the response was, "It should not be a problem. The valves

8 were not designed for water release, safety valves," but that

9 we had been looking at it as a result of the ATWS concern,

and that it was okay.p)

Q. You do not recall with whom you had that conver-

sation?
12

A. No, I do not. It is just back there in the
13

memory someplace. It is just a little flash, if you will,

"
and that's all it is.

15 Q. And would you have made notes of that conversation?

16 A. No, I would not have.

17 Q. Would there be a written memorandum of that con- ;

versation? !
gg

A. No.
19

Q. For the record, could you explain what "ATWS"
20

stands.for?
21

A. Anticipa ted Transients Without Scram. It is an

22
event postulated by the NRC wherein the reactor does not trip ,

| ,

23 following an abnormal event such as a loss of feedwater, and
'

"
1882 i38
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2 of course what happens there is a very severe overheating of
,

the system takes place, because you have lost your fee'dwater3

or your cooling, and the reactor is s till generating its full

power, and of course the concern there is a very, very high

pressure and high temperature reactant cooling system; and
6 I

during tha t event, if it were to occur, all the pressurizers

would go solid very quickly because of the overheating. It
'

8 is an event that the NRC is making us look at, which has a

9 very, very Small probi: 9ility of occurrence.

in Q. Therefore, your analysis that you were concerned

with at this point in time concerning ATWS was for the NRC
3, ,

and was not in response to an event at a particular B&W
12 |.

plant? '

13 I
A. That is correct. j

14 !
Q. You stated that you indicated to Mr. Hallman, !

15 sometime after January 15, 1979, that you agreed with the

16 recommendations by Bert Dunn. On what basis did you agree

17 with Bert Dunn's recommendations?
,

A. All I can remember is I knew Bert was suggesting3g

tha t we provide a clarification to our procedures, such that

the operator maintains subcooling. It was reiterated in the
20

opening paragraph in Don's letter to me.
21

When I finally got around to studying this, it i

')2* was quite clear to me that that additional clarification to

23 the procedures that were already in place is something that

1882 13924
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| 2 we ought to do, and that the two concerns were not significant

3 compared to further clarification to the operator, tha't he

should leave the high pressure injection system on; so I guess
4

; to summarize, I knew the concern, I could look at the letter
i 5

! and leave it on the one hand, and is it okay on the other,
6

you know,_and the thought process I went through led me to
7

the conclusion that what Bert was saying was a good thing to

8 provide to the operator as additional clarification to him.

9 Q. Is it correct to say then that you read the

lo August 3, 1978, memorandum, and based on your knowledge, !

!

determined that Bert Dunn's recommendation was accurate? [33

A. That is correct.
12

Q. Did you review the procedures that were in
13

existence at that time?
14

A. No, I did not.

I6
Q. Were you familiar with the procedures that were

16 in existence?

17 A. No, I was not.

ig 4 What did Mr. Hallman say to you when you informed i

him that you agreed with Bert's recommendation?g .

A. I really don't recall. It was another one of
20

those rather quick conversations in the hallway, and the
21

response would not have been any more than just an acknowledge-
92~

ment that I had stated something to him.

U
Q. Did he reauest from you a written memorandum?

''
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i

j 2 A. No, he did not.

| 3 Q. Did he request anything further from you? "

A. No, he did not.
4

i

-Q. Y u indicated earlier in your testimony that you
5

had last week also discussed what you had done as a result of
6

this August 3, 1978, memorandum with Mr. Womack. Could you

7
tell me what you indicated to him?

8 A. I gave Allen the same recollection that I have

9 just given to you, only not in near) as much detail. In iny

to discussion with Allen I told him that I had received the

11
letter, probably passed it on the Esanson or McBride, had had

several informal contacts with Don Hallman during the remain-
12

der of 1978, and that immediately after the first of the year

I had done an evaluation myself, and in passing, told Don .

14
Hallman that Bert was right, and that whatever action he

15
deemed to be necessary should be taken.

16 It was just that quickly with Dr. Hallman.

17 Q. Would, to the best of your recollection, you

18 state that I now have everything with respect to the two

Dunn memoranda of February 9 and February 16 that would be
19

in your possession?
g

A. Yes.
21

Q. There would be no further aeroranda or notes that
22

you would have concerning those two memoranda?
23 A. That is correct.

24
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!

, 2 Q. Have you prepared any kind of memorandum or taken

3 notes or made any kind of recordings concerning the fla rch 28,
i

1979, incident at Three Mile Island?
6 4 ,

! A. Yes.
! 5 .

! MS. GOLDFRANK: At this time I would like to
6 -

request that those which have not been produced to the
;

j Commission, that they be produced.
.

8 MR. GALLEt!: Just a second. Off the record.

9 (Discussion off the record)

in By Ms. Goldfrank:

Q. Could you explain what documents you have pro-3,

duced concerning the issues that were raised in relation to

the Three Mile Island accident?
,

13

A. During the recovery operation for March 28, for
,

14
- the next five or six weeks, there was a special organization

15

{assigned to support Me+ Ed MGBU, in bringing the plant to

16 a safe stable cold shutdown condition, and I was intimately
:

17 involved in that operation, and in the normal course of

events, during that recovery operation we communicated in
33

writing many suggestions un modifications to procedures,
g

responses to questions which were being asked from the whole
20

world, and coming through the GPU operation, and just from
21

general direction that B&W could give to GpU on how to handle

22
the situation at Three f1ile Island.

U We kept tract of this paper through a numbering

1882 14224
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i
2 system, and all I can tell you is that I was the author of,

3 quite a number of the communications tha t either went inter-
,

nally here at B&W to keep ourselves organized or went from'

4
6

BPGD to the people up in Harrisburg,
5

t

Q. To the GPU?

i A. To GPU, primarily those were the people I was
7

I v:orking with.

I 8

| Q. Who else would you have been working with?

| 9 A. I believe that's all. I can't recall anything I

In wrote that left the building that would have gone to anybody

11 except our contact up at GPU.

Q. Who would that contact have been?
12

A. That fellow's name was Dick Wil. son. He was the
13

GPU person assigned as the leader of the engineering operations
14

onsite at the site. ,

15
MS. GOLDFRANK: ' would like to request that any

16 memorialization, whether it be in writing or in the form of

17 a memoranda or a recording or notes concerning the accident

is at Three Mile Island, whether it was an internal memoranda

I or directed to GPU be produced to the Commission.ig

MR. GALLEN: You have copies of those.
g

THE WITNESS: May I go off the record a moment?
21

MS. GOLDFRANK: Sure, gg} }4}
' (Discussion off the record)

93
THE WITNESS: The only other thing I could recall*

24
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2 is the testimony I gave at an ACRS meeting on May 30, and

| June 1st. I made a formal presentation to the ACRS which was3

| recorded.
4

'
MS. GOLDFRANK: At this time I have no further

i 5
; questions, but I would like to say that we would recess this

6
deposition and although I do not anticipate that we would

i 7
i call you to be deposed again, there is a possibility that we

f
8 would, and we would like to leave that open to reschedule if

'
f

|
we have further questions.0

I MR. GALLEN: Off the record.in
i

| (Discussion off the record)33

(Witness excussed)
| 12 :

| (Whereupon the examination recessed at 10:05 a.m.) '

13
i

14 :
1

15 |
|
I

16

17

18,

|
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; 3 CERTIFICATE OF REPORTER
,

; 4 I, Norma Nasuti Costello, Certified Court Reporter, ,

5 do hereby certify that I reported the testimony of the witness

herein, in stenotypy, and that the testimony was reduced to6
,

typewritten form pursuant to my direction.,

I further certify that the testimony herein con-
8

i stitutes an accurate record of the proceedings had.
9.

