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PROCEEDINGS

—

2 || Whereupon,

3 JAMES L. SEELINGER

4|l was called as a witness and, having first been duly sworn, was
s || examined and testified as follows:

6 MR. FRAMPTON: Mr. Seelinger, this is a deposition
7 | being taken by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Special

g || Inquiry Group, on Three Mile Island at the Three Mile Island

9 | Nuclear Plant site on September 5, 1979.

g
loh We have shown you a one-page witness notification for..
11 || Have you had a chance to read that?
!
12‘ MR. SEELINGER: Yes, I have.
!

| MR. FRAMPTON: Do you understand that? Do you have

14 | any questions about it?

15 | MR. SEELINGER: I understand it.

16 | MR. FRAMPTON: Ron, would you swear in the witness?
XXX l7i DIRECT EXAMINATION

18 BY MR. FRAMPTON:

19 Q Mr. Seelinger, you have been the superintendent of

20 Unit 1 since December, 1978; is that right?
21 A That is correct.

‘ 22 Q Before that, from January of 1977, you were the
22| supervisor of the Technical Support for Unit 2.

" 24 A The title was Unit 2 Superintendent, Technical
Ace-

8! Reporters Inc. |

25 Support.



sls-2 1 Q Tou were first employed by Metropolitan Edison in
. 21 1974, is that right?
3 A That is correct.
‘ 4 Q Between 1974 and the beginning of 1977, did you have |

s || responsibilities in connection with training?

6 A Yes.

7[ Q Also, the writing of procedures?

g | A In general, no, not the writing of procedures.
9 | Q Did you participate in reviewing or developing

10‘ procedures?
|

1 A In general, no,

12 Q In 1974 and 1975, I think your position and title
. 13 || was Engineer, Senior 1; is that correct?

14& A That is correct.

lsd Q What, briefly, were your responsibilities during

16 | that period of time in addition to training, if any?

17| A The time period again, please?

18 || Q 1974 and 1975. 1976, let's take all three years.
19 A In 1974, it was solely training.

20 The first half of 1975 was solely training,

21; The second half of 1975 was both training and, also, I

ii

~N
)

reported to the Manager of Generation Operations, Nuclear,

23| Q Who was that?
' 24 A Jack Herbein, fcor engineering management projects.
Ace. ‘8! Reportery, Inc ||

25| And those projects involved such things as the management of
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TM;-I's first year turbine generator ¢ verhauland coordination
of the TMI-1 nuclear plant management review and development of
budgeting techniques for TMI-1l's first year refueling outage,
and subsequently for TMI-1l's operations and maintenance budget.

I might add that in some of these areas, I was involved in
the development procedures. However, I was not cne of the
people who wrote the procedures for the normal operation of the
plant.

Also, that covered 1974 and 1975. 1In 1976, and late in
1975, I had no further training responsibilities and continued
only in my position as an Engineer Senior 1 reporting to
Mr. Herbein.

During the latter half of 1976, I was in training Ior a

senior reactor operating license on TMI-1.

Q The latter part of 1976.
A Yes.
Q I will ask you about that in a second.

First, you mentioned some responsibilities for operations,

management review. Was that the phrase?

A Nuclear plant management review,
Q Could you describe what that is and what you did?
A I coordinated the input from the various groups, the

engineering groups, the administrative groups, I think the
QC group, health-physics group, for something that we called a

nuclear plant management review. That was the first nuclear



sls-4 1 || plant management review that TMI-1 had it involved a one-day

' 2 || meeting at the site with the senior GPU officers to review the
3 || operation of the unit, significant problem areas that the unit
. 4 || was experiencing, and to comment on those and provide an overall
5!l direction and philosophy as to how to resolve some of those
¢ !| particular problems.

7 In general, the nuclear plant management reviews were set

g || up such that they were conducted once a year on each operating
9| station. My job for that year was to coordinate the first

\oi one, to get input in the same form from each individual to
review the input technically and administratively, to ensure

that it was in the format and contained the types of things

. 13|/ that we were trying to present to our management, and get it
14| collated into a presentable form for that management review.
15 || Q The review, itself, was a one-day project?
16 || A The review, itself, was a one-day conference, that's

17 : correct.