10
!

_________________________________

} Norma Nasuti Costello
; 11 -

t

12 ,

13 i

'
14
.

.

15

! 16

:

17

I

| 18
'

1
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i
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RESUME OF BRUC2 A. KARRASCH
MANAGER, PLANT INTEGRATION C'i1T
NUCLEAR POUER GENERAZION DIVISION

BABCOCK & 'JILCOX
,

.

June 1967: Received Bachelor of Science Degree in Nuclear Engineering from
University of Wisconsin - began employmcnt as an engineer for
Babcock & Wilcox in Lynchburg, Va.

June 1967 - June 1969: Engineer in the Thermal Hydraulics Group in Fuel
Engineering - performed fluid flow and heat transfer
calculations on the Mark B Fuel Assembly for 177 FA

plants.

June 1969 - June 1971: Engineer in the Nuclear Analysis Group in Fuel Eng-
ineering - performed 3-dimension 21 power peaking
calculations for 177 FA plants.

I June 1971: Received 13 in Nuclear Physics from Lynchburg College.

June 1971 - March 1974: Engineer, and then Supervisory Engineer, in the
Control Analysis Unit in the Plant Analysis Section -

I assisted in the NSS system design and analysis during

|
the startup of Oconee I.-

|
Msrch 1974 - Septe=ber 1975: Unit Manager, Control Analysis - responsible for

{
transient and steady state system analysis of B&W

j nuclear steam systems.

! September 1975 - August 1976: Unit Manager, Core Integration - responsibic for
defining and controlling analytical and hardware
interfaces between fuel assembly and remainder of
nuclear steam supply system.

August 1976 - Present: Unit Manager, Plant Integration - Responsible for defin-
ing and controlling analytical and hardware interfaces
among the various elements of the BSW nuclear steam sys-
tem design.
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12 DEPOSITION OF D0fiALD F. HALLt1AN by J0AN GOLDFRANK,

13 held at the offices of Babcock & Wilcox, Old Forest Road,

14 Lynchburg, Virginia 24505 on the 16th day of July, 1979,
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P-R-0-C-E-E-D-I-N-G-S
2

Whereupon, .

3
DONALD F. HALLfAN

4
was first duly sworn and testified as follows:

5 BY MS. GOL D F R AtlK :

6 Q Could you state your nams, please?

7 A Don Hallman.

Q Could you spell that, please?g

A Donald F. Hallman, H-A-L-L-M-A-N.
9

Q Could you state your present address, please?
10

A 3416 Sabu Place, Lynchburg.

11

Q And your present employer?

12
A Babcock & Wilcox.

13 Q And your present position there, please?

|
J4 A Manager, Plant Performance Service Section. ;

Q I would just like to say, if you can't hear a
15

|
question that I ask or you don't understand a question, j

please just ask me to repeat it or rephrase it.
17

A Correct, okay.
18

Q Could you briefly describe your educational

19 background?

20 A Yes. Bachalor's of Science, Chemical Engineer-

21 ing. Doctorate Degree in Nuclear Engineering. Certificate

22 in Meteorology from the Air Force.

Q Where did you receive your B.S. from?
23

1882 15024
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2 A Princeton.
.

3 Q In what year?

A 1960.4

Q Where did you receive your doctorate?

A North Carolina State, 1968.
6

Q And in which years were you in the Air Force?
7

A '60 '63.

8
Q When did you start working at Babcock & Wilcox?

9 A '72, October, I believe.

10 Q !! hat position did you hold when you started with

them in October of '72?11

A Senior Research Engineer, I believe.g

Q And how long did you hold that position?
13

A Oh, it must have been through '75.
14

Q And then what position did you hold?

1.s
A Oh, I was Principal Engineer.

16
9 For how long did you hold that position?

17 A I worked until September of '76, approximately.

Is Q And what position did you hold?

A Then my current position.ig

Q Could you tell me where you were employed when

|
m

you finished your doctorate a't North Carolina in '68 until
21

you started at Babcock & Wilcox in '72?

A Yes. Sequentially it would have been Savannah

3
River Laboratories, '68 and '69.

I882 151
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1

|
2 Radiation Technology Canada, Limited, '69 through

,

3 '71.

Radiation Technology, Incorporated, '71 and '72.4

Q I would like you to look at a document that has

already been marked Dunn Deposition Exhibit 37, and it is
6

a memorandun dated August 3, 1978, written by you to Mr.
7

Karrasch, Manager, Plant Integration.

8
A Okay.

9
Q Did you write this memorandum?

10 A No.

3i Q Could you tell me who did write it?

A Frank Walters.12

Q And he is on your staff?
13

A Correct.
14

Q Did you review it?
15

A Yes.
16

.

Q. Before it was sent, did you review it?

17 A Yes, I did.

is Q Did he discuss with you the content of the

39 memorandum prior to writing it?

A You nean, did he discuss it prior to his writing
it?

'

21

Q Yes.
22

A I don't recollect exactly, but I believe he did.
23

Q Did you receive a response from Mr. Karrasch to

04~
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2 this memorandum?
.

A I received no written response.3

Q Did you receive an oral response?

A My recollection is vague, but I did receive --
5

I did receive an oral response which to my recollection
6

stated that he did not believe there was a problem.

Q Do you remember when that oral response was
8 given to you?

9 A I don't renember exactly. It was this year,

in after Christmas and sometime before March 28.

Q And what did he inform you at that time?3;

A Again,.to the best of my recollection, he

inforned me that there was no problem.
13 -

Q And what did that response mean to you?
J4

A That response was confusino. I did not realize '

IS at the time whether he meant there was no problem with
16 action or there was no problem with operator inaction, and
17 I did not ask him for a clarification at that time of our

conversation.3g

Q You were not clear as to his indication thatg

there was no problem but you did not ask hini at that time
20

to explain further?
21

A That is correct. To clarify, the meeting was in
;

e !~~

the hall by the drink machines, and per my memory I asked
i
; 23 him if he had reached a decision yet on my August 3 memo,

24
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2 and there was conversation which then ~teFminated wi~th "I i

~ I
-

3 don't believe there's a problem", and he had to go off to
another meeting before we could talk further.