18 Q How many people attended?
19‘ A I don't know.
20 Q Approximately?
21 | A I don't remember.
‘ 22 ~ Q I1f you recall.
23 A Approximate full-time attendees would have been in

24 the neighborhood of 20. Approximate part-time attendees would
Ace. a' Reporters Inc

25| have perhaps been another 20 to 30. The review was conducted




8ls-5 1 such that each specific group of people would come in and
. 2| Present their area to the company management, present the
7| Problem areas that they foresaw and were experiencing, and
. 4|| allow management to review those problem areas and comment on ‘
s || those areas and take direction from those comments. ?
6 Q If you can recall, how long did it take you to
7 organize and prepare for this one-day review conference?
8 A I was probably involved in the project from three
o | Wweeks to five weeks, but it was a long time ago so that's only
;
loﬂ a best recollection answer.
1 Q Was this a presentation, when you say "management,"
12 || what is meant by management? Was it really to the GPU engineering
. 13 : people?
14& A It was to the GPU president or vice-presidents and
]5: to the operating company presidents within the GPU structure,
.
16 | if I remember correctly. In other words, the respective
\7; presidents of Pennsylvania Electric Company, Metropolitan
18' Edison, and Jersey Central Power & Light, as well as senior
19 = GPU management at the same level.
20 Q But these were presentations that related to
21 | operations, history and problems at TMI-1.
. 22 A That's correct.
23 |l Q You say this was the first one for TMI-1l.
Q' 24 A In 1975 was the -- I don't remember the date, if it
Ace- 8 Reporters Inc

25  was '75 or early '76, but I think that it was held late summer
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to early fall of 1975.

Q Has TMI Unit 1 had subsequent conferences like this?:
A Yes.

Q And was there ever any such conference for TMI-2?

A There was not a conference for TMI-2 that went unde~

the same name as that because of TMI-2's relative time of

commerciality.
Q Was there anything similar to TMI-2?
A There was a meeting called a Commercial Review

Board held on TMI-2 that had significant involvement of the
general public utilities management. Relative to TMI-2, for
its state in life, it covered the types of things that were
and should have been in focus at that time, versus the types

of things that would normally be in focus a year into a unit's

| operation.

Q Did the Commercial Review Board, itself, develop the
set of criteria for going into commercial operation? That is,
the list of things that would have to be done or satisfied

before commercial operation?

A I don't fully remember,

Q Did you participate in that board?
A I don't remember.

Q Do you recall when it first met?
A No.

Q Do you recall when a significant meeting or

1
i
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significant meetings of that board were held to review problems
across the board?

A There were a series of meetings held in the fall of
1978, at least three, which reviewed the turnover of various
items that had been administered by construction forces under
GPU auspices to operating forces under Met Ed auspices.

These meetings were held, at least two or three of them, in the
fall of 1978.

The Commercial Review Board was operated -- I don't
remember the sequence of the Commercial Review Board relative
to those meetings. I don't remember whether it happened in
the fall or whether it happened in the winter of 1978. My
involvement with Unit 2 stopped somewhat abruptly in early
December of 1978, more so from the fact that I was in the
hospital and away from work for a period of about six or seven
weeks and then moving up to Unit 1.

Q Was that in November-December of 19782

A I was in the hospital =-- off work almost all of

December and a good share of January, 1979, December, 1978.

Q That was with a back problem?
A Yes.,
Q Did you attend any of these Commercial Review

Meetings in the fall of 1978 that yo>u can recall?
A The meetings -- I think you have used the wrcng

title. I did attend the meetings that discussed the turnover
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1 || of items between MET ED and GPU. To call those a Commercial
2 | Review Board, I don't think that is perhaps the proper nomen-
3| clature we would have used here on the site. I did attend the

4 | meetings in the fall of 1978, though.

5 MR. YUSPEH: Off the record.

6% (Off the record.)

7& MR. FRAMPTON: Back on the record.