~

4

Q Did you contact h~im sub~equent to 'th'a't meetings
~ ~ '

,

in the hall?
6

A No, not to my recollection.
7

Q Did you contact anybody on his staff?
~

8
A Not to my recollection.

9
Q Did you send another memorandum to him?

10 A No.

33 Q Did you send another memorandun to him conceF~n~-

ing the subject?g

A No, I did not.
13

Q Was the discussion in the hall sometime after
14

,

Christmas the only discussion you had in response or
1.s

concerning this August 3, 1978, memorandum with Mr. KaFFasch?
16

A No, it was not the only 66e. I re6all at least
I

t- two other conversations. I can't be sure about the time.
ta One per my recollection was a telephone call to ask him the

!

answer to the memdrandum. Another was another conversation '
19

i i

where maybe I went back to his desk or maybe it was an6ther,

,

in the haTT after the telephone conversation where I asked
21 i

him for a response.
r-

Q And at that time when you asked him for a
4 ,

#
rasganse tc the August 3, 1978, memor~andum,- did you reedive |

'

u
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1

2 a response?-

.

3 A No, I did not receive a response to this |,

memorandum.-

4

Q What was the content of your telephone call?

A The content was, per my memory, that we needed
,

6
i

an answer for this and did not intend or did not plan to j
do anything with the situation until we had his response.

8
Q That was communicated in a telephone conversa-

9 tion with f1r. Karrasch?

10 A Yes.'

11 Q And what did he respond to that answer?
i

A Oh, again per my recollection he said, "Well,'

12

$ we will get on it".
t 13

i Q Was there a memorandum that followed that

!. telephone conversation --
t isi A No.

.

j 16
Q -- written by you?

|t
.

17 A No, not written by me.
.

, 18 Q Was there a memorandum written by Mr. Karrasch?
I

A Not to my knowledge.; ig

j Q Did you take notes of that telephone conversa-,g 2

o -

>

; tion?
21*

A No, I did not..

'
22

| Q Was anybody else a party to that telephone
1- n

[ conversation?
?
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2 A I don't recall anyone else.

3 Q Nobody else from your staff would have b'een

present during that telephone conversation?4

A I don't recall anyone being present. It is

possible that someone was.
6

Q You indicated that there was another time
7

prior to Christmas of 1978 +. hat you discussed this August
"

3, 1978, memorandum with Mr. Karrasch. What was the

9 content of that conversation?

10 A The content, again per my memory, which is not

11 solid at this moment, was that we needed to address that

memo nd that situation and arrive at a resolution. The2

words were not as formal as that.
13

Q And what did Mr. Karrasch respond?
14

A Per my recollection, it was that, yes, we
15

should do something about the memo.

16
Q And was any action taken on his part in

17 response to the conversation in the hall?

18 A I don't know. I received n.othing in writing

ig in the immediate time span after that, and I don't

recollect talking with him until, oh, February, March, of
'

this year about it.
21

Q You say you don't recall talking with him again
'22

until after February or March of this year. Is that when
'

II he indicated to you that there was no problem, and you are -,

[ 1882 156
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9I

2 not clear as to what he meant by that indication?

3 A That is correct. To clari fy, I recollect

calling him once or tvice, but he was not in the office.
4

I recollect going back to his office at least once when

he wasn't there with this subject in mind, but I don't
6

recall the times.
7

Q Is there any record of times that you tried to
!8

get in touch with somebody within the office and were '

9 unable to?

10 A Oh, no. I have gone through my notebook and

11 I didn't see any.

MS. GOLDFRANK: Let the record show you have
12

brought with you a notebook.

BY MS. GOLDFRANK:
14

Q Could you explain to me what is contained in

that notebook?

16
A This is a record of some -- excuse me while I

17 look through to refresh my memory. This is note of my

18 meeting minutes that I have attended. It is a note of

some telephone conversations which I have had with our :19

|customers and miscellaneous information which I thought
20

worth preserving.
21

Q Does it record meetings within Babcock & Wilcox >

22 I
also or just contact with customers? '

23
A Mee tings within Babcock & ' ilcox, also. iW

24
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1
2 Q And you have read through your notes and have '

.

3 not found any notes concerning discussions with Mr.

Karrasch?
4

A No, I have not read through them thoroughly.
5

I had glanced through them to see i,f there was anythino
6

in there that would help my memory, but I have not done a
7

detailed page by page...

8 MS. GOLDFRANK: I would like to request at this

9 time if we could have a copy of Mr. Hallman's notes. Could

to we go off the record?

MR. GALLEN: I think we can.11

(Discussion off the record.)g

MS. GOLDFRANK: As the conversation off the
13

record concerned production of a handwritten notebook of
14 I

Mr. Hallman, that document will be reviewed by Counsel !

to determine whether or not it contains proprietary
'

16 information, and if it does, will be produced at Counsel's
!
i

17 office for review by the Commission.

18 BY MS. GOLDFRANK:

Q In your review of you,r handwritten notes contain-ig

ed in that notebook, you did not.come across notes concerningg

discussions with or attempts to contact Mr. Karrasch with
21

respect to this August 3, 1978, memo; is that correct?
22

A That is correct, in the review t. hat I made,
I n

which was not thorough.
,,
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1 11
,

2 Q In the time, August 3,1978, until flarch 1979,
6 I

,

t 3 did you contact anyone on Mr. Karrasch's staff concerning
i

| this memo?
4

!
; A I did not write any formal memo to anyone else,
i 5

| I don't recollect if I discussed it with anyone else on
6

**

I Mr. Karrasch's staff.
7

Q Do you remember if anybody on Mr. Karrasch's

8
i staff contacted you concerning this memo?

9 A Again there was no memo that I'm aware of sent

to out, and I don't recollect if anyone contacted me.

33 Q You do not-recollect any conversations with

anybody on Mr. Karrasch's staff?

A No, I don't recollect any.
13

Q Do you know of any conversations between anyone
.

'

else on your staff and either Mr. Karrasch or somebody on

his staff concerning this memorandum?

16 A No, I don't recollect any.

17 Q Could you explain to ne why you wrote this

is August 3, 1978, memorandum to Mr. Karrasch?

A Could you clarify more directly what you aregg

looking for?

Q What was the purpose for you writing this
21;

August 3, 1978, memorandum to Mr. Karrasch?
,
6 22

A Okay. The purpose was to request a review of

23
possible consequences that would be involved in following

24 i882 159
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2 the recommendations that we had received and non-LOCA

situations. -

3

Q 'Is is correct to say that you were concerned
4

in getting specific answers to the two questions that you
s

raised?
6 -

A Definitely.

7
Q Could you tell me what you did subsequent to

8 your conversation with Mr. Karrasch that indicated to you

9 that there was no problem?