8! BY MR. FRAMPTON:

9 | Q Let me pursue this issue of commercial operations

10 | review a little bit further. During the summer or fall of
11i 1978, were you aware of any pressure from -- or desire on the

12 | pPart of -- management to make sure that Unit 2 would go into

13§‘commercia1 operation before the end of calendar year 1978 as
14i;opposed to say January or February of 19792

15 || A Desire, yes. I was scheduled towards trying to

16 | take Unit 2 through its test program and become commercial in
17;ca1endar year 1978. They pointed that way from early on in

18 1 1978. Had we met some of our earlier schedules, we would have
19| been commercial relatively early in 1978.

20 | In the spring of 1978, we encountered a significant problem,
21 The main steam relief valves on TMI-2, As a result of that
22uproblem, we went through an extensive testing program and

23 | determined that we could not obtain repeatability in the blow
24 down characteristics of the main steam relief valves and,

Inc

25 consequently, a decision was made by GPU management to take the
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time to replace the valves.

That particular evolution took the latter part of May,
June, July and August of 1978.

The test program resumed about mid-September of 1978. That
showed a very definite commitment to safety and a very definite
commitment to make the unit right prior to forging ahead, and
there were no skimping in the area where a nuclear safety was
concerned.

Consequently, if nuclear safety was an issue, I felt no
pressure whatsoever during the months of the fall of 1978 to
stop and resolve any concern that involved nuclear safety.

Q At the time a decision was made to go down for this
period of time to replace the main steam safety relief valves
with new design valves, was there discussion or disagreement about
whether that would have to be done? Was there specifically
anyone who proposed or argued that further testing might make it
possible to use the existing valves?

A We spent the month of May testing and hoping that we
could make the valves work correctly because it would be a
significant impact on the schedule should we have to change the
design,

A great deal of time and money would be involved in procuring
new valves, changing piping arrangements and making the
installation. Once we determined that the repeatability was

not there, the decision was made, and I know of no dissenting
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sls-10 members thinking that we could forge ahead and operate with the |

)

' 2| existing valves. The valves' performance was such that
3| eventual operation of the plant, from what we had seen to date,
4 || would not be possible.

5 Q Was there any discussion at that time of the

6!| question of whether replacing the valves would still permit the
7|| plant to come into commercial service well before the end of

8 1! the calendar year? Do you recall any such discussion?

9 A 1 was involved in no such discussion.

10 Q I think you said =-- correct me if I am wrong --

1 that you were aware of a desire for the plant to go into

12| commercial operation before the end of the calendar year, Did

. 13 ; you ever know or hear what that desire was based on? Was it
14 || vour understanding there were any financial advantages to the
15 company of any kind in beating the end of the year deadline?
16 |! I 1 have heard the - were financial advantages to
17 || take the unit commercial prior to the end of 1978. I did not
18 | know what those financial advantages were. I don't krow where
‘9' I heard that, whether I heard that through my management or
20 ' GPU management or as a rumor that traveled through the rumor

21 | mill out here on site. The specific financial advantages, I

. 22 l' did not know.
23 | Q I understand that is not your area. What I am getting
. 24 at is: To what extent it was communicated to you through your
Ace Federal Reporters Inc

25| management or through people at GPU Service Corporation who
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would, in a sense, be upper levcl management of the system

company, that this was something that you were all shooting
for, that it was important to try to get commercial by the

end of the year. What do you recall about the way that was

communicated to you?

A I don't recall that ever being officially communicatea
to me through a management chain. I think it is important to
realize that whenever one operates a nuclear plant in terms of
a refueling outage, in terms of a start-up, in terms of any
other evclution, he lays out a schedule for himself and works
to that schedule. That's a milestone to gauge his progress
against so he has some guantitative way to say he is either
doing a job he thought he could do or he is not doing the job
he thought he could do, and if he isn't doing the job he thought
he could do, to try to sit back and say why? Do I need more
manpower? Better material support? Where is this breaking
down?

We operated the start-up with schedules.
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We operate refueling outages on TMI-1 with schedules. We
operate minor jobs with schedules. We try to meet those
schedules because it is a realistic way to manage.

When a situation overtakes one where we can’/t meetl the
schedule, such as a situation with the safety valves, a
significant geviation from the schedule is in order. [ saw
a commitment Irom the company to deviate significantly from
the schedule to solve a problem., That showed me a
cbmmitment such that | was never in doubt that there was &
commitment to nuclear safety froﬁ the management of the
General Public utilities Corporation and from the management
o1 Met Ea,

Q I understanug wnat you are saying about schedules.
[ ungerstana the example you have usea, [ am certainly not
implying that tnere snoula not be in the nature of any
construction and preoperational testing the goals of a
facility like this, to try to get it going as quickiy as
possible. In tnat sense, | understand there is also a rush
to do the job as quickly as feasible, and safe.

But what [ am really focusing on is the extent to which
it was communicated to you that the end of the calsnocar year
deadline was a significant ceadline and that special efforts

ought to be made if the commercial operational time period

(34

looked like it was going to feall in HNovember or uvecember or

.

January, to make sure that it was in Lecember because that
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would be in 1¥78 and not in the new calendar year of 197v.
[o what extent can you recall that thought or direction or
desire being communicated to you, and by whom?

A That was not communicated to me directly. Through
my management,

Q What do you recall about it being communicated to
you indirectly in terms of what you heard or conversations
with people?

A £s 1 already stated, tnroughout the circuit of the
rumor mill, there was a desire on the part of the company to
have the unit commercial as soon &s technically feasible.

[o have it commercial. Ihrough some communications, and I
can’t say which because | adon’t remember, there were
ingications of a rinancial advantage for that to happen in
becember of I¥7o, by January of 1v¥ivy,

In terms orf schedules, | was not, in my position as
technical support superintendent for Unit 2, responsible for
the schedule of the startup period. 1hat was administered
through the UPU Service Corporation startup unit. As such,

we uid what we could to me

el

t their schedule. [ don’t think
I can cive you any more insight to your question than that.

J Did you ever hear any discussion that the
scheaules set during the |I¥/d3 preoperational testing phase
were too tight tec guarantee eventual safe commerciel

operation of the plant?



A No.
Q Did you ever see any other evidence that schedules
were set tightly or that many things were attempted to be

done in a short period of time in order to meet a year-end

deadline in a way that you felt might jeopardize the safe

operation of the plant?
A No.

BY MR. HAYNESS

Q Mr. Seelinger, curing 1¥78, I believe most of the
time you were chairman of the plant operations review
comnittee for Unit 2.

A Yes.

Q And you were also acting unit superintendent for
lhree Nile [sland 2 during part of that time.

A No.

Q Okay. Maybe | aian’t phrase that correctly.

In the organization of the facility, there is a unit
superintenagent and then there is a station superintendent,

is that correct?

A Yes,
Wre« Miller was station superintencent and also
unit superintenuent of uUnit 2 auring part of that year |¥%/8,
is that correct?

o

Inat is correci.

) e ' o § € ~ fy= f311 » = T e | L pJ
” “id YOI aCl 10T Nl e wmllleY as the un v <&
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superintendent auring part of that year 19787 DUid you sign
documents for him and so forth?

A I signed documents for him. However, I did not
act as the unit superintendent. He was the unit
superintendent. | functionally performed some of the duties
that perhaps the unit superintendent would otherwise have
performed because of Mr. Miller’s responsibilities as
station superintendent., However, | did those under my
existing title as unit superintendent technical support, and
was not == nor diag [ try to become =-- recognized as the unit
superintendent,

Q As a part of the POHC function and so forth, did
part ol yvour considerations include the readiness of a plant
for licensiny? Loading fuel, completion of construction.

A The POKC has @ charter that, ir fulfilled in
accordance with the technical specifications == | don’t
remember those particular items as falling under that
particular cnarter in tne technical specifications. The
test werking group, which was what they called the TWG,
through 1its signoff of certain tests, would have the plant
at the point where it would be ready to load fuel.

rurther, certain surveillances associatea witn the
technical specirications needed to be done 1n oruer to
satisfy the surveillance requirements, Mode 6 rejuirements,

in orger to load fuel.,
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PORC was involved as representative to the TWG in signing
off the test documents. PFORC would reveiw, and a member of
the PORC == typically, myself or the vice chairman == would
sign off the TWGC document saying certain tests and
prerequisites had been compieted.

Further, PORC was involved in approving the surveillance
procedures that would have to be accomplished orior to the
unit being ready to load fuel.