10 A To my recollection I waited for a meno stating

what action we should take in response to this memo. When :3,

|
that was not received within the time period, again per

my recollection of two weeks or approximately, I made a
13

note to contact Mr. Karrasch and to f-ind out what he meant. ,

14 I

Q Did you contact Mr. Karrasch subsequent to that-

15
conversation?

16 A Ho, I did not make contact.

17 Q In the conversation that you had did you

ig indicate to him that you were awaiting a memorandum from

him?
3g

A I don't recall the word " memorandum" being

used per se. I do recall words concerning I was awaiting
.

21

a resolution.

Q You indicated to him that you were awaiting !

" resolution; is that to say that you were not satisfied with

''
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1

2 the conversation in the hall concernino this memorandum?
I.-

3 A I don't remember the exact words that we said

in the hall, other than I remember the "no problem" bit.4

I don't recall requesting that he answer this.
5

Let me back up. I don't recall I just don't recall the--

6 -

words that were said. The intent, as I recall, was that,
7

yes, get back with me, but I can't remember the words that

8
would have given that information to him in detail.

9
Q But in your mind that is how you left it, that

to he would get back to you in writing?

11 A Yes. In my mind it was left that he would be

getting back with me shortly, and I had assumed it would
12

be in writing. I do not recall stating that it must be in

writing.
14

Q Do you recall what you said to Mr. Karrasch in ''

15
that conversation that would indicate to him that you

16 expected a rr.sponse, a further response?

17 A No, I don't recall specific wnrds that I said

is that would have indicated that.

39 Q Did Mr. Karrasch say anything to you that'

would indicate that he understood that he was t get backg

you?
'

A No, I can't say that I recall specific words.
22 I

Q And you then indicated in previous testimony >

|~q
that you waited about two weeks to then try to contact Mr.

**
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2 Karrasch?
.

3 A Yes.

Q And what happened when you tried to contact him4
.

at that point?
5

A That I don't recall specifically. I do mot
6

recall establishing contact with him at that point, and I
7

don't specifically recall any incidents where I called him

8 or went back to his desk. I have a recollection that ~I
9 took some action at that time, but nothing 1 can pi'n down

to in memory right now.

Q Did you try to contact anybody else on his33

staff? -

12

A No, I d i d n o t pe r my memo ry.
13

Q Did you instruct anybody on your staff to try
^14

to contact him or anybody on his staff?
I

A Not per my memory.
16

Q Would there be any indication of such attempts?
17 A I don't believe so.

is Q What action did you take as a result of your
inability to contact him?

19

A Let me think. I believe that I made a note to20

myself on a scratch pad of " resolve HPI situation" or words
21

to that effect, and I believe that I made an attempt, which -

> '~

did not culminate in a contact, but that was thrown nut with !

23 the waste paper, I am sure, as my daily notes are..
24
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'

2 Q You do not believe you still have your hand- .

3 written notes?

A I don't believe I could produce them, no.4

Normally whenever days are past, I discard them.

MS. GOLDFRANK: I would like to request a search ,

6 I
'

be made as to whether or not such a note would be retained.
7

THE WITNESS: Okay.
8 MR. GALLEN: Excuse me. Could we go off the

9 record a second?
5

to (Discussion off the record.) '

BY MS. GOLDFRANK:11

Q Could you explain to me then what you did at
!

that point with respect to your August 3, 1978, memorandum?;

13,

A At which point?
~

'14

Q At the point where you were unable to contact !'

15
Mr. Karrasch concerning that memorandum?

16 A Gosh, I guess I awaited a response. I have '

17 no recollection of past that. I probably made to myself

:q a mental note that says that I couldn't get~in touch with

him again, to try again later when he was available.
19

Q So the concerns. raised in this memorandum were

left unresolved while you awaited further response from Mr.
21

Karrasch; is that correct?
i .w

A That is correct.

3
Q You did not notify any of ti e B&W customers as ;

1882 1632'
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1 -

2 to the concerns raised in this memorandum?

A Are you referring to the Karrasch memorandum,3

my memorandum to Karrasch?
,

Q The August 3, 1978, memorandum, yes.
5

A To the best of my knowledge, that's correct.
6

Q Is this prior to March 23, 1979?
,

A This memo?

8
Q No; that you did not inform your custoners

9 of the concerns raised in this memorandum,

io A That is correct.

Q Did you since fiarch 28, 1979?
11

A Have I what?
12

Q Informed B&W customers of the. concerns raised
13

in your August 3, 1978 memorandum.
14

(Pause.)
IS MR. GALLEN: I think we might want to go off '

16 the record for a second.
.

'

i
17 (Discussion off the record.) i

!

ANSWER: The answer is we have sent the customersig

i

further information to clarify the response to small breaksg

at B&W plants.
20

Q And do you know the days of when you sent that
21

I information?

22
A Oh, the speci fic days I don't have in my memory.

|
!

23 It was during the April, May, time frame.
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! l
I

; 2 Q And could you explain what new instructions you

3 gave those customers?

A The new instructions were essentially moreg 4

| detailed concerning the response to a small break which
5a

| incorporated the essence of the two memos by Burt Dunn;
! 6

} said memos being referenced in my meno to Karrasch.

I 7
I would like to ask, do you have a copy of

8 two Dunn memos? I made that statement from memory and I i

9 would like to look at those.

10 MS. GOLDFRANK: Why don't I introduce the two

Bert Dunn memoranda. One is dated February 16, 1973, and11

one is dated February 9,1978, which are Dunn Deposition
, , ,

Exhibit 36 and Womack Deposition Exhibit 23.
13

(Pause.)
14

ANSWER: The question was, did the instructions

15
which were sent out in the April time frame this year address

16 the Bert Dunn concerns?

17 Q Right.

is A Yes, I believe they did.

Q Could you explain how they were accounted for,ig

how those specific concerns were accounted for in the

instructions?
21g

A Let's see. Per my recollection the operators
,

22 |

were instructed to plot temperature versus pressure to

23
determine its -- saturation relationships, which is not an

,

t
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18 ,
i ,

1

2 exact term -- to determine the thermodynamic relationships
i

of the fluid in the reactor cooling system, and conditions
3 I

were specified at which point high pressure rejection should
,

be terminated.
5

Q Let me see if I can rephrase what you said,
6

just said in enginaering terns.

7 At that point were you instructing B&W customers ,
!

8 to analyze tenperature and pressure to determine the level
,

1

9 of coolant in the reactor core and not the pressurizer

lo indication level?

A Not exactly. We were not instructing them to
33

do this to determine the fluid level in the system directly. '

12
,

We were instructing them to do this to assure that the ;

Ila
system had reached a condition at which the core was cooled.

!

14 '

It was not a method of determining level, liquid level ;

i
l' directly. It was more a method of deterraining that a plant

!

16 is now in a situation where the core is adequately cooled.

17 Q And could you repeat for me again what the

instructions were?is

|
A They referred to the specific instrumentation

,g
|by B&W nomenclature and not by plant instruments ID number

|M
to look at, and they referred to a curve which said, if you

21
are here, you are okay; if you are not here, continue to ,

;

.r, t
~~

take further action. '

l

2a '

Q And what instrumentation would that be?

at
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2 A That would be the temperature sensing instrumen-

tation in th'e reactor cooling cy.'.em and the pressure'
3

sensing instrumentation in the reactor cooling system.
,

To clarify -- not to clarify, but to take it
5

somewhat out of engineering terminology, it would be
6

measuring the pressure and temperature in the reactor

7 *

cooling system.

8
Q And that is distinguished from the pressurizer

9 indication level; is that correct?

10 A Yes. .

Q Could you tell'iiie who was consulted in
3,

formulating these new instructions that went out some time
12

in April?
13

A I can give you a partial list fron memory.
g

14

0 Okay.

15
A Burt Dunn. We are discussing April '79?

16 Q Right.

17 A Burt Dunn, Bob Jones, Bob Salm, Allen Womack,

Jim Taylor, Ed Kane, Norm Elliott. There were others, I
18

believe, in and out, but I don't remember specific names. jg
i

Jim Veistro was one who participated part time,
m j

Q Were they included in formulating these new
21 !

instructions? Were there formal meetings that these |
,

2
people would have attended, or were there an exchange of

,

23 memorandum?
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!2 A There were meetings. I don't uriderstand your
I3 use o f " formal". They were convened. They were tech'nical '

discussions. There were decisions made as to which was the4

best way to go. We all tried to reach a decision of what '

was the best way to present the information to the operators.6

Q By " formal", I mean were there meetings
|

,

7

convened where these people were requested to come and
8

participate in the discussions as opposed to an informal
9 talk in the hall?

In A Yes. They were requested to come. By your

definition they were formal ~ meetings.11

Q Who would have chaired these meetings?12 '

|A To my recollection Ed Kane chaired the meetings.
Q And would there have been a memorandum sent i

14 ;

around asking these people to attend this meeting and what -

15

was going to be discussed at this meeting.
36

A That I truthfully don't recall. The meetings ,

17

were announced and the attendees were there. I don't recall
1

whether there was a formal memorandum sent saying to be18

there or whether it was telephone conversations and thegg

people appeared.,,

Q You did attend these meetings?21

A Yes. When I say "yes", I attended at least
22 g

90 percent of the meetings by my estimate, maybe all, but
'

23

I am not sure that I attended all.
24
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1

Q Would you have reviewed the final instructions ;

|"

that went out? '

i

A Can we to off the record for a moment?
~4

MR. GALLEN: Okay.
.

5

(Discussion off the record.)
6 (Whereupon the pending question was read.)
7 THE WITNESS: I would have reviewed the final

'8 instructions that went out in the period two to three weeks
1

.- g after March 20 and subsequent period. I may or may not have i'

reviewed findl instructions which went out March 28 plus
ni

,

two or three weeks due to working quite heavily on the -

, '
11 ;

Three Mile II. recove ry. I am not aware of everything that |
:12

went out in that time period.
13

BY MS. GOLDFRANK:
"

Q I would like you to look at a November 1,1977,
l

15 memorandum that has already been marked as Womack Deposition

:16 Exhibit 24.
'

17 Did you receive a copy of this memoranduc? I

A Yes.
33

Q Do you recall reading it?
g

A Yes.
20

Q You are familiar with an incident that occurred .

21
on September 24, 1977, at Davis s*3su I?*

n
A The ter "fami'isr eds definition. I knew''

I
i

I
! #3 the incident had happened. I know somethings and I am sure !
' i
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1

2 there are some I don't know. ,

Q When did you first learn of this incident?
3

A I don't recall; but given the nature of my

job, I would have learned about it, that the incident had
5

occurred, and that the plant was down, that day or the day
6

afterwards.

Q Do you remember who told you that this incident

8 had occurred and the plant was down?

9 A No, I don't, and we should define " incident"

p) as I did before, that the plant was down.

Q Do you remember if you were informed orallyu
about this incident or whether or not you received a

12

memorandum concerning the incident?
13

A Let's limit it to the plant coming down at that i

14
time. I am sure it would have been oral.

15
Q But you do not remember who orally told you?

H5 A .io , I don't know.'

17 Q As a result of being informed that the plant

was down, did you talk with anybody?ig

A I don't remember, but I would be sure that I
g

did talk with somebody about what caused it and how long
20

would it delay our schedule.
21

Q Delay what schedule? .

2
A The schedule of startup for the plant.

I :
23

Q Do you recall preparing any kind of memoranda | |

24
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2 concerning that incident? !
"

A No, I don't recall.3

.Q Are you aware that the September 24, 1977,
4

incident at Davis-Besse concerned voiding in the core? !

5

A I am not aware that it did. I am aware
6

of discussions where a synopsis essentially of what occurred ,
7 I

was presented, and I remember it being discussed that there ;

8 was potential voiding in the core, but I do not know that

I
9 it has been pinned down that during that incident the core '

10 was voided. ,

Q You indicated'that there was discussion
33

I
concerning a synopsis of what happened during that incident? '

A Correct.
13

Q When was that discussion?
14

|A I don't recall the date. The discussion was a

15 presentation by Joe Kelly in one of the large conference |

16 rooms which summed up what happened and why.

17 Q Would that have been soon after September 24,

1977?ig

A "Soon" being a matter of weeks, yes.
,9

Q And Joe Kelly is the individual that described
20

the events?
21

A Yes. .

Q Were you aware that the September 24 incident

23 concerned a temporary loss of feedwater?
7

24
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i

2 A Oh, no. Per my memory I was aware of a malfunc-

I.

3 tion in the feedwater system, but at that time I was not

aware of specifically what the nalfunction was.
,

Q Were you aware that that incident concerned an -

5

open PORV?
6

A My recollection is that that was brought up in
7

the meeting, yes, I was aware of it. -

8
Q Were you aware that that incident at Davis-Besse

9 concerned the high pressurizer indication level?

io A At that time I. don't believe I was aware of
that.

13

Q Are you aware of that now?

A I am aware of that verbally. I have not gone ,

13 |
back and read that transient in detail to see exactly what '

14
it said. -

15
Q Do you know when you would have become aware

i
16 that the transient involved high pressurizer indica tion '

17 level?

|A No, I don't recall.gg
|
1

Q Do you remember who might have informed you jg

that that transient concerned that?
20

.A Oh, who might have? It may have been Joe Kelly,
.

21 '

because he and I know each other. It may have beer, one of

'
my people who was following the startup.

23
Q Do you know for sure who informed you of that ;

24 incident?
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2 A No.