[nere was no meeting that | recall where PORC established
@ separate set of criteria other than those in the technical
specifications, which saia, once we meet these, we will then
be reacy to load fuel. We went with the criteria already
established by the technical specifications at the test
progran, both of which we were involved in improving.

Q This 1HG, who were members of the TWG groug?

B The TWG members were a member from the operating
company, ket Ed ==

J By name?

A 2y namne, the three or four representatives,

Mr. Haynes. Myself, Gary Hiller, John Hilbish, pernaps one
or two others that [ don’t recall.

Q You functioned as a part of the ThG.,

ITnat’s correct. [he GFPU startup group was
represented. I[he member for the cr

t share of the

4]
a1l

s

4]

!

startup, who is a gentleman by the name of Max Nelson, of
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Burns & Koe, the architect engineer, was represented on the
test working group. A representative from Burns & RHoe was
typically Rich Brownwell, and Babcock & Wilcox was
represented on the test working group. Their
representatived some of the time was Lee Rogers, and other
times various representatives of the B&AW contingent were on
site.,

Q As a group, you reviewed the status of the test
and completion of the test.

A [hat is correct.

G The function of the PURC is advisory, is that
correct, to the station superintendent?

A Tne function is rather clearly spelled out in the
technical specifications. Without them in front of me, to
read them, [ don’t know that [ want to specifically wani to
commeat on your guestion. However, the PORC typically
recomenus approval of the procedures and the unit

superintendent typically approves the proceaure.

J In terms of procedures., Ihzre are other things =-
A fes, there are other things. 1lypically, the PORC

recolimends and the unit superintenuent approves or

Q The power test program was completed in different
testing plateaus, was it not?

A Tnat is correct.
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.LHN I Q Did POKC recommend to the unit superintendent or
2 the station superintendent that a particular plateau has
. 3 been successfully been completed now and we can go ahead and
4 proceea to the next test plateau?
2 A That was again done through the test working goup
5 documentation, The FORC would review the requirements at a
7 certain plateau. As | recall, it would go on from that
o} plateau, As | remember, | think that’/s how the program
¥ worked at that time,
10 Q FORC found it Lo be acceptable and recommended it
H go on to the next plateau.
12 A Ihat’s correct, but that would be done through the
13 next working group as opposed to through Met Ed’s system.
’ 14 [he POKC was not the body in itself that would make that
15 recommendation. That was 2 combined group of varinus grouns
16 on site involved with thea startup.
|7 # Wwhat if the POkC dic not believe the plant had
& heen successfully tested at a certain plateau?
I ¥ A If the POKRC disagreed with any of the test
20 results that would have involved successful completion of a
ry particular test, that would have, say, then becomne a
2Z prerequisite for going on, and that would have to be
23 resolved hecause it couldn’t foresee without TWU. In other
‘ 24 worus, the IAG reguired a unanimous approval by all nembers
29 to approve test results, If the PORC disapproved the test
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result, its member would then dissent from the TWG’s

approval,

Q So, a8 member of PORC was always a member of the
InG.
A Yes, that is correct,

Q Okay, fine.

In the GORE meeting, general office review board, which
is an off-site reveiw commi ttee for activities here at the

site, in their meeting No. 2¥, of February 22, 1973, they

have an item in there which talks about incomplete work

items. Specifically, there were 1595 mechanical items anc

12¥5 electrical items evidently as of February 22, 1¥78,

which were not completz,

MHe FRAMPLIONS The record should reflect that that

document has previously been ildentified as tExhibit 2.

iHE WIINESSS Yes,
BY MR. HAYNESS

Q And in here it says that they should be completed
prior to ooing tc Mode |, These items.

A Yes.

) Inat’s what it says.

Coulu you characterize what those 2800 types of items
are, in general? [ncompliete jitems, Weould they he
matintenance~type jtemns, mostly?