3 Q Are you aware that the incident at Davis'Besse

on September 24, 1977, concerned a premature termination of
4

the HPI?
5

A At which point in time are you referring to?
6 *

Q Are you aware of it now?
7

A Yes.
8

Q When did you become aware of it?

9 A I believe it was with the Joe Kelly memo

10 Exhibit whatever.

MS. GOLDFRANK: He's referring to the Womack11

Deposition Exhibit 24, Joe Kelly's November 1, 1977, memo.,,,

BY MR. GOLDFRANK:
13

Q What did you do af ter receiving a copy of this
14
*

November 1, 1977, memo?
15

A I sent it to Frank Walters for review.

16
Q With any comments or suggestions?

17 A To my recollection, there were no comments or ,

;

is suggestions. It was " review this to see i f we have a problem."

Q Would that have been an oral communication to,g

Mr. Walters or would you have written a memorandum to him i

concerning those instructions?
21

A I would not have written a memorandum to him.

I would typically have written some instructions on the copy '

'3a
of the memo that I sent over, if I wrote any.

24
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|

2 MR. GALLEN: I believe a copy of that has already !

3 been requested in Mr. Walters' Deposition.

MS. GOLDFRANK: Okay, fine.4

BY MS. GOLDFRANK:
5

Q Could you explain to me, there's on this
6 *

November 1, 1977, memorandum, where it says " customer" it.

7
is indicated " generic". Can you explain to me what that

8
means to you?

9 A " Customer guidance"?

10 Q Above that line it indicates customer is

it generic. t

A To me that implies it deals with all plants,g

supplied by B&W.
13

Q All plants?
14
'

A All nuclear power plants supplied by B&W.
15

Q Not necessarily more than one?

16
A I am sorry; I don't think I understand that.

;

17 Q The distinction I am trying to make is you

18 indicated " generic" means to you all plants, all S&t!

gg nuclear power plants? '

A Yes.
20

Q It does not necessarily mean more than one?
21

A Yes, it means more than one.
22

Q As opposed to all?
*3~

A I must have said it badly.
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2 MR. GALLEN: Could we go off the record for a ;

I

a second?

(Discussion off the record.)4

BY MS. GOLDFRANK:
5

Q Am I correct that your understanding of " generic"
6

is all B&W plants that are operating?.

7
A Yes, plus those that are under construction.

8
Q Okay.

9 A Let's clarify that by all B&W nuclear plants,

10 because I don't deal with the fossil plants.

11 Q You transmitted this November 1, 1977, memoran-

dum to Mr. Walters on your staff?
12

A That is my recollection.

Q And did he discuss the memorandum with you?
14

A I don't recall.
15

Q Did anybody else on your staff discuss the

16 memorandum with you?

17 A I don't recall specifically. I thought there

18 was one other discussion, but my memory is vague, because

39 it was a long time ago.

Q Do you remember if you discussed the memorandum

with anybody out at B&W?
21

A We are referring to this particular Joe Kelly i

22
memorandum? I do not recall discussing it with anyone

outside my staff.-
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2 Q I would like you to look now at a handwritten
,

I.

3 memorandum dated flovember 10, 1977, that has already been j
i

introduced and marked as Dunn Deposition Exhibit 35. Please '4

look at that.
5

A. It looks like some of this is cut off on the
6 *

left. I have examined it.
7

Q Have you ever seen this memorandum before?

8
A Yes.

9 Q Did you receive a copy of it in flovember of

10 1977? -

A I don't think so. I don't recollect -it.33

Q Have you seen it before today?

!
A It was after March 28, but the exact date I

13

don't remember.
|

14 i
Q Who gave you a copy of the memorandum af ter |

IU March 28?

16 A I recall Frank Walters showing it to'me.

r7 Q Do you recall why he showed it to you?

Ig A Yes.

Q ould you explain to me Why he showed it to
19

you?
2o

A 1 was aware of my memo to Karrasch which had
21

raised some questions, and this would have been maybe a-

:
i

month after the incident because of time pressures, I had !
!23 'sone back to 'look and to try to follow through that chrin

\ 2s
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|

2 myself as to what had happened. ;

"

Q And in that you were talking to Walters?3
~

A Yes.
4

Q And he gave you this memorandum?
5

A. Yes, that's my recollection.
6

Q Did Walters talk with you prior to writing

this memorandum?

8 A I don't recall. I will just have to leave

9 it at that; I don't remember.

10 Q Would ttere be.any notes on your part if you

had discussed this memorandum with Walters?
33

A I certe'nly don't recall any.

Q If there were notes, would they be in your
13

notebook containing those handwritten notes?
14

A If there were notes, yes, they should be in

15
there.

16 Q Do you remember discussing this memorandum

17 with Walters after he sent it to Mr. Kelly in November of

'77?ig

A I recall a discussion of it. This would beg

in the post March 28, 1979, time frame. I don't recall
20

minute details of the discussion.
21

MR. GALLEN: Excuse me. The question was whether

or not he discussed it with him after he sent it in November

23 of .77; is that correct?

1882 177.o -
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1

_

2 MS. GOLDFRANK: Right.

|
3 THE WITNESS: I did not discuss it in November

;

of '77 per my recollection.
4

BY MR. GOLDFRANK:
5

Q
6

,
You did discuss it after March 28, 1979, after

-

you were trying to reconstruct what happened pursuant to
7

your memorandum to Karrasch; is that correct?

8
A Yes.

9 Q Do you remember anything about that conversation?

10 A No, I don't remember any specific thing. I

remember that I hadn't seen it before, and I said, " Ghee,11

|
I didn't know you had written this", or words to that effect.,

Iand then I recall getting a copy of it from him such '

13

that I could read it.
14

Q Was that a discussion with him after you did-

15
receive a copy of it and read it?

16 A Yes, there was a discussion, but I don't believe
!

17 it was a technical discussion per se. My note at that time

!was what had happened was history, and it would be nice toig

understand it; and where i f there were improvements weg ,

|could make, we fit them into the system and make it; but as
20 ;

gfar as a detailed postmortem of why this happened, that's
21

of academic interest.
-

Q Do you remember anything generally about that
,

23 conversation?
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2 A No, I truthfully don't. Well, I remember

3 generally saying that, okay, this memo responded to t'he

Joe Kelly memo, and I didn't know that it had been
4

written, and Frank saying, yes, that he had looked at it
.,

and he had had some questions in his mind, but he didn't
6

have time to -- pardon; I am not sure that he said he ,

!7
didn't have time. He did not make a formal response because !

8 of other things that he was doing, but he wanted to get

9 some thoughts down and ther gat back to Joe. We did not

to per my memory discuss the technical content of it.

Q Is it usual that Mr. Walters would respondgi

directly to Mr. Kelly and not go through you?

A .Yes.
13

.

s

3 Q Do you normally review memos that he woulds

14 ,

write?