A No, they would not be. For the most case, thay
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‘Lkn | were items that were on the QC punch list when part of the
Z turnover of the system was accomplished and a greater share
. 3 of the mechanical items were arc strikes left over from the
4 welding.
- Q One arc strike would represent one mechanical
(o] item?
/ A Yes.
o} Q I see.
v A This gives you an icea why there was such a large
10 number of these particular items.
11 Q@ How apout the electrical?
12 A The electrical items, [ don’t know that [ can
13 categorize generically as well. There are people on site
‘ 14 who were actively tracking these particular punch lists that
15 coula zero in on the winter 7278 time frame and give you a
16 much better answer to that particular question.
| 7 I was not actively involveag in reviewing this particular
I3 punch l1sti, SO my answer would not perhaps represent a good
v generic answer Lo your question.
20 o Vo you Know offnand when the plant was taken to
Zl Mode 1, plant operation?
22 when?
23 3 YesS.
24 A It would nave rvesn in the fall of ==
2o d ode | being power operation,
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A It would have been in the winter of 1978,
approximately sometime in March. Late March of early April
of Ivy7s. So, perhaps that’s early spring as opposed to late
winter.

Q Do you know if these items were completed before
the plant was taken to Mode 17?

A I do not know if they were completed. I suspect
they were not all completed. The list was under constant
review from our l&E inspectors of the NRC, and the list was
aaministered by the GrPU startup group.

On elmost == I will repnrase that == on most visits of
the NRC, inspectors during the startup, the punch list of
open items was reviewed to review our progress on those
particular items. However, [ doubt that all punch list
itens were, in fact, completec prior to goingy into Mode 1I.
Q In the system that was in existence at that time,
hoWw would such exceptions have been dispositioned?
Something that’s not complets, how would that be handled to
make sure it is reviewed and is acceptable?

A The typical specifications require certain
surveillance itemrs to be completed for systems to be
geclarea operable. A system, by nature, meeting those
requirements, meets the operabilicty criteria of the
technical specifications.

IT one meets that criteria for the various moues, Ior ths



technical specifications, he is allowed to advance into
those modes, If one of these punch list items kept a
particular system rrom meeting its surveillance
requirements, it would have to be dispositioned in order to
call that system operable.

Once we fell under the technical specifications in
February of 1¥73, the operability criteria of the technical
specifications were apnlied to the various systems prior to

auvancing the modes.
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‘LRN I Q What was your experience early into the test

2 program after you had your license? Did you find the

3 systems were operable, or did you find systems you thought
‘ 4 were operable were not operable?

5 A I would say we found what we expected. The first

(o} time cne tries to run a surveillance on a system, the

7 surveillance doesn’t pass for one reason or another and

b certain items need to go out and be corrected in order to

Y get the surveillance to pass for the first time.

10 Once the surveillance passed the first time and the

11 system is tuned, so to speak, to operate and meetl the

12 specific criteria of the technical specifications, [ would

13 not think that we had an abnormal amount of difficulty or
. I 4 unexpec ted amount of difficulty in passing subsequent

15 surveillances.

16 Q In general, did you find the systems were operable

| 7 and thaet the problems were more of a procedure test problem

18 han a hardware problem?

Iy A | woulc say there was an application of a mixture
2( of both.,. When a complex system is built and then one goes
21 out anc tries t operate that complex system, that involves
22 a great number of electrical connections and just any number
23 of == ] gon’t think he would expect to turn the switch and

necessarily have it operate perfectly the first time out. I

"
»
FEN

25 woulu say that our experience was not unexpected in what we
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Q You did do a series of tests, did you not, on

these systems prior to receiving the license, prior to
performance surveillance-type tests, is that correct?
During the preoperational test program.

A There were functional tests done during the

startup program that were well documented on various

systems.
Q What time period is this?
A During the functional testing.
Q Prior to issuance of a license?
A Yes. Also, during that time there were attempts

made to learn what surveillance was meaningful in order to
get our procedures into a shape where they would work when
we tried to run the survejllance, Certain items were not
meaninc¢ful until later on, until the remainder of the system
was, in fact, built,

One could have three=quarters of a system buiit and be

=

issing a valve or a control device or a motor or something

n

el:

wn
@

« Just pecause that was the particular state of
construction, and the surveillance would not pass if that
component was needed in order to make the survejillance
pass. o0, in some cases, early on testing of the system

neegea to wait for construction to finish building the

system in order for the system to pass the surveillance.
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‘LRW | Now, prior to advancing in modes, when steel was loaded,
Z surveillance hag passed.
. 3 Q So the plant systems were operated and you knew
4 they were operable prior to depending upon them for safety.
5 A Yes.
o Q So really, what we are saying is the end of the
/ construction and debugging=-type process was where you went
B on into operation.
¥ A That is correct,
10 Q So that when you were going into this debugging
11 process, if items would show up to be a problem, they were
12 reviewed and corrected, and befcre approval was granted to
13 get the license and take the plant into operation, is that
. 14 correct?
15 A Certainly before taking the plant into operation.
16 Not all systems were needed in order to get a license. A
17 certain series of tests had to be performed in order to be
1o ready to have the license in a certain state of
| » construction, hau to be achieved prior to being able to get
20 the license granted from the NRC., At the moment of license
21 beiny granted, the plant was not ready to proceed into iode
2Z e
23 ) has your license conditionec accordingly?
‘ e A Our license had various congitions in it that
e required completion of certain items prior to advancing into
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certain modes and prior to advancing past certain dates.

Q At the time you got the license to go in* wer
operation -- | want to stick with power operation because it
is after the critical test — had you finished your
debugging process with your systems and they were operable
at that time?

A Prior to proceeding into any mode surveillance was
always met for going into that mode. Prior to proceeding to
any mode that was a license condition, the conditions ol the

license were always met, The answer to your question is

"Yes."
Q 1hat review was done by whom?
A That review was done by our proceaures. Our

proceaures have in them a checklist that was called &
"mode=to=-mode checklist," and each mode required the
satisfactory completion of certain surveillance procedures.

surveillance procedures would be run against a particular
system and the surveillance proceaure had to pass in order
to be successfully entered that that surveillance was
accepteble in the moue-=to-mode checklist.

I he mode=to=-mode cnecklist had to be completed in order
to agvance into the mode, If one reaches the whole point,
he has to resolve that problem with the particular system in
order to get it to successfully pass surveillance.

$ S0, the protlems have to be resolved before you
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continued on.

2 A Ihat’s correct,
. 3 Q Exceptions were not granted,
4 A That’s correct, no exceptions. If exceptions were
9 granted, they were granted through formal process with the
6 NKC to a technical specification revision.
1 Q That would have been reviewed by the PORC?
© A Yes,
v Q Prior to ever being submitted to *he NRC?
10 A Yes,

|

Wnhat is the function of the general review board?

|2 A There is no requirement == | will step back. 1Ihe
13 general office review board is not part of the technical
. I 4 specifications in TMI=2.
15 (J Lo ahead, continue.,
1o 3 1he general office review board is not part of the
¥, technical specifications. We made great efforts in our
i & dealincs with the HRC to try to incorporate the general
| ¥ otfice review board in the technical specifications, an. the

20 NEC would not putl the general office review board in the
2l technical specifications.,
Lhose negotiations were conducted oul of our home office
ad in neacinu. We consegquently ended up with only the
. a generation review comnittee, GRC=2, as it was known, in the

technical s mifications as an orf=site review commni ttee,
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We, nonetheless, kept the board intsrnally as a board

trat would review TMI=2 even though it was not part of the
technical specifications. We felt that was a good mode of
operations for TMI-l, and we felt that that off-site review
by @ senior group was in the best interests of our unit and

in the best interests of nuclear safety.

Q The GURB does perform the review for Three Mile
Island 17

A The TMl=1 has two off-site committees.

Q TMI=1?2

A THI=1 has two off-site committees. One is a

generation review committee. This is similar to TMI=-2’s
generation review committee. The functions may be slightly
different, | wou!~ have to look in the technical
specifications to review the specific details.

[he general cffice review poard is also a part of Til=i’s
technical specifications and is @ senior off=site groud that
taékes & broag-perspective look at operatjons end tries tc
assay those ojerégtions in a broad overview=type sense.

tmwl=2 A3 no official commitment toc have such a group

because of tre unwillingness of the NKRC to incorporate that
Sroupe.

J Wk were they unwilling?

A I on’t Know,

J How has that impacted on your operation?
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A It has not, because we kept the board.

Q Do you think it would have, had you not kept the
poard?