I
A I review those menos which he consioers needs .

my attention. I do not normally review every meno that !16

17 he writes, now.
,

18 Q What memos does he usually consider needs your

attention?
39

A Memos on the order of the Burt Dunn memo -- i
20

|
sorry -- the memo which he wrote for me to Bruce Karrasch

f21

which I signed off, things that we recognize being potential

problems, he brings those to my attention and we discuss *.
I23

Q What do you mean that he would consider to be ;

'1882 17924
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2 a potential problem?
'

3 A Where it would require action underneath the

sections charter, which is providing information to the
4

customer on test programs and also on certain parts of

operation. It is a judgment thing where if there are.
6

administrative memos floating around such that deal with
7

allocations or internal things such that he takes care of

8 it and I don't get involved. Whenever he takes a position

9 that we take differently from past positions, then I get

to involved.

Q So in his judgment his November 10, 1977,3g

memorandum would not be a problem area that he would need

to pass by you?
13

A I don't know what Frank was thinking at the
14

time.

I
THE WITNESS: Can we go off the record a minute?

16 (Discussion off the record.)
17 BY MS. GOLDFRAt!K:

is Q I would like you to now look at a February 9,
;

I

1978, memorandum from Burt Dunn to Jim Taylor that has
39

been marked as Womack Deposition Exhibit 23.
,

A Yes, I have looked at it.
21

Q Did you ever receive a copy of this memorandum?
22 !

A I don't believe I received a copy, but I do '

|"
believe that I saw it. I

1882 18024
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2 Q Do you know how you cime to see it?

A I don't recollect clearly.
~

3

Q Do you know when you did see a copy of this
4

memorandum?
5

A. I believe it was late February or early March
6

of 1978.
~

7
Q Do you recall the circumstances under which

8 you came into contact with this memorandum?

9 A No. I remember being shown it by someone.

10 someone within Services, but I can't remember who that was.
;

Q Do you remember discussing the substance ofg3

this memorandum with anybody?

A I do not remember discussing the technical
13

substance. I remember the last paragraph which said some- '

14

thing should be done and agreeing that it should be looked

15
into, so identified it as a serious concern.

I16
Q What were your actions as a result of noting

17 that it was of serious concern and action should be taken?

is A Per my recollection I believe I had a conversa-
,

I

tion with Frank Walters who said, yes, we should follow up '
g

on.this and determine what actions we should take. I
20 j

-Q Were you assigning to him the task of determin- ;

21

ing what actions you should take? -

og
-

A Yes, what actions plant performance should ;

23
take. jgg} }g]

24

25
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34
2 Q

. Was there a memorandum indicating to Mr.
3 Walters that,g _ it was his responsibility to determine what

'

actions plant performance should4 take?::. :-
,

A No.
5 -

.Q. It was just an oral conversation?6

A
~

Yes.
- 7

Q Would you have taken notes of that conversation
8 with Mr.,

_ Walters?
.

9 A I doubt it. They may be in there but I don't,

to r.ecall taking any notes.

3, Q If you had taken notes, they would be your --
A In my daily book, more or less, yes.

.

.Q Did Mr. Walters discuss.with you perciselyla

what his responsibilities were with respectv: - to this
14

. a s _s i g,n me n t ?-

_

15
A

_ I don't recall any formal discussion. Frank ;

16 was, responsible for sight instructions or procedure
.

!,17 revisions that would go out to the operating plants. '

Iis .Q Did you discuss this memorandum with anybody '

else on your staff?
19 e .. :-

A
20 - That I don't recall.

:Q I would like you to look at a February 16, 1973,
_ memorandum from Burt Dunn to Jim Taylor that has been marked

~~

-. .as.Dunn Deposition Exhibit 36.
. .. .

. Did you receive a copy of this memorandum? !
23

;

24 1
-
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A Not from my recollection.2

Q Have you seen it before today? -

3

A Yes.
4

Q Could you tell me when you saw it?
5

A Approximately a month after March 28th,

6
approximately the same time pe'riod I saw the previous

7 Frank Walters' memo.
|

8 Q And that was the first time that you had seen j

9 this February 16 memorandum? f

A This memorandum, yes, to my recollection.3g

Q Had anyone discussed the subject matter contained

in this memorandum with you prior to you seeing the j
12

'

memorandum?
13

MR. GALLEN: Could we go off the record for a :

I4 second?

15 (Discussion off the record.)

f16 NR. GALLEN: Mr. Hallman would just like to

17 clarify his last answer.

THE WITNESS: I previously stated that I had
3g

not seen a copy of this meno af ter March 23 of this year. i

19 .

'

I had seen it before then. I didn't recall it because it

wasa.partofmyletterofAugustthe3rdtoBruceKarrasch,|20

,

!~19
one of the references, so I did not recall any technical i

22 discussions on this letter, and I still do not really recall
'

i
23 seeing it before a month af ter March 28 of th'is year, but

24
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1 j
|

'

2 obviously I did and just didn't recall it. |

BY MS. GOLDFRAflK: 43
I i

Q You previously indicated that you did not draft | 4
I il

the memo that went from you to Mr. Karrasch, the August 3,
5 H

1978 c..orandum? s
6 |

A That's correct. |

Q But you did attach -to that memorandum the [

f
8 February 9 and February 16 memoranda of.Burt Dunn?

'

9 A Yes. ;
,

to Q But you did not review the substance of either

of those memoranda?
11

'
A No, I did not review the substance of this

12
,

memorandum. I don't recall if I revi.ewed the substance ,

13

of the original memorandum or not. I was aware of the
};

14 i i
original Burt Dunn menorandum, although I was not aware '

,

f
15

of this memorandum until later.

|16 Q Did Mr. Walters in going over his draft memo ; ;

| t
17 from you to Mr. Karrasch discuss with you the content of

,

gg the February 16 memorandum? I

A Possibly. I just don't recall. I recall the j,g

Idiscussion as being Burt's recommendations deserve attention;
20

|
however, there are some questions that we have concerning

,

21 i
consequences if those recommendations are carried out in

,

90 i
~' '

a non-LOCA situation, so we should request that Integration

23 review and resolve these concerns, but I do not recall

24

1882 1842s
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specifically going through this February 16 memo and saying2
,

|
-

3 that this is the exact concern that we are addressing.
|
!

Q Did you go through the February 9 memo at that j4

.time?
5

A I believe we did.
6

Q Did you go through the substance of the February
7

9 memo?

8
A 1 don't recall how deeply we went into the

9 substance but I believe we went into the substance.
to Q Do you recall at all specifically what you did
11 talk about?

A We talked about that. I don't recall

specifically. In general I believe we talked about, yes,
13

for a loca Burt's recommend'ations are good; but what if
I4

there is an operator error and these actions are taken in !
i

'

a non-loca situation, what are the consequences, and we
l16 felt that the consequences should be evaluated prior to >

17 changing the instructions.

is Q And this conversation was taking place when

gg Walters had already drafted your August 3, 1978 memo?Mr. '

A Yes.
20

-Q And he made the decision that there was concern
21 ,

1and that Plant Integration should be brought in to answer
i t

i 22 !
specific questions?