A I think that the functions of the general office

review board are imoortant., | think they are important
because indiviaguals from the industry with a good deal of
seniority and experience come in and look over our shoulders
and ask very good guestions and give us a perspective and
viewpoint that, being close to a situation and close to a
problem, we do nct have,

vhether or not eliminating them would make any difference

in @ specific instance would be strictly conjecture,

L

uoes this general office review board also have a

function at the Oyster (Creek nuclear power plant?

J Composed of the same members?

A I aon’t know. Some ] know are the same,

Y MR FRAMFPTONS
h ow often woes (KK meet?
A COH3 is requirea by the unit | technical
specifications to meetl once every six months. It typically

meets &cout once every three montihse.

How about for Unit 27 About the same?

-

T

A In the past, prior to the == | will start again.

icr tc the accicent, CORB’s frequency for Unit £ was
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the same and the meetings were in conjunction with each

other., In other words, half of the two-day session or
day=-and-a-half session would be usually spent on Unit 2 and
the other half on Unft |,

Q Did that group ask difficult gquestions of site
managenent?

A Pl

@

ase phrase your question again,

Q Well, let me ask it this wayt Did that group
challengye siLe managemen. to justify important
safety-related decisions and to fdentify problems ana |[ssues
it was navinj for review?

fou said you thought that kind of review was useful and
inportent., | am trying to get at what tne board actually

iid4 that wes useful and important.

A From time to time, the remarks ans comments of the
UOK3 were very challenging., [he GCORE senjority is such that

with any general concept, a person with 20 to 30 years’
experience in the nuclear industiry can ask enough
challenying questions that there aren’t good answers [Or.

we felt that, one, it was good to get asked tnose
westions and to try to respond to those questions to see

our oraanization and cperation measured up to those
questions and the answers Lo those questions,

dumter two, we 2t thal Lhe eXxposure ol some Of our more

junior peopla to that senlor=Llype group was a very gjgood
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experience because the accountability that it offererd our
people =-- an example would be that a young engineer might go
and present a particular problem to the GORE.

An example would be the atypical weld wire material that
was used in certain reactor vessels and the effect of that
material on the continued operational curves of the reactor
vessel. The GORB member, with his seniority and experience,
could ask very penetrating gquestions and unless that
engineer of maybe five to 10 years of experience did his
homework, he wouldn’t have the answers.,

It is good toc put our young engineer in the Kind of
situation that forces nim to do his homework to stand up
dgainst that particular type of critique and line of
questioning. We found théat experience from the GORB to be a
valuable experience in terms of exposure for our people in
acdition to the cverall nuclear safety concerns and
merspective that the UGORB presented to us,

J How did i{ssues or questions get to GORB in time
Tor them to make a review or decision or recommencaation that
is effective for operations purposes?

GORE was an after-the=-fact review group. GORB was
what | will cell more nhilosophical as a review group in
that it is the third review group in a line of review
groups. PORC is the first line of defense. The generation

review committes is tne second line of defense, reviewing
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.Lkw | and lLooking over PURC’s shoulder. The GORB looks over the
2 shoulders of both to make sure that not necessarily that an
. 3 issue is handled in a given way, but rather that the
4 philosophy of operation and maintenance and general conduct
- is proper.
o) 50, the GORB would look at issues that typically would
7 arise from such things as NRC inspection reports, event
e} reports, other issues that come into the focus in the
Y industry througn, say, NRC letters or bulletins or circulars
10 or incidents that would happen at a particular power plant
1 that may or may not necessarily be a reportable kind of
12 incident but perhaps is @ significant type of incident that
13 merits the review of a senior group.
. 14 fhen the GORB would try to th that in the perspective
19 oft You have had this one incident here, TMI, anc you have
10 Jgone X to correct it., How about related incidents? X, Y,
17 Ze Ay Ey @anc C? Are they, in fact, relatea, and have you
o coverec a broad enough spectrum in your approach to this
1y perticular problem to avoid recurrence in other closely
20 related areas?
2| J How about the GKHC? How does that fit into tnis
22 nierarchy? 1Is the UKC also in large pari an after-the-fact
-
£? 23 review?
29
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‘h ] A The GRC {s typically an after-the~fact review, though
2 on certain items such as modifications made to safety-related
3 systems, there is a review made by members of the GRC, not
‘ 4 necessarily by a committee, but by the off-s<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>