23
A Yes, he made it, and I concurred with it.

24 i882 185
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'I considered the responsibility mine, even though he had2

written the memo. "

7

Q And those concerns are the type that would be

reviewed by you and be sent under your signature as opposed
5

to going directly from Mr. Walters?

A Yes. It is not necessary that those go out '

7
under my signature per se. It is necessary that I review i

-
-

8
that type before they go out.

9 Q Could you explain why this particular memo

lo did ge out under your signature?
!

A Yes. We . felt that with my signature it was11

more likely to attract attention and get action than with
Frank's signature.

13

Q You were the particular individual that
14

pursued or followed up Mr. Karrasch's response to this memo
15

and not Mr. Walters; correct?

16 A Yes, but with a clarifier. Mr. Walters reminded
17 me to check with Karrasch to follow up. So Walters did

i
18 initiate action to try to reach a resolution on the August

3rd memo.g

Q Do you know how soon after August 3, 1978, Mr. '

Walters contacted you as to getting a ~ response from Mr.
21

Karrasch?

A I don't know per my recollection. It was no
23 longer than two months, and i* could have been earlier.
24
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|2 Q And how soon after fir. Walters contacted you i

|3 did you get in touch with Mr. Karrasch?
-

*

A That I don't recall. I attempted to get in4

touch with Mr. Karrasch within a day or two. I don't
5

recall if I made contact the first attempt or if it took
6

several attenpts to do it. My recollection is that it took
7

several attempts.

8
Q And you don't remember the exact date or the

9 time frame when you made that initial contact?

to A That is correct, per my recollection is was on

the order of two months.13

Q Two months from August 3?

A Yes.
13

Q Meaning sometime in October or Novenber?
14

A Yes.
15

Q Was anybody else on your staff concerned with

is or directly concerned with follow-up of this particular
17 memorandum?

'

t

A Per my conversations with Frank Walters since
h

ig
,

-i 4March the 28th, I believe that he had had someone else on
}

g
,

lthe staff review it. I was not aware of that during the p
t

20
p

August 3rd time frame, r,

21 '

Q Do you know who what individual was?
3

A Per Frank's comments it was Cal Goslow. ,

23 l
Q Do you know if he had any contact with Mr..

,

b
'

24

4
"
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l 2 Karrasch?
.

3 A I don't know.

4 Q Do you know if he had any contact with anybody

that worked for Mr. Karrasch?
5

A I don't know.
6

Q Does Mr. Goslow report to you or report to Mr.
7

Walters?
8

A At that time I'believe he reported to Mr.

9 Walters. He did not report directly to me.

10 Q Do you feel at this point that Ihaveacomplete|
11 picture of the memorandum that arose out of Burt Dunn's

February 16 and February 9 memoranda?12

A Is this the package you have here that you are
.

13
|

referring to? |
14

|
Q The five memoranda that we have introduced here

15

and that you have discussed with, which would be Kelly's '

|16 November 1,1977, memorandum; Walter's memorandum to Kelly
17 da ted flovember 10, 1977 --

18 A The handwritten memorandun.

19 Q -- Burt Dunn's February 9, 1978,. memorandum; '

Burt Dunn's February 16, 1978, memorandum; and yourgg

memorandum dated August 3, 1978, to Mr. Karrasch.
,

A Yes, I believe that's all.
22

Q Have you prepared any memoranda concerning
,

93 I'

the issues or the accident at Three Mile Island on March g
'

1882 18824
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*

:

2 28, 1979?

| A Could you rephrase the question? My "memorac.da"3
i

j what do you include?
4

I

j MS, GOLDFRANK: We can go off the record.
| 5
' (Discussion off the record.)

6

ANSWER: I have prepared memoranda dealing with
7 |instructions to our operating plants concerning those :,

8 events. I have not to my recollection prepared any i.ternal ,

,

9 memoranda addressing it. |
,

10 Q The memoranda would have been addressed to B&W

Customers?
33

A Yes. My memoranda would have been addressed

to our service managers for transmittal to.the B&W customers.
13

MR. GALLEN: We will assure you that you have
14

copies of all those memoranda.

Ib
BY MR. GOLDFRANK:

16
Q What in particular was your role since fiarch '

17 28, 1979, with respect to the accident at TMI2?
!

A I was on shift for two or three weeks duringig ,

|
'the recovery trying to help it die down. I was then ingg

'

mode of formulating instructions to clarify to the operators

actions that they should take during loca.
21

I have been involved in many meetings, formal
02-

and informal, about how is the best way to handle the ;

I
23 situation based on what we have learned at Three Mile 2. |

t-
24 i

|
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i

2 I have also been involved with discussions
i t

I I

3 looking at the data from Three Mile 2 and figuring out
,

!
i how exactly did it happen, what was the sequence of events.

4
|

,

; Q You say you were involved in recovery; were
j 5

j you on site at Three Mile Island?
. 6 .

! A- No, I was not. I was-in our Control Center,

7

|
or whatever, here.

,

8j Q In Lynchburg?

9 A Yes, in Lynchburg.

to Q What would your specific responsibilities

have been?
33

| A I was in charge of communications between the
12.

site and the B&W technical people at Lynchburg to past data
13

and recommendations along both ways.
14

MS. GOLDFRANK: At this time I don't have any-

15 further questions. I would just like to say that we would

16 recess this deposition, and in thinking that at such

17 future time we might want to call you back_to ask you further-

ig questions, and would reschedule it at a future date.

THE WITNESS: Okay..

39

MR. GALLEN: I have a few questions I would just
20

like to clarify.
21

BY MR. GALLEN:,

+1-

Q At the time the August 3rd memo went out, did

23 you feel that pending resolution of the operator to should ,

94~
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| 2 be questions raised in that memo, that adherence to .

t

I existing operating specifications would preclude premature
3

termination of HPI?
4

A Yes, I did.
5

Q More speci fically, was it your understanding
I i| 6

! about the existing specifications cautioned against
'

1, r
7

1 termination of HPI if the RCS's press'ure decreased below

8 the HPI actuation point?

9 A Yes, that was my feeling.

to Q So it was your understanding that the prescrip-

tion contained in the Burt Dunn memos was desianed to; g
I i

provide a further clarification or elaboration of existing
-

12 ;

operating procedures?
'

13

A Yes.
14

MR. GALLEN: That's all I have.

15 MS. GOLDFRANK: Okay. I would like to repeat
.

16 that this deposition is recessed.

17 (Witness excused.) i

(Whereupon the examination recessed at 12:15
ig

P.M.),g

m

21

;
'

| 22

I 23
i
